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Bayside Utilities, Inc. (Bayside or utility) is a class C
water and wastewater utility currently serving approximately 218
residential and 10 recreational v hicle customers. These amounts
do not include vacant lots which .re connected in the mobile home
park. Bayside is a reseller utility purchasing water and
wastewater service from the City of Panama City Beach and is
considered non-jurisdictional by the HNorthwest Florida Water
Management District. The utility has been providing wastewater
service since 1973, but the certification process was delayed due
to legal proceedings involving a former owne.. The Commission
granted wastewater operating certificate No. 358-5 to Buckaroo
Ranch, Inc., d/b/a Bayside Mobile Home Park by Order No. 12760,
issued December 9, 1983. On May 23, 1984, the Commission received
an application for a transfer of Sewer Certificate No. 358-5 from
Buckaroo Rench, Inc. (d/b/a Bayside Mobile Home Park), to Jevne
Enterprise:. and Whitton Corporation (a partnership d/b/a Bayside
Partnership). The Commission granted the transfer by Order No.
15205, issued October 8, 1985.

The utility originally claimed exemption under Section
367.022(8), Florida Statutes, for its water service because they
are a consecutive water system providing water to customers which
is purchased from Bay County. However, the utility never filed
reports as required by Section 367.022(8), Florida Statutes. Faced
with a possible show cause action, the utility decided to apply for
a water certificate. The utility filed for and received water
certificate No. 469-W by Order No. 16414, issued July 24, 1986.

The Commission has processed two staff assisted rate cases for
the utility, in Docket Nos. 860015-SU, and 870093-WS. Stipulations
from the wastewater rate case resulted in the interconnect with the
City of Panama City Beach for wastewater service. The utility
funded the interconnect and impact fees which were amortized over
a 28 year estimated life. The utility has also been granted price
index rate adjustments in 1986, 1989, 199%0, 1993, and 1995. 1In
addition, the utility has also been granted pass-through rate
adjustments in 1986, 1993, and 1995.

In August 1997, the utility added a surcharge of 3$16.16 to
each customer’s bill for repairs to the utility’s plant. Staff
learned of the surcharge through a customer complaint received by
phone on August 5, 1997. 'On August 7, 1997, staff sent a certified
letter to the utility advising them that the utility may only
collect rates and charges approved by the Commission, and that the
surcharge should be refunded with interest per Rule 25-30.360(4),
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Florida Administrative Code. The utility issued a refund (which
included interest) to customers on October 22, 1997.

On October 20, 1997, staff received a letter from the utility
which included an application for a pass-through rate adjustment as
allowed by Section 367.081(4) (b), Florida Statutes. The utility
stated the increase request was die to an increase in rates by the
City of Panama City Beach. The  also stated that no allowances
were made in the original rate: for the payment of regulatory
assessment fees and requested that the regulatory assessment fees
be included in the utility’s rates.

After reviewing the utility’s application, staff sent a letter
dated October 22, 1997 to the utility stating that the requested
increases could not be processed. The utility’s last staff
assisted rate case (SARC) (Docket 870093-WS) included 2 1/2%
regulatory assessment fees in the utility’s rates. A pass through
application processed in 1995 passed through an additional 2% in
regulatory assessment fees due to the increase in fees by the PSC,
which brourht the fees up to the current 4 1/2%. The utility’s
request to pass through increases in purchased water and wastewater
cost increases from the City of Panama Beach could not be processed
because of a requirement in Section 367.081(4)(b), Florida
Statutes, which states a utility cannot pass through an increase in
cost of purchased water or sewer services which increase was
initiated more than 12 months before the filing by the utility.
Panama City Beach last increased its water and wastewater rates on
May 11, 1995 through Ordinance No. 446.

Since the utility stated it is continuing to operate at a loss
and has been unable to make its mortgage payments because of cash
flow, staff recommended the utility apply for a SARC, which it did,
through an application received October 22, 1997.

A subsequent utility letter reguested the utility be allowed
to institute emergency interim rates during this SARC. The utility
provided staff with financial statements for the first nine months
of 1997. A staff review showed the utility was meeting its
necessary day-to-day expenses, showing a $6,628 water operating
income and $3,259 wastewater operating income before depreciation,
amortization, and return on capital, for the nine-month period
ending September 30, 1997. Staff advised the utility that past
Commission practice has been to allow recovery of only necessary
day-to-day operating expenses and taxes in emergency rates, and
only where there is immediate and urgent need in very unique
circumstances, such as a receivership. An October 31, 1997 letter
to the utility included staff’s analysis and recommended the
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utility withdraw its request for emergency interim rates, which it
did in a November 11, 1997 letter to the Commission.

In preparation for this recommendation, staff audited the
utility's records for compliance i ‘th Commission rules and orders
and examined all components necess: 'y for rate setting. The staff
engineer has also conducted a field investigation, which included
a visual inspection of the water distribution and wastewater
collection facilities along with the service area. The utility's
operating expenses, maps, files, and rate application were also
reviewed to determine reasonableness of maintenance expenses,
regulatory compliance, utility plant in service, and quality of
service. Staff has selected a historical test year ended December
31, 1997 for this rate case.

Based on staff’s analysis, the utility's test year revenue was
$59,617 for the water system and $65,452 for the wastewater system.
Test year operating expenses were $55,846 for water and 564,372 for
wastewater. -his resulted in a net operating income of $3,772 for
water, and $1,081 for wastewater.

A customer meeting was conducted at 6:30 pm on July 29, 1998
at the Optimist Club Center in Panama City Beach. Approximately 92
customers and 4 utility personnel attended the meeting along with
2 representatives of Bay County, and the Florida Public Service
Commission (PSC) staff. Approximately seventeen customers chose to
cive comments regarding the utility’s quality of service, the
proposed rate increase, and other issues related to the case. In
addition to the general customer evening meeting, staff met with
members of the Bayside Homeowners Association in the afternoon
prior to the meeting to answer questions and explain the staff
assisted rate case process. Quality of Service and Customer
Service issues are discussed in Issue Nos. 1 and 7.

The Bayside Homeowners Association and representatives of the
utility also met with Bay County representatives the day before the
July 29, 1998 customer meeting to inquire if there was any interest
in having the city or county purchase Bayside. The owner of the
utility has expressed interest in selling the utility to either the
City of Panama City Beach or Bay County. The County
representatives stated they are not in the business of buying
utilities and would not be interested in a purchase, although they
may consider a transfer to the City of Panama City Beach who has
the franchise for utility services in that area. No
reprasentatives of the City of Panama Beach were at the meeting.
Once staff was advised of Bay County’s interest in this rate case,
staff contacted the Bay County Manager and offered to meet with any
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county representatives to answer questions or explain the SARC
process. He stated that county representatives would be at the
evening customer meeting and could get any questions answered
there. Based on the results of the meeting, a transfer is not
likely because of the outstanding debt of the utility. The
president of the homec'mer’s association vowed to keep trying to
negotiate a settlement for takeover, but it would be a "slow
process.”
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DRISCUSSION OF ISSUES

ISSUE 1: 1Is the quality of service provided by Bayside Utilities,
Inc. in Bay County satisfactory?

