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	STAFF'S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO
	utlities, inc. of florida (NOS. 78-99)
	DEFINITIONS
	INTERROGATORIES
	78. What percent of costs were allocated for each of the following projects to each system per account?
	79. For the Crescent Heights water main replacements, schedule A-3 shows accounts 331.4-water mains and 333.4-water service laterals for this project. The schedule also shows $1,811,360 for the project as a whole. Is this amount allocated between the ...
	80. Please explain the discrepancies between Schedule A-3, witness Flynn’s direct testimony, and the exhibit invoices and/or bids in the table below for each project listed.
	81. Please explain the discrepancies between Schedule A-3 and witness Flynn’s direct testimony in the table below for each project listed.
	82.  Please refer to PCF-1 Cypress Lake Hydro Tank Replacement:
	a. Has the Utility receive any bids and/or estimates to perform this project? If not, why not?
	b. Has the Utility receive any bids and/or estimates to replace the hydro tank with a new ASME tank? If not, why not?
	c. Has the Utility receive any bids and/or estimates to sandblast and internally coat the original tank? If not, why not?
	d. Please provide all the documentation related to the questions asked above.
	e. Under the alternatives considered on UIF’s Add-Change Form, number three was to replace with transferred tank from Summertree at a cost of $40,000. The budget requested for PCF-1 is $30,000. Is the number three alternative not the same as the proje...

	83. Please refer to PCF-2 Cypress Lake Sediment Removal:
	a. Did UIF receive any other bids for this project? If so, please provide the bids. If not, why not?
	b. How will replacing PVC pipe with stainless steel pipe improve the reliability of the fine bubble diffusers?
	c. Why is UIF estimating an extra $4,000 for direct purchase of parts/materials when the bid from Polston Applied Technologies includes a line item for all labor, material, and equipment for cleaning of structures and rehabbing diffusers for $35,600?
	d. Why is there no pro forma amount for Cypress Lake WWTP Sediment Removal project on schedule A-3?

	84. Please refer to PCF-3 Eagle Ridge WWTP EQ Tank and Headworks:
	a. It appears that UIF provided four different bids for different components of this pro forma project. Did UIF acquire any additional bids for the different components? If so, please provide the bids. If not, why not?
	b. Why is continuing tree pruning maintenance of $7,650, from the August 4, 2016 The Davey Tree Expert Company bid, included in this pro forma project and not included in Operational and Maintenance (O&M) expenses for Eagle Ridge?

	85.  Please refer to PCF-4 Labrador WWTP Sediment Removal:
	a. The second page of the Polston Applied Technologies bid was not provided. Please provide it.
	b. Included in the exhibit were two invoices, one from Polston Applied Technologies for work completed and one from USA Blue Book for parts. Is this project completed?
	c. Why is there no pro forma amount for Labrador’s WWTP Sediment Removal project on schedule A-3?
	d. Please explain the difference in price between PCF-4 Labrador WWTP Sediment Removal, $55,409, and PCF-2 Cypress Lake Sediment Removal, $50,200.

	86.  Please refer to PCF-5 LUSI Lake Groves Sludge Dewatering Equipment:
	a. On the bid information and budget breakdown that UIF provided as part of exhibit PCF-5, tractor equipment is listed for $5,000. Please provide a bid and/or invoice for the tractor equipment.
	b. UIF provided two invoices from ECO Sciences: one dated February 6, 2015 for 50 percent down payment and one dated May 28, 2015 for 40 percent delivery of materials. Has this project started? If so, when does UIF expects this project to completed? I...
	c.  Does UIF have any current invoices for this project? If so, please provide the current invoices.

	87. Please refer to PCF-6 LUSI Oswalt Road Water Main Relocation:
	a. In the Alternatives Considered, which UIF provided as part of this exhibit, it states the open cut and replace is the most cost effective approach. Why was there a Change Order to install 600 LF of 8” HDPE via HDD method in lieu of the open cut ins...
	b. Did the Utility received only one bid on the Change Order part of this project? If so, why were no other bids solicited?
	c. Included in the documents for this project was an invoice dated August 26, 2016 from Traverse Group for survey work for $5,000. Is this amount included in the line item labeled Layout and Survey for $6,940.73 as quoted by Traverse Group?

	88. Please refer to PCF-10 LUSI US 27 Utility Relocations:
	a. For the engineering services, the invoices provided total $44,792.19 as compared to the contract amount of $62,990. The last invoice indicates 91% of the project is complete, are there additional invoices for this project? If so, please provide the...
	b. For PCF-10a Phase 3, there appears to be missing invoices. Please verify that UIF provided all the invoices for this project.

	89. Are the details etc. of the Lake Groves WWTP – Splitter Box Replacement project included in an exhibit? If so, which one? If not, why not?
	90.  Please refer to PCF-11 Longwood Church Avenue Utility relocations:
	a. The June 30, 2016 Kimley Horn invoice states only 10 percent of the construction services were complete. All of the Kimley Horn invoices that were provided total $120,850. Does the Utility have additional invoices from Kimley Horn for this project?
	b. Did the Utility receive any other bids for the 4” force main pipe removal part of this project? If so, please provide the bids. If not, why not?

	91.  Please refer to PCF-12 Longwood Groves I&I Study:
	a. Did the Utility receive any other bids for this project? If so, please provide the bids. If not, why not?
	b. The bid provided is for the cleaning and inspection of approximately 26,300 LF of sewer pipes and witness Flynn testified on page 5, line 15 of his direct testimony that 30,000 LF of sewer pipes would be cleaned and inspected. What is the correct n...

	92. Please refer to PCF-14 Mid-County Electrical Improvements and Generator Replacement:
	a. Will the Utility solicit three bids for the construction phase of this project? If so, when will they be provided? When will the construction phase start? If three bids will not be provided, please explain why not.
	b. Did the Utility solicit three bids for the initial analysis, project design services, construction management, and inspection services? If not, why not. If yes, please provide copies of those bids.

	93. Please refer to PCF-16 Mid-County Flow Study:
	a. In the General Comments on the Bid Information and Budget Breakdown sheet in the exhibit, UIF stated the initial budget is less than the $75,000 threshold that would require the solicitation of three bids. Please explain the origin of the $75,000 t...

	94.  Please refer to PCF-18 Mid-County Methanol Pumps and In-Line Nutrient Analyzers:
	a. In the general comments of the Bid Information and Budget Breakdown sheet of this exhibit, part 2 and 3 stated there was more than one vendor bidding on these parts. However, the Utility only provided the winning bid. Please provide the other bids.

	95. Are the details, etc., of the Mid County South Plant Blower replacement project included in an exhibit? If so, which one? If not, why not?
	96. How did UIF calculate the retirements for Summertree Decommissioned Wells and Plant, PCF-34?
	97. On page 11, lines 11-16, of witness Flynn’s direct testimony, he testifies that  the UIF Eng Seminole and Orange Co WM Replacements, PCF-37, is $57,000. What were the percentages allocated between the two counties?
	98.  Are the details etc. of the Vehicle Replacement program included in an exhibit? If so, which one? If not, why not?
	99. For the Shadow Hills Electrical Generator, which is a transfer from Longwood, please explain and provide documentation on what is included in the $89,000 amount from schedule A-3.
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