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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Application by Southern ) 
States Utilities, Inc. for rate ) 

Osceola Utilities, Inc. in 1 

increase and increase in service ) 
availability charges for Orange- ) 

Osceola County, and in Bradford, ) 
Brevard, Charlotte, Citrus, Clay, ) 
Collier, Duval, Highlands, ) Docket No. 950495-WS 
Lake, Lee, Marion, Martin, 1 
Nassau, Orange, Osceola, Pasco, ) 
Polk, Putnam, Seminole, St. Johns, ) Filed: November 1, 1996 
St. Lucie, Volusia and Washington ) 
Counties. ) 

) 
) 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Notice is given that Southern States Utilities, Inc. (iissUri) 

appeals to the First District Court of Appeal the order entered by 

the Public Service Commission on October 30, 1996, a copy of which 

is attached. The nature of the Commission's order is a final order 

approving rates and charges for SSU. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ARTHUR J. ENGLAND, JR., ESQ. 
Florida Bar No. 022730 
Greenberg, Traurig, Hoffman, 
Lipoff, Rosen & Quentel, P.A. 
1221 Brickell Avenue ~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

Miami, Florida 33131 
(305) 579-0500 

KENNETH A. HOFFMAN, ESQ. 
Florida Bar No. 307718 
WILLIAM B. WILLINGHAM, ESQ. 
Florida Bar No. 879045 
Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood, 
Purnell & Hoffman, P.A. 
P.  0. Box 551 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551 
(904) 681-6788 

and 



BRIAN P. ARMSTRONG, ESQ. 
Florida Bar No. 888575 
MATTHEW FEIL, ESQ. 
Florida Bar No. 0822744 
Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
1000 Color Place 
Apopka, Florida 32703 
(407) 880-0058 

By : 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal 
was furnished by U. S. Mail to the following on this 1st day of 
November, 1996: 

Lila Jaber, Esq. 
Division of Legal Services 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Gerald L. Gunter Building 
Room 370 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Charles J. Beck, Esq. 
Office of Public Counsel 
111 West Madison Street 
Room 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 

Michael B. Twomey, Esq. 
P. 0. Box 5256 
Tallahassee, FL 32314-5256 

Larry M. Haag, Esq. 
111 West Main Street 
Suite #B 
Inverness, FL 33450 

Arthur I. Jacobs, Esq. 
P. 0. Box 1110 
Fernandina Beach, FL 32305-1110 

Joseph A. McGlothin, Esq. 
Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esq. 
117 S. Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Darol H. N. Carr, Esq. 
David Holmes, Esq. 
Farr, Farr, Emerich, Sifrit, 
Hackett & Carr, P.A. 
2315 Aaron Street 
P. 0. Drawer 2159 
Port Charlotte, FL 33949 

By : 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Application for rate ) DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
increase and increase in service ) ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
availability charges by Southern ) ISSUED: October 30, 1996 
States Utilities, Inc. for ) 
Orange-osceola Utilities, Inc. ) 
in Osceola County, and in ) 
Bradford, Brevard, Charlotte, ) 
Citrus, Clay, Collier, Duval, ) 
Highlands, Lake, Lee, Marion. ) 
Martin, Nassau, Orange, Osceola, ) 
Pasco, Putnam, Seminole, St. ) 
Johns, St. Lucie, Volusia, and ) 
Washington Counties. ) 

) 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

SUSAN F. CLARK, Chairman 
J. TERRY DEASON 

JOE GARCIA 
JULIA L. JOHNSON 
DIANE K. KIESLING 

APPEARANCES: KENNETH A. HOFFMAN and WILLIAM B. WILLINGHAM, 
Esquires, Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood, Purnell & 
Hoffman, Post Office Box 551, Tallahassee, Florida, 
32302-0551, and BRIAN P. ARMSTRONG and MATTHEW 
FEIL, Esquires, Southern States Utilities, Inc., 
1000 Color Place Apopka, Florida, 32703 

JACK SHREVE, CHARLES R. BECK, HRROLD C. McLEAN, 
STEPHEN C. REILLY, Esquires, Office of Public 
Counsel, The Claude Pepper Building, 111 West 
Madison Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400 