RECOMMENDATION: The quali.y of water and wastewater service
provided by Bayside Util!:ies, Inc. should be considered
satisfactory. However, the d.cket should be held open for 90 days
from the issuance date of the Order to remove all non-utility
related users from the power meter at the "Eastern” lift station,
and to install emergency lights for each lift station where they
can be seen from the nearest road. (DAVIS)

STAFF ANALYSIS: The overall quality of service providea by the
utility is derived from the evaluation of three separate components
of the Water or Wastewater Utility Operations: (1) Quality of
Utility's Product (water and wastewater compliance with regulatory
standards), (2) Operational Conditions of Utility's Plant or
Facili .ies, and (3) Customer Satisfaction of drinking water and
domestic wastewater service.

QUALITY OF UTILITY'S PRODUCT

Bayside Utilities has neither a water treatment plant or a
wastewater treatment plant. Water and wastewater disposal service
is purchased from the City of Panama City Beach. The City of
Panama City Beach is a municipality that must comply with standards
set by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and enforced by
the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP).
The DEP has no citations or corrective orders pending against the
City of Panama City Beach. Water and wastewater services provided
to Bayside meets or exceeds all quality standards for safe drinking
water.

Since the water and wastewater services are provided by a
municipality that is meeting or exceeding the required standards,
the quality of the utility's product is considered satisfactory.

OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS OF UTILITY'S PLANT(S) AND FACILITIES

Since there is neither a water treatment plant or a wastewater
treatment plant, the issue of operational conditions at the plant
is moot. However, after reviewing the ai»unt of water purchased
versus the amount of water sold, staff determined the utility has
an unacceptable amount of unaccounted-for water. Historically, an
unaccounted for water percentage of 10% has been acceptable to the
PSC. Bayside’s unaccounted for water exceeds 10% by 435,000
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gallons per year. Normally, staff would make adjustments to
electric power and chemical expense for unaccounted for water. In
this case, Bayside is a reseller which does not pump Of chemically
treat its water. Staff believes an adjustment of $635 (435,002
gallons x $1.46/1,000 gallons cost) is warranted to reduce the cost
of purchased water from the City of Panama City Beach. This
adjustment is discussed in Issue No. 7 of this recommendation.

CUSTOMER SATISFACTION OF W/ 'ER AND WASTEWATER SERVICE

As stated in the case background, a customer/homeowner's
association meeting was held during the afternoon of July 29, 199y,
in the Optimist Club Center in Panama City Beach, Florida.
Attending this meeting was Mr. Tarver Kitchens (President of the
homeowner's association), Mr. Jim Warton (homeowner), and Mr. Bobby
Pattillo (homeowner). Mr. Kitchens presented the staff with a list
of guestions and concerns. staff and the homeowners went through
the list during the course of this meeting, all but one issue was
found to either be rate or accounting related. The one engineering
issue relating to operations concerned the electric meter at a lift
statior known as the “Eastern” lift station. The utility has
allower: at least one other user to share the electric meter
measuring consumed power at this lift station. Both the customers
and staff consider this situation to have the appearance of
impropriety. Since an accurate amount for purchased power (at this
one lift station) could not be specifically identified, the staff
engineer had already recommended a reasonable and prudent allowance
for purchased power (based on power used by a similar 1lift station)
to be used in the setting of rates for this utility. Staff
believes that, from this point. forward, the utility should have an
electric meter snlely dedicated to the “Eastern” 1ift station. It
is recommended that the utility be required to remove all non-
utility related users from the power meter at the "Eastern” lift
station within 90 days of the date of the Order.

At the evening meeting held on July 29, 1998, approximately 92
customers and four utility persons were present. Mr. Tarver
Kitchens, president of the homeowners' association, addressed the
meeting by updating those in attendance concerning the earlier
meeting that was held with staff. After Mr. Kitchens'
presentation, nine customers came forward with comments and
concerns. One customer related an incident of her sewage backing
up during July, 1993, Another customer had a similar incident
occur within the last year. Still another customer made comments
about black sand in the water. After the customer meeting had
adjourned, one customer came to staff with the belief that the
utility falsified records concerning the new force main addition.

= 7w
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This customer lives in the park "year round” on the street (Big
Daddy Drive) where the force main was installed. Since he had not
seen trenching equipment and construction underway, it was his
contention that the force main was not there.

Concerning those customers that have experienced problems with
sewage back-ups, it is difficult to determine if the customer’s
backup problems are due to lift station malfunctions or clogs in
the customer's laterals. Should the problem be with the lift
stations, the problem appe.rs to have been corrected with recent
upgrades (central lift station now has dual pumps). However, it
was noted during the latest inspection that emergency lights at
each 1ift station are not visible from the nearest road. These
lights are the primary indicator of a malfuncticn, and alerts the
utility and the general public, giving them time to correct any
and all problems before they become health hazards. It is
recommended that the utility install emergency lights for each lift
station where customers can easily see the light when it is on,
indicating a malfunction, and can call the utility. The utility
should be given 90 days from the date of the Order to properly
install l1ift station emergency lights.

The service area is primarily a mobile home park that was
built in the late sixties to early seventies. rour-inch lines were
used as service laterals which "Y" together in pairs (and possibly
in triplet on a couple of connections) before reaching the

utility's main collection system. Tree roots and other
encumbrances periodically clog these laterals which require the
lines to be cleared of obstruction. It appears from customer

testimony, that when this happens, a dispute occurs between the
customer and the utility as to who is responsible. These are o'd
lines and only a licensed plumber can determine and verify if the
clog is located beyond the customer's property. Therefore, it is
recommended that the customer call a plumber of his/her choice, and
if it is determined by the licensed plumber (stated on the bill)
that the clog is beyond the customer's property, the utility has
agreed to be responsible for the bill. Otherwise, the customer

should be held responsible.

The staff engineer has been to this service area three times
during the course of this rate case. Upon each visit, the staff
engineer has sampled and visually inspected the water. The second
and third visits were after the customer meeting and particular
attention was ,iven to finding black sand in the water. None was
found. It is common to find sand and othe: organic particles in
the water after a repair has been made or a new customer has been
“capped-in” to the water main. When this occurs, the customer
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ISSUE 2: What portions of water and wastewater plants-in-service
are used and useful?

RECOMMENDATION: A used and useful analysis of the water and
wastewater treatment plants is not applicable; the water
distribution and wastewater collection systems should be considered
100% used and useful. (D VIS)

STAFF ANALYSIS: Since the utility no longer has water and
wastewater treatment plant facilities, a calculation for a used and
useful percentage for plant accounts is not applicable. There is
not a water treatment facility to evaluate other than the
interconnecting pipe work to the city's main which is considered a
component of the distribution system. Likewise, there is not a
wastewater treatment plant to evaluate. Wastewater generated b
the residents of the Bayside is transported to the City of Panama
City Beach via three (3) in-line lift stations which are considered
components of the collection system.