LARRY M. HAAG, Esquire, 111 West Main Street, 
Second Floor, Suite B, Inverness, Florida, 34450 
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7und Committee, Inc., Suaam 
issociation. Inc. . Concerned C 
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MICHAEL B. TWOMEY, Esquire, Post Office Box 5256, 
Tallahassee, Florida, 32314-5256 
On behalf of Marco Island Fair Water Rate Defense 
I Lill Woods Civic z itizens of Lehiah 
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ARTHUR I. JACOBS, Esquire, Post Office Box 1110, 
Fernandina Beach, Florida, 32035-1110 
On behalf of Amelia Island Communitv Association, 
Resident Condominium, Residence ProDertv Owners 
Association. Amelia Surf and Racmet .ProDertY 
Owners Association and SandDiDer Association 

BARRY RICHARD, Esquire, Post Office Box 1838, 
Tallahassee, Florida, 32302 
On behalf of witness Jeffrev Sharkey 

DAROL H. M. CARR, Esquire, Post Office Box 2159, 
Port Charlotte, Florida, 33949 
On behalf of Burnt Store Lakes 

JOSEPH A. McGLOTHLIN, VICKI GORDON KAUFMAN, 
Esquires, McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, Davidson, 
Rief & Bakas, 117 S .  Gadsden Street, Tallahassee, 
Florida, 32301 
On behalf of the Citv of Kevstone Heishts and the 
Marion Oaks Homeowners Association 

MARGARET E. O'SULLIVAN, LILA A. JABER, ROSANNE G. 
CAPELESS, RALPH R. JAEGER, and CHARLES J. 
PELLEGRINI, Esquires, Florida Public Service 
Commission, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0863 
On behalf of Commission Staff 

PRENTICE P. PRUITT, Esquire, 1308 Peacefield Place, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32312 
Counsel to the Commissioners 
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: CHARGES 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

I. BACKGROUNQ 

Southern States Utilities, Inc. (SSU or utility) is a Class A 
utility, which provides water and wastewater service to 152 service 
areas in 25 counties. In 1994, the utility recorded total company 
operating revenues of $23,498,289 and $16,985,104 for water and 
wastewater, respectively. The resulting total company net 
operating income for that same period was $3,445,315 for water and 
$2,690,791 for wastewater. SSU reported that in 1994 it had 
102,514 and 43,131 respective water and wastewater customers for 
the total utility. 

On June 28, 1995, SSU filed an application for approval of 
uniform interim and final water and wastewater rate increases for 
141 service areas in 22 counties, pursuant to Sections 367.081 and 
367.082, Florida Statutes, respectively. The utility also 
requested a uniform increase in service availability charges, 
approval of an allowance for funds used during construction (AFUDCI 
and an allowance for funds prudently invested (AFPI). August 2, 
1995, was established as the official date of filing. The 
utility's application for increased final water and wastewater 
rates was based on the projected twelve-month period ending 
December 31, 1996. The utility requested a rate of return of 10.32 
percent, which would result in additional annual operating revenues 
of $18,137,502 for the utility's combined water and wastewater 
operations. 

We last considered a request for an increase in rates and 
charges for a majority of SSU's facilities in Docket No. 920199-WS. 
By final order in that docket, Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS, issued 
March 23, 1993, we approved an increase in rates and charges. 
SSU's Lehigh service area's last rate proceeding was in Docket No. 
911188-WS, and by Order No. PSC-93-0301-FOF-WS, issued on February 
25, 1993, we approved an increase. By Order No. PSC-93-1070-FOF- 
WS, issued July 23, 1993, in Docket No. 920655-WS, we approved a 
rate increase for SSU's Marco Island facilities. 

The following parties have' intervened in this docket: the 
Office of the Public Counsel (OPC); the Sugarmill Woods Civic 
Association, Inc. (Sugarmill Woods); the Spring Hill Civic 
Association, Inc. (Spring Hill); the Marco Island Fair Water 
Defense Fund Committee, Inc. (Marco Island) ; Amelia Island 
Community Association, Residence Condominium, Residence Property 
Owners Association, Amelia Surf and Racquet Property Owners 
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Association and Sandpiper Association (Nassau Associations or 
Nassau) ; the Concerned Citizens of Lehigh Acres (Lehigh Acres) ; the 
Harbor Woods Civic Association (Harbor Woods) ; Hidden Hills Country 
Club Estates Homeowners Association (Hidden Hills) ; Citrus Park 
Homeowners Association (Citrus Park) ; the Board of Commissioners of 
Citrus County (Citrus County), and the East County Water Control 
District (ECWCD) . 