The network of water distribution and wastewater collection
mains are engineered and constructed to adequately serve the
potential capacity of 283 customer connections estimated to be 283
ERCs. A final count revealed that the utility served 22 single
family residences, 207 mobile homes, nine (9) camper/trailer/RVs,
a total of 238 ERCs. In addition, the utility should charge a base
facility charge for the 55 vacant lots since there are connections
available, which brings the total to 283 connections. During the
last rate case, it was determined that nothing less than the
existing network of mains could serve the current number of
customers, and the Commission determined that the mains were 100%
used and useful. It is recommended in this rate proceeding that
the same hold true and the utility be considered 100% used and
useful ( See Attachments "A" and "B").

Therefore, it is recommended that all accounts relating to

both the distribution system and the wastewater collection system
be considered 100% used and useful.

- 10 =
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ISSUE 3: What is the appropriate treatment of the CIAC associated
with the wastewater treatment plant?

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate treatment of the CIAC should be
to retire the amount associated with the wastewater treatment
plant., Staff is recommending that $40,344 of wastewater CIAC and
$27,662 of wastewater accumulated amortization of CIAC shown on the
utility’s books be retired. (CASEY)

STAFF ANALYSIS: The utj iity interconnected its wastewater system
to the City of Panama _ity Beach in 1988. At that time, the
utility retired the appropriate wastewater plant and retired the
accumulated depreciation balances as of the retirement date. Order
No. 18624, issued January 4, 1988, allowed an extraordinary loss of
$23,417 amortized over 10 years for this retirement. The 323,417
calculation did not include any retirement of wastewater CIAC, CIAC
accumulated amortization, or an additional 571,043 in wastewater
plant which was retired.

Staff recalculated the appropriate net loss for the retirement
which included all retired plant, retired accumulated depreciation,
reticed CIAC, retired CIAC accumulated amortization, and the
salv/ge value of the retired plant. The result was a net loss of
515,699, The calculations show the utility was afforded an
additional amortization expense of $7,718, or $772 per year, over
a ten-year period. Since the utility showed no overearnings during
these years, the additional amortization of $772 per year was
viewed as immaterial by staff.

Bayside’s only service availability charge has been a $300
wastewater plant capacity charge, which is addressed in Issue No.
14. Since all wastewater treatment plant and associated
accumulated depreciation has been retired, the 540,344 of
wastewater CIAC and 527,662 of accumulated amortization shown on
the utility’s books, should be retired. Staff’s calculations of
the interconnection net loss are shown on Schedule No. lB.

= 41 =
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ISSUE 4: What is the appropriate average amount of test year rate
base for each system?

RECOMMENDATION : The appropriate average amount of test year rate
base for Bayside Utilities, Inc. should be $67,580 tor water and
5214,694 for wastewater. (CASEY, DAVIS)

STAFF ANMALYS8IS: The appropriate cvomponents of Dayside's rate base
include depreciable plant in service, contributions in aid of
construction (CIAC), accumulated depreciation, accumulated
amortization of CIAC, and working capital allowance. Utilicy
plant, depreciation, and CIAC balances were last determined as of
December 31, 1987 in the utility's last staff assisted rate case by
Order No. 18624, issued January 4, 1988. Staff used the amounts
set forth in that Order as a base for rate base components updated
in this recommendation. Further adjustmentr are necessary to
reflect tes* year changes. A discussion of each component follows.

: Bayside Utilities is a reseller
utility which purchases water from the City of Panama City Beach
via a transmission main. Bayside Utilities has no water treatment
plant facilities.

According to the plans and records reviewed, the distribution
system is a composite network of approximately 4,825 linear feet of
eight (8) inch ductile iron pipe, approximately 3,530 linear feet
of six (6) inch PVC pipe, approximately 8,840 linear feet of four
(4) inch PVC pipe, approximately 4,470 linear feet of two (2) inch
PVC pipe, and approximately 4,700 linear feet of one (1) inch PVC
pipe. The distribution system contains seven (7) fire hydrants
located in various places along the utility's six (6) inch mains.

There is also no wastewater treatment plant facility.
Wastewater generated by the residents of Bayside is transported to
the City of Panama City Beach via a force main. This force main
interconnects with the utility's three (3) lift stations to
centralize and transport raw wastewater to the city's collection
system.

According to the records reviewed, the collection system is a
network of approximately 5,000 linear feet of ten inch (10%)
gravity pipe, about 2,700 linear feet of six inch (6") PVC gravity
pipe, and over 17,000 linear feet of four inciu (4") lateral service
connectors. A newly replaced four inch (4") PVC force main that is
about 2,640 linear feet was added to the utility's existing 3,670
linear feet of ten inch (10") force main.

- 17 =
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The utility recorded utility plant in service balances of
$181,352 for water and $349,524 for wastewater at the end of the
test year. Staff calculated utility plant by starting with Order
No., 18624, which established utility plant of $164,898 for water
and $387,736 for wastewater as of December 31, 1987, and made
adjustments for plant additions and r tirements through the test
year. Staff made adjustments to wastew.ter plant to reflect $5,000
of pro forma plant required by the epartment of Environmental
Protection (DEP), and to reflect $2,694 of staff recommended pro
forma plant. The DEP required pro forma plant consists of the
replacement of two lift station pumps, and the staff recommended
pro forma plant includes replacement of five rubberized plastic
manhole 1lids, replacement of an electrical panel box, and
replacement of a sewage flow meter. An averaging adjustment of
{57,506) was also made to wastewater plant, Total recommended
utility plant in service is $181,352 for water and $349,712 for
wastewater.

Hon-Used and Useful Plant: As discussed in Issue No. £ of this
recommendation, all distributien and collection system accounts
should be considered 100% used and useful.

Contributions in Add of Construction: The utility recorded CIAC
balances of (5$52,911) for water and (540,344) for wastewater at the
end of the test year. By Order No. 18624, the Commission
established water CIAC of (552,911) and wastewater CIAC of
($74,026). MNo additional CIAC has been added since the last rate
case, Staff made an adjustment of ($40,344) to wastewater CIAC to
reflect staff’s recommendation in Issue No. 3 of this
recommendation to retire wastewater plant CIAC. 5taff recommends
water CIAC of ($52,911) and wastewater CIAC of $0.

Accumulated Depreciation: The utility books reflected accumulated
depreciation balances of ($112,502) for water and ($171,788) for
wastewater at the end of the test year. Staff calculated
accumulated depreciation starting with balances from Order No.
18624 and used the depreclation rates set forth in that Order to
calculate depreciation up to the test year. Staff made adjustments
of 55,509 to water and $27,806 to wastewater to bring the utility's
figures to staff’'s calculated amount. Pro forma plant depreciation
of ($1,382) was included in wastewater accumulated depreciation.
Averaging adjustments of $3,501 for water and 54,560 for wastewater
were also made. Staff recommends accumulated depreciation balances
of ($103,492) for water and ($140,804) for wastewater.

- 13 -
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3 The utility recorded accumulated
amortization balances of $37,736 for water, and $27,662 for
wastewater at the end of the test year. Staff calculated
amortization of CIAC by starting with balances from Order No.
18624, and amortized CIAC by using a yearly composite rate. As
discussed in Issue No. 3, wa:tewater CIAC amortization should be
retired due to the interconne :tion with the City of Panama City.
Staff made an adjustment of (§°7,662) to reflect the removal of the
wastewater plant CIAC amortization. An averaging adjustment of
(51,021) for water brings the total recommended accumulated
amortization balances to $36,715 for water and 50 for wastewater.

Consistent with Rule 25-30.443, Florida
Administrative Code, staff recommends that the one-eighth of
operation and maintenance expense formula approach be used for
calculating working capital allowance. Applying that formula,
staff recommends a working capital allowance of 55,916 for water
and 55,786 for wastewater (based on O&M of $47,327 for water and
$46,288 for wastewater).

Rate Base Summary: Based on the foregoing, the appropriate balance
of Bayside Utilities, Inc. test year rate base should be $67,580
for water and 5214,694 for wastewater. Rate base 13 shown on
Schedules Nos. 1 and 1A and adjustments are shown on Schedule MNo.
1cC.

-l -
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ISSUE 5: What is the appropriate rate of return on equity and the
appropriate overall rate of return for this utility?

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate rate of return on equity should
be 10.46% with a range of 9.46% - 11.46% and the appropriate
overall rate of return should be 9.53%. (CASEY)

STAFYF ANALYSIS: Baserd on the staff audit, the utility's capital
structure consists of $ ,500 of notes payable with an interest rate
of 10.00%, 5272,820 o: notes payable with an interest rate of
10.00%, 524,242 of notuv payable with an interest rate of 4.00%,
and negative retained earnings of ..2,935, Using the current
leverage formula approved under Docket No. 970006-WS, Order No.
P5C-97-0660-FOF-WS, issued June 10, 1997, the rate of return on
common equity should be 10.46% with a range of 9.46% - 11.46% for
utilities with equity ratios of less than 40%, which includes
Bayside. Since including a negative common equity would penalize
the utility's capital structure by understating the overall rate of
return, staff has adjusted the negative commo:i equity to zero.

Applying the weighted average method to the total capital
structure yields an overall rate of return of 9.53%. The company's
test year capital structure balance has been adjusted to match the
totul of the water and wastewater rate bases.

The Bayside return on equity and overall rate of return are
shown on Schedule No. 2.
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ISSUE 6: What are the appropriate test year operating revenues
for each system?

RECOMMENDATION : The appropriate test year operating revenues
should be $59,617 for water and $65,452 for wastewater. (CASEY)

STAFF ANALYSIS: The utility -ecorded water revenues of $52,199
and wastewater revenues of $58 370 during the test period. These
amounts did not include base facility charges on vacant lots which
are connected in the mobile home park. Order No. 18624, issued
January 4, 1988, stated:

“The Office of Public Counsel has asked that this Order
expressly confirm that, as indicated during our
consideration of this matter at agenda conference, the
park owner shall bear the cost of the base facility
charges associated with all vacant lots that may be
connected to the system. In any event, we confirm that
such charges will not be borne by the general body of
ratefayers. This has been accomplished in the
Commission’s design of rates approved in this order, so
as to ensure that vacancy costs are charged to the park
owner, rather than the utility.”

Because the number of vacant lots was in question, Commission
staff conducted a physical count of the vacant lots on the morning
following the July 29, 1998 customer meeting. A total of 283
connected lots were counted by staff. Staff auditors supplied a
billing analysis for 1997 which showed an average of 228 customers
for 1997. Staff imputed water revenues of 357,418, and wastewater
revenues of $7,082, which included base facility charges for 55
additional connected wvacant lots for the test year. Statf
recommends test jear water revenue of 559,617 and test year
wastewater revenue of 565,452,
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ISSUE 7: What are the appropriate amounts for operating expense
for each system?

RECOMMENDATION: The appropriate amounts for operating expense
should be $§55,971 for water and $65,284 for wastewater. The
utility should be order-d to make arrangements to remove all nun-
utility related users o as to have a separate electric meter
dedicated solely to the ilastern lift station. (CASEY, DAVIS)

STAFF ANALYSIS: The utility recorded operating expenses of
$56,232 for water and §66,893 for wastewater. The components of
these expenses include operation and maintenance expenses,
depreciation expense (net of related amortization of CIAC), and
taxes other than income taxes.

The utility's test year operating expenses have been reviewed
and invoices and other supporting documentation have been examined.
Adjustments have been made to reflect unrecorded test year expenses
and to reflect recommended allowances for plant operations.

Opesation and Maintenance Expenses(Q & M): The utility charged
551,466 to water O & M and $49,515 to wastewater O & M during the
test year. A summary of adiustme~ts that were made to the
utility's recorded expenses follows:

5 = The "lity recorded employee
salaries and wages ~f $6,235 for wate: . | $6,235 for wastewater,.
The company’s amouiiL: were not fully supported by the utility’s
books and records. Staff auditors found salaries and wages amounts
of 55,321 for water and $5,321 (.ur wastewater on the utility’s
books during the test year.

Staff’s original intention was to increase salaries based on
the Commission approved yearly indexes, starting with the amounts
approved in Order 18624. Information obtained at the customer
meetings indicate the relations between the utility and its
customers are very poor and have not improved since Order No. 18624
was issued. In that order, the utility was ordered to prepare a
log of every written complaint that it received. The log was to
describe the nature of each complaint, the utility’s response, and
explain whether customer satisfaction was received. The log was
submitted on a quarterly basis to the Commission for a period of
one year. The primary complaint at the cus.omer meetings for this
rate case was the alleged harassment and verbal abuse customers
receive from employees of the utility. Soume customers at the
customer meeting for this rate case advised staff they could not
give their comments on record because of a fear of being evicted by
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the mobile home park which has the same owner as the utility.
Other customers alleged that utility employees were told that they
were not allowed to talk to customers.

Order No. 18624, issued January 4, 1988, granted salaries and
wages of $13,771 for water and $12,597 for wastewater. These
amounts were based on estimated labor for utility operations after
the interconnections with the C ty of Panama Beach. Although the
utility was allowed these amounts in its last rate case, it has
only booked approximately 47% of those totals during the test year.
Because it appears customer relations appear to be just as bad, or
worse, since the last rate case when the utility, according to
Order 18624, “expressed a willingness to improve customer
relations,” staff is recommending maintaining the amount of
salaries which were booked by the utility in the test year with the
exception of the maintenance man/meter reader. Customers also
alleged that meters are not being read on a monthly basis, but
according to the utility, meters are read on the 20th of each
month. Staff is recommending increasing the maintenance man/meter
reader’s jalary by $408 for water and $408 for wastewater to insure
an appropriate amount for monthly meter reading and maintenance.
Staff recommends employee salaries and wages of $5,729 for water
and $5,729 for wastewater.

-~ The utility recorded purchased water
expense of 528,939, and purchased sewage treatment of $23,308
during the test year. Staff made an adjustment of ($635) to reduce
the amount of purchased water cost due to an unacceptable level of
unaccounted for water as discussed in Issue No. 1. Staff also made
an adjustment of $1,674 to purchased water, and $1,674 to purchased
sewage treatment, to increase the amount of base facility charge
cost paid by the utility to the City of Panama City Beach. As
discussed in Issue No. 6, staff determined the number of lots with
available service in the mobile home park is 283. The City of
Panama City Beach charges Bayside by the number of lots with
available service. Presently the City of Panama Beach charges
Bayside for 265 lots. Since the physical count of the number of
lots (including vacant lots) total 283, staff included water and
wastewater base facility charge costs for an additional 18 lots.
Staff recommends purchased water cost of $29,978, and purchased
sewage treatment cost of $24,982,

Sludge Removal Expense - The utility recorded no sludge removal

expense during the test year. Upon inspection, odors were detected
at the middle 1ift station. In addition to rscommending the enzyme
pretreatment addressed in chemicals expense, it is recommended that
sludge removal of the throe lift stations be part of the utility's
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regular maintenance. Sludge hauling should occur when telltale
signs such as odor and sludge buildup deem it appropriate. Since
the customer base appears seascnal, one clean-out per lift station
every three years after the peak season at a typical cost of $275
per clean-out is appropriate for this utility. Staff recommends
$275 for wastewater sludge removal expense.

Purchased Power - The utility rec rded no purchased power expense
for water and $507 for wastewater -uring the test year. There was
no water purchased pover expense due to the utility purchasing
water for resale. Power consumption for the wastewater collection
system relates solely to the cthree lift stations. Two of the three
1ift stations are metered separately and have undisputed amounts
for purchased power. The third lift station draws power through a
meter that is common with at least one other user. During the test
period, the Tiki 1ift station averaged $35.71 per month, and the
Middle lift station averaged $14.96 per month. The third lift
station (Eastern lift station) is closely comparable to the Tiki
lift station, and is anticipated to consume approximately the same
amcunt of power that the Tiki lifr station did during the test
year. Staff recommends wastewater purchased power expense of
51,037 ($35.71 + $35.71 + $14.96 X 12 months).

Chemicals - The utility recorded no water or wastewater chemical
expense during the test year. All water treatment is performed by
the City of Panama City Beach, &nd no chemicals for additional
treatment are necessary. Currently, the utility does not purchase
chemicals to pretreat wastewater influent at the lift stations.
Upon the engineer's field audit, the middle lift station had a
build-up of sludge/grease that was creating some septic odors.
inere is an enzyme pretseatment which will reduce unwanted buildup
and temporarily keep odors under control. This enzyme can be
purchased for approximately $10 per container. One contaiiier per
month would be sufficient to treat all three lift stations. Staff
recommends $120 (12 containers X $10 ea.) of wastewater chemical
expense.

- - The wutility recorded
professional contractual services of $450 for water and £545 for
wastewater for accounting and engineering fees. The staff engineer
is recommending repair of fifteen manholes which are showing signs
of age and are suspected of leaking, at an estimated cost of $4,875
over a five year period. The staff engineer recommends including
$975 per year in wastewater professional contractua! services for
the repair of these manholes. Staff recommends test Yyear
professional contractual services of $450 for water and $1,520 for
wastewater.
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= - The utility recorded no
contractual services - testing expenses during the test year. DEP
considers this utility to be a reseller utility, and as such,
requires monthly microbiological monitoring and normal lead and
copper testing. The required t¢ sts and frequency at which those
test must be repeated are:

Bule Description Ereguency Cost
62-550.518F.A.C. Microbiological monthly $300/yr
17-551F.A.C. Lead & Copper biannual/subseq annual 150/vyr

Total S450/v%

No testing requirements are currently being imposed on the
wastewater system. Staff recommends water contractual services -
testing of $450 for the test year.

- The utility recorded water transportation
expense of £340, and wastewater transportation expense of $1,17§,
for a total of $1,516 for the test year. In the utility’s last
rate case, the Commission allowed transportation expenses of $1,389
for water and §1,389 for wastewater which were estimates of
transportation costs after the interconnections with Panama City
Beach. staff believes an updated appropriate figure for
transportation expense would be §1,000 per system or $2,000 total,
which is a $484 increase over what was recorded in the test year.

Insurance Expense - A customer at the utility customer meeting was
concerned about the fact that the utility had no insurance when
Hurricane Opal damaged the utility property. Since the utility did
not have insurance to cover the damage caused by the hurricane, it
was able to obtain a Small Business Administration Loan and restore
utility service. As a requirement of this loan, the utility had to
obtain hazard and flood insurance, which is presently in effect.
Staff recommends insurance expense of $839 for water and $839 for
wastewater.

- The utility recorded regulatory
commission expenses of $2,264 for water and $2,417 for wastewater
during the test year. Staff made adjustments of ($2,264) to water
regulatory commission expense and ($2,417) to wastewater regulatory
commission expense to reclassify regulatory assessment fees to
‘taxes other than income. The filing fee for this 3ARC amounted to
$1,000 for water and $1,000 for wastewater. Staff made an
adjustment of $250 to water regulatory commission expense and $250
to wastewater regulatory commission expense to amortize the filing
fee for this SARC over four years (§1,000/4). Staff recommends
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regulatory commission expense of $250 for water and $250 for
wastewater.

- The utility recorded bad debt expense of 54,513
for water and $4,697 for wastewater during the test year. The
utility amounts are bad debt expenses compiled over a number of
years and written off in 1997. Disclosure No. 1 of staff’s audit
recommends the utility’s had debt expenses be reduced to $745 for
water and $745 for wast water. Issue No. 12 of this report
recommends the utility ini iate a customer deposit policy to reduce
the amount of bad debt the utility is experiencing. Staff made an
adjustment of ($3,768) to water and ($3,952) to wastewater, which
result in test year recommended bad debt expenses of 3745 for water
and $745 for wastewater.

: Total operation

and maintenance adjustments are ($4,140) for water and ($3,228) for
wastewater. Staff recommends operation and maintenance expenses of
547,327 for water apd $46,288 for wastewater. Operation and
maintenance expenses are shown in Schedule Nos. 3C and 3D.

Depr ; The utilircy
recorded $4,201 of water depreciation expense and $16,633 of
wastewater depreciation expense on their books for the test year.
Consistent with Commission practice, staff calculated test year
depreciation expense using the rates prescribed in Rule 25-30.140,
Florida Administrative Code. Staff made a $2,801 adjustment to
water depreciation expense and a (£4,317) adjustment to wastewater
depreciation expense to bring the utility balances to the staff's
recommended amounts. As allowed by Rule 25-30,140, Florida
Administrative Code, staff made a change in the useful life of
pumping equipment contained in Account No. 370. Because of the
location of the utility on the gulf, salt water causes the pumping
equipment in the lift stations to wear out more quickly than the 15
years recommended in Rule 25-30.140, Florida Administrative Code.
Staff is recommending a useful life of five years for the pumping
equipment in this account. A CIAC amortization adjustment amounted
to ($2,043) for water. Staff also made an adjustment of $1,766 to
wastewater to include depreciation expense on pro forma plant.
Staff recommends depreciation expenses net of CIAC of $4,959 for
water and 514,082 for wastewater for the test year.

: The utility recorded taxes other
than income of $565 for water and $745 for wastewater. Staff made
adjustments to water taxes other than income to reclassify 32,264
of regulatory assessment fees from O & M, Iincrease regulatory
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assessment fees by 5419 to reflect regulatory assessment faes on
staff's recommended test year revenue, and include payroll taxes of
$312 on staff's recommended salaries and wages. Staff made
adjustments to wastewater taxes other than income to reclassify
$2,417 of regulatory assessrant fees from O & M, increase
regulatory assessment fees by $! !8 to reflect regulatory assessment
fees on staff's recommended tes' year revenue, and include payroll
taxes of $312 on staff's reco.mended salaries and wages. Staff
recommends test year taxes other than income of $3,560 for water
and 54,002 for wastewater.

: Revenues have been adjusted by $2,791 for
water and $20,283 for wastewater to reflect the increase in revenue
required to cover expenses and allow the recommended rate of return
on investment.

: This expense has been increased by
$126 for water and $913 for wastewater to reflect the regulatory
assessment fee of 4.5% on the increase in revenue.

: The application of staff's recommended
adjustments to the utility's test year operating expenses results
in staff's recommended operating expenses of $55,971 for water and
565,284 for wastewater.

Operating expenses are shown on Schedules Nos. 3 and 3A,
Adjustments are shown on Schedule No. 3B.

- 2% =



DOCKET NO. 971401-WS
DATE: AUGUST 20, 1998

What is the appropriate revenue requirement for each

ISSUE 8:
system?

: The appropriate revenue requirement should be
$62,408 for water and $85,735 for wastewater. (CASEY)

: The utili.y should be allowed an annual increase
in revenue of $2,791 (4.61%) for water and an annual increase of
$20,283 (30.99%) for wastewater. This will allow the utility the
opportunity to recover its expenses and earn the recommended 9.53%
return on its investment. The calculations are as follows:

—Hater Hastewater
Adjusted Rate Base $ 67,580 $ 214,694
Rate of Return & 0953 X L0953
Return on Investment $ 6,436 5 20,450
Adjusted Operation Expenses 47,327 46,288
Depreciation Expense (Net) 4,959 14,082
Taxes Other Than Income Taxes 3,686 4,915
Revenue Requirement $. 62,408 $ 85,735
Annual Revenue Increase § 2,791 $ 20,283
Percentage Increase/(Decrease) —1a 00y |1 F5- 51 .

The revenue requirements and resulting annual increases are
shown on Schedules Nos. 3 and 3A.
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ISSUE 9: Are repression adjustments to consumption appropriate in
this instance, and, if so, what are the appropriate adjustments?

RECOMMENDATION: No, repression adjustments are not appropriate in
this instance. (LINGO)

STAFF ANALYSIS: As liscussed previously, S5taff’s recommended
revenue requirement inc ‘eases are $2,791 for tht water system and
$20,283 for the wastewa'.er system, representing monthly increases
of 50.82/ERC and $5.97/ERC, respectively.

This case represents only the second instance in which Staff
has contemplated recommending that a repression adjustment be made;
and, as such, we have no established, previously-approved
methodology to calculate an appropriate adjustment. Until we do
have approved methodologies in place, we believe it is appropriate
to err on the side of caution when considering the magnitude of our
recommended adjustments. Based on the analysis above, we do not
believe that Staff’s recommended increases for the water and
was*ewater systems will result in customers repressing consumption
for the respective systems. Therefore, we believe the conservative
approach is to predict no anticipated consumption reductions for
Bayside’'s water and wastewater systems.
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ISSUE 10: what is the appropriate rate structure and what are the
recommended rates for this utility?

RECOMMENDATION : The recommended rates should be designed to
produce revenues of $62,408 for water and 585,735 for wastewater.
The recreational vehicle (RV) base facility charge should be
eliminated. The appro.ed rates should be effective for service
-endered on or after tht stamped approval date on the rariff sheet
pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), Florida Administrative Code. The
rates should not be implemented until proper notice has been
received by the customers. The utility should provide proof of the
date notice was given within 10 days after the date of the notice.
(CASEY)

STAFF AMALYSIS: During the test year, Bayside provided water and
wastewater service to approximately 218 residential and 10
recreational vehicle customers. These amounts did not include
vacant lots which are connected in the mobile home park. Order No.
18524, issued January 4, 1988 stated:

“The Office of Public Counsel has asked that this Order
expressly confirm that, as indicated during our
consideration of this matter at agenda conference, the
park owner shall bear the cost of the base facility
charges associated with all vacant lots that may be
connected to the aystem. In any event, we confirm that
such charges will not be borne by the general body of
ratepayers. This has been accomplishad in the
Commission’s design of rates approved in this order, so
as to ensure that vacancy costs are charged to the park
owner, rather than the utility.”

Because the number of vacant lots was in question, Commission staff
conducted a physical count of the vacant lots on the morning
following the July 29, 1998 customer meeting. A total of 283
connected lots were counted by staff. Therefore, staff included
and additional 55 connections for ratemaking purposes.

In addition, staff discovered the RV base facility charge
which was set in the last rate case for temporary customers no
longer should apply. The RV base facility charge was based on 40%
of the 5/8" x 3/4" base facility charge used for permanent
residents. The utility customers who now live in RVs are long-term
residents of the park, and are pretty much equivalent to any other
mobile home resident. As such, they should be charged as other
customers of the utility using the 5/8" x 3/4" meters. Staff is
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recommending discontinuing the RV base facility charge in the
utility’s tariff.

The utility's tariff provides for a base facility/gallonage
charge rate structure for all customers. The Commission has a
memorandum of understanding with the Florida Water Management
Districts which recognizes tha’ a joint cooperative effort is
necessary to implement an effecti ‘e, state-wide water conservation
policy. The utility is a rese. 'er utility (purchases water for
resale) which is considered non-jurisdictional by the Northwest
Florida Water Management District and is not required to file for
a consumptive use permit. The 5/8" x 3/4" meter residential
customers average consumption is approximately 4,185 gallons per
month, which is not considered excessive.

Staff has calculated a recommended base facility / gallonage
charge for water and wastewater customers based on test year data,
The base facility / gallonage charge rate structure is the
preferred rate structure because it is designed to provide for the
equitable siaring by the ratepayers of both the fixed and variable
costs of providing service. The base facility charge is based upon
the concept of readiness to serve all customers connected to the
system. This ensures that ratepayers pay their share of the costs
of providing service through the consumption or gallonage charge
and also pay their share of the fixed costs of providing service
through the base facility charge.

Approximately 65% (or $40,669) of the water revenue
requirement and 61% (or $52,395) of the wastewater revenue
requirement are amsociated with the fixed costs of providing
service. Fixed costs are recovered through the base facility
charge based on annualized number of factored Equivalent
Residential Connections (ERC's). The remaining 35% (or $21,740) of
the water revenue requirement and 39% (or $£33,341) of the
wastewater revenue requirement represent the consumption charge
based on the estimated number of gallons consumed during the test
period. Schedules of the utility's existing rates and staff's
preliminary rates are shown on the following page.
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BESIDENTIAL WATER RATES
Staff
Existing Recommended
Bnse Facility Base Facility
Type of Service — —Charge Charge
5/8™ % 3/4" = 11.24 $ 11.98
3/4" 16.88 17.96
i 28.13 29.94
Iype of Service
Gallonage Charge
Per 1,000 gallons $ 1.82 5 1.90
GENERAL SERVICE WATER FATES

Staff
Base Facility Existing Recommended
Charge Monthly Monthly
Meter Size —Rate Rate
5/8" x 3/4" $ 11.24 $ 11.98
3/4" 16.88 17.96
1 28.13 29.94
1-1/2" 56.23 59.88
2% 89.96 95.80
3" 179.93 191.61
4" 281.14 299.39
6" 562.28 598.77
Gallonage Charge
Per 1,000 gallons 3 1.82 $ 1.90
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RESIDENTIAL WASTEWATER RATES
Staff
Existing Recommended
Base Facility Base Facility
Type of Service —Charge =~ = _Charge
All meter sizes $ 10.73 s 15.43

Gallonage Charge
Per 1,000 gallons $ 3.15 $ 3.80
(6,000 gallon maximum per month)

GENERAL SERVICE WASTEWATER RATES

Staff

Bas': Facility Existing Recommended
Charge Monthly Monthly
Meter Size —Rate =~ __Rate
5/8" x 3/4" $ 10.73 $ 15.43
3/4" 16.07 23.14
1 26.82 38.57
i=1/2" 53.63 77.14
2" 85.80 123,43
- 171.61 246.85
4" 268.16 385.71
6" 536.31 771.42
Gallonage Charge

Per 1,000 gallons $ 3,73 5 4.56

(No Maximum)
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Using the 228 test year residential water customers currently
being served with an average use of 4,185 gallons/month per
customer, an average residential MONTHLY water bill comparison
would be as follows:

Average Average
MONTHLY Bill  MONTHLY Bill
Using Using
Existing Recommended Percent
Bates Rates Increase
Base Facility Charge $11.24 $ 11.98
Gallonage Charge 1,62 1,95
Total $18.86 $ 19.93 5.67%

Using the 228 test year residential wastewater customers
currently being served with an average use of 3,208 gallons/month
per customer, an average residential MONTHLY wastewater bill
comparison would be as follows:

Average Average
MONTHLY Bill  MONTHLY Bill
Using Using
Existing Recommended Percent
Rates Rates Increase
Base Facility Charge §10.73 $ 15.43
Gallonage Charge 10,11 —i2.19
Total $20.84 §$ 27.62 32.53%
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The rates should be effective for service rendered as of the
stamped approval date on the tariff sheets provided the customers
have received notice. The tariff sheets should be approved upon
staff's verification that the tariffs are consistent with the
Commission's decision, and that the customer notice is adequate.
The utility should provide proof of the date notice was given
within 10 days after the date of the notice.

If the effective date f the new rates falls within a regular
billing cycle, the initial »ills at the new rate may be prorated.
The old charge should be prorated based on the number of days in
the billing cycle before the effective date of the new rates. The
new charge should be prorated based on the number of days in the
billing cycle on or after the effective date of the new rates.

In no event should the rates be effective for service rendered
prio. to the stamped approval date.
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ISSUE 11: What is the appropriate amount by which rates should be
reduced four years after the established effective date to reflect
the removal of the amortized rate case expense as required by
Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes?

RECOMMENDATION: The water and wastewater rates should be reduced
as shown on Schedules No. 4 and 4-A, to remove rate case expense
grossed-up for regulatory i:sessment fees and amortized over a
four-year period. The decriase in rates should become effective
immediately following the expiration of the four-year recovery
period, pursuant to Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes. The
utility should be required to file revised tariff sheets and a
proposed customer notice setting forth the lower rates and the
reason for the reduction not later than one month prior to the
actual date of the required rate reduction. (CASEY)

: Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes requires that
the rates be reduced immediately following the expiration of the
four-year period by the amount of the rate case expense previously
includel in the rates. The reduction will reflect the removal of
revenues associated with the amortization of rate case expense and
the gross-up for regulatory assessment fees which is $262 annually
for each water and wastewater system. The reduction in rewvenues
will result in the rates recommended by staff on Schedules Nos. 4
and 4A.

The utility should be required to file revised tariff sheets
no later than one month prior to the actual date of the required
rate reduction. The utility also should be required to file a
proposed customcr notice setting forth the lower rates and the
reason for the reduction.

If the utility files this reduction in conjunction with a
price index or pass-through rate adjustment, separate data shall be
filed for the price index and/or pass-through increase or decrease
and the reduction in the rates due to the amortized rate case
expense.
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ISSUE 12: Should the utility’'s tariff have a provision for
customer deposits, and if so, what should be the appropriate amount
of customer deposits?

RECOMMENDATION : The utility should be allowed a provision for
customer deposits in its ctariff. The appropriate amount of
customer deposits should e $§40.00 for water and $55.00 for
wastewater for 5/8" x 3/4" neters. The deposit amounts should be
effective in accordance with Rule 25-30.475, Florida Administrative
Code. (CASEY)

STAFF AMALYSIS: The utility presently does not have a provision
for customer deposits in its tariff. Rule 25-30.311(1), Florida
Administrative Code, states, “Each utility may require an applicant
for service to satisfactorily establish credit, but such
establishment of credit shall not relieve the customer from
complying with utilities' rules for prompt payment of bills.” Rule
25-30.311(7), Florida Administrative Code, states

A utility may require, upon reasonable written
notice of not less than 30 days, such request or
notice being separate and apart from any bill tor
service, a new deposit, where previously waived or
returned, or an additional deposit, in order to
secure payment of current bills; provided, however,
that the total amount of the required deposit shall
not exceed an amount equal to the average actual
charge for water and/or wastewater service for two
billing periods for the 12 month period immediately
prior to the date of notice. In the event the
customer has had service less than 12 months, then
*he utility shall base its new or additional
deposit upon the average monthly billing
available.”

Pursuant to Rule 25-30.311(5), Florida Administrative Code, if a
customer has established a satisfactory payment record, and has had
continuous service for a period of 23 months, the deposit shall be
refunded. Therefore, for those customers who meet this
requirement, the utility should not charge any additional deposit.

The utility has experienced a high amount of bad debt expense
over the past few years, largely due to loss of customers from
Hurricane Opal and its transient customer base. Staff |is
recommending the utility initiate a customer deposit provision in
its tariff to reduce the amount of bad debt expense. Staff’s
recommendation is to approve customer deposics of $40.00 for water
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and $55.00 for wastewater for 5/8" x 3/4" meters. The deposit
amounts should be effective in accordance with HRule 25-30.475,
Florida Administrative Code.
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: Are the utility's existing miscellaneous service
charges appropriate, and if not, what should they be?

: The utility's existing miscellaneous service
charges were approved in Commission Order No. 18624, issued January
4, 1988, The appropriate cha‘ges should be those recommended in
the staff analysis. The mi. cellaneous service charge amounts
should be effective in accoriiance with Rule 25-30.475, Florida
Administrative Code, (CASEY)

3 The utility's current tariff contains
miscellaneous service charges which were approved in Commission
Order No. 18624, issued January 4, 1988. Staff believes these
charges should be updated and recommends that the following charges
be authorized:

Existing Miscellaneous Service Cparges

Water Wastewater
Normal After Normal After
Hours  Hours  Heours = Heurs
Initial Connection 510,00 515.00 510.00 515.00
Normal Reconnection $10.00 §15.00 510.00 $15.00
Violation $10.00 515.00 Actual Actual
Reconnection Cost Cost
Premises Visit (in £ 5.00 N/A $ 5.00 MN/R
lieu of
disconnection)
Staff Recommended Miscellaneous Service Charges
Water = Hastewater
Initial Connection $15.00 515.00
Normal Reconnection 515.00 $15.00
Violation Reconnection $15.00 Actual Cost
Premises Visit (in lieu 510.00 $10.00

of disconnection)
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The four types of miscellaneous service charges are:

1) Initial Conpnection: This charge is to be levied
for service initiation at » location where service
did not exist previously.

2) Normal Reconnwegtion: This charge is to be ievied
for transfer « f service to a new customer account

at a previousl, served location, or reconnection of
service subsequent to @a customer requested
disconnection.

3) Violation Reconnection: This charge is to be
levied prior to reconnection of an existing
customer after disconnection of service for cause
according to Rule 25-30.320(2), F.A.C., including a
delinquency in bill payment.

4) Premises Visit (in lijeu of disconnectionl: This
charge is to be levied when a service
representative visits a premises for the purpose of
discontinuing service for nonpayment of a due and
collectible bill, but does not discontinue service
because the customer pays the service
representative or otherwise makes satisfactory
arrangements to pay the bill.

These charges are designed to more accurately reflect the
costs associated with each service and to place the burden of
payment on the person who causes the cost to be incurred (the “"cost
causer"), rather than on the entire ratepaying body as a whole.

Therefore, staff recommends that the utility's tariff be
revised to incorporate the charges discussed above. The
miscellaneous service charge amounts should be effective in
accordance with Rule 25-30.475, Florida Administrative Code.
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108UR_14: Should the utility’s wastewater tariff service
avallability charges be revised?

RECOMMENDATION : Yes, the utility’'s wastewater service
availability charges should be revised. The existing $300 plant
capacity charge should be discontinued, and a main extension charge
of 6300 should be initiated for all future customers. The utility
should be ordered to file a revised tariff sheet within 10 days of
the effective date of the Order, which is consistent with the
commission’s vote. Staff should be given administrative authority
Lo approve the revised tariff sheet upon staff’s verification that
the tariffs are consistent with the Commission’s decision. If the
ommission Order is protestad, the utility should maintain the
axisting service availabilit s charges until the final Order is
jssued. If no protest is fi ed and the revised tariff sheet is
approved, the charges should hecome effective for new connections
made on or after the stamped approval date of the revised tariff
sheet pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(2), Florida Administrative Code.

(CABEY)

t The utility’s wastewater tariff Second Revised
fheat No. 25.0 provides for a wastewater plant capacity charge of
$300 per ERC and actual cost for all others. Since the utility
interconnected to the City of Panama City Beach for wastewater
treatment and disposal, the plant capacity charge is no longer

'I}FI 1G.h1.‘1

As a result of the retirement of the wastewater treatment
plant and related CIAC, the utility’s level of CIAC would be lower
than what is prescribed in Rule 25-30,580(1) (b), Florida
Administrative Code. Pursuant to Rule 25-30.580(1) (b), Florida
Administrative Code, the minimum amount of contributions-in-aid-of-
construction should not be less than the percentage of such
facilities and plant that is represented by the water transmission
and distribution and sewage collection systems. Since the
utility’s CIAC level would be lower than minimum, as prescribed by
rule, staff is recommending that the $300 plant capacity fee be
rovined to reflect a $300 main extension charge. Staff believes
that the $300 main extension charge would allow the utility to
inorease its CIAC level and would help to ensure that future
oustomers would pay their pro-rata share of the cost of the

{nterconnect.
The utility should be required to file a revised tariff sheet
within 10 days of the effective date of the order issued in this

sase, which is consistent with the Commission’s vote. Upon timely
receipt and staff’s verification that the tariffs are consistent

- 36 -




	8-9 No. - 5996
	8-9 No. - 5997
	8-9 No. - 5998
	8-9 No. - 5999
	8-9 No. - 6000
	8-9 No. - 6001
	8-9 No. - 6002
	8-9 No. - 6003
	8-9 No. - 6004
	8-9 No. - 6005
	8-9 No. - 6006
	8-9 No. - 6007
	8-9 No. - 6008
	8-9 No. - 6009
	8-9 No. - 6010
	8-9 No. - 6011
	8-9 No. - 6012
	8-9 No. - 6013
	8-9 No. - 6014
	8-9 No. - 6015
	8-9 No. - 6016
	8-9 No. - 6017
	8-9 No. - 6018
	8-9 No. - 6019
	8-9 No. - 6020
	8-9 No. - 6021
	8-9 No. - 6022
	8-9 No. - 6023
	8-9 No. - 6024
	8-9 No. - 6025
	8-9 No. - 6026
	8-9 No. - 6027
	8-9 No. - 6028
	8-9 No. - 6029
	8-9 No. - 6030
	8-9 No. - 6031
	8-9 No. - 6032
	8-9 No. - 6033