At the technical hearing, we granted intervention to Marion 
Oaks Homeowners Association (Marion Oaks), the City of Keystone 
Heights (Keystone Heights) and Burnt Store Lakes (Burnt Store), 
with the qualification that those parties were limited to 
participating in rate structure and service availability issues. 

By Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS, issued November 1, 1995, we 
denied SSU’s initial request for interim rate relief based on a 
projected test year, suspended the proposed final rates, and 
allowed the utility to file another petition for interim rates. 
This decision was, in part, based upon the unique circumstances 
presented in this docket and the first-time use of a projected 
interim test year. SSU filed its supplemental petition for interim 
revenue relief on November 13, 1995. By Order No. PSC-96-0125-FOF- 
WS, issued January 25, 1996, we granted interim rates for the 
utility based upon the historical test year ended December 31, 

We held twenty-four customer service hearings throughout the 
state during the pendency of this rate proceeding. We conducted 
a ten-day technical hearing in Tallahassee from April 29 through 
May 10, 1996, and held an additional day of hearing on May 31, 
1996, to consider rate case expense. The parties filed post- 
hearing statements and briefs on June 10, 1996. 

The following parties filed a joint post-hearing brief, and 
shall be referred to as Marco, et al, or Marco, for the purposes of 
brevity in this Order: Marco Island, Sugarmill Woods, Lehigh Acres, 
ECWCD, Citrus County, Spring Hill, Hidden Hills, Citrus Park, and 
Harbor Woods. 

1994. 

Abbreviations 

reference purposes: 
The following abbreviations used herein are listed below for 

ADIT 
AFPI 
AFUDC 
A W A  

Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 
Allowance for Funds Prudently Invested 
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 
American Water Works Association 
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BFC 
COVA 
CIAC 
CWIP 
DEP 
DUI 
EPA 

FAC 
FASB 
FPSC 
GPD 
GPM 
I&I 
ITCs 
LAC 
LUI 
MCLS 
MFRs 
MGD 
MP &L 
NWFWMD 
oou 
OPC 
PDA 
PHFU 
PS&I 
SFAS 
SFWMD 
S JRWMD 
ssu 
SRWMD 
SWFWMD 
T&D 
TGI 
TDS 
UFW 
UPIS 
WRCA 
WTP 
WWTP 

ERCs 

Base Facility Charge 
Cypress and Oak Villages of Homasassa 
Contributions in Aid of Construction 
Construction Work in Progress 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Deltona Utilities, Inc. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Equivalent Residential Connections 
Florida Administrative Code 
Financial Accounting Standards Board 
Florida public Service Commission 
Gallons per Day 
Gallons per Minute 
Infiltration and Inflow 
Investment Tax Credits 
Lehigh Acquisition Corporation 
Lehigh Utilities, Inc. 
Maximum Contaminant Levels 
Minimum Filing Requirements 
Million Gallons per Day 
Minnesota Power and Light Company 
Northwest Florida Water Management District 
Orange Osceola Utility 
Office of Public Counsel 
Parent Debt Adjustment 
Plant Held for Future Use 
Preliminary Survey and Investigations 
Statements of Financial Accounting Standards 
South Florida Water Management District 
St. Johns River Water Management District 
Southern State Utilities, Inc. 
Suwannee River Water Management District 
Southwest Florida Water Management District 
Transmission and Distribution System 
Topeka Group, Incorporated 
Total Dissolved Solids 
Unaccounted for Water 
Utility Plant In Service 
Water Resource Caution Area 
Water Treatment Plant 
Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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Having considered the evidence presented, the briefs of the 
parties, and the recommendation of our staff, we hereby enter our 
findings of fact, law, and policy. 

11. STIPULATIONS 

At the prehearing conference, and during the technical 
hearing, the parties reached a number of proposed stipulations. We 
find the stipulations to be reasonable, and hereby accept the 
stipulations listed below. 

1. The River Park facilities have been transferred to a 
homeowners association and will be removed from consideration in 
this docket. The common costs previously allocated to customers in 
the River Park service area will be reallocated to SSU's remaining 
customers. 

2 .  The original cost of Lehigh land for parcels 1, 2, and 3 
will be considered plant held for future use. Lehigh land shall be 
reduced by $120,840 and $260,562 for water and wastewater, 
respectively. 

3 .  If margin reserve is included in the calculation of used 
and useful, the appropriate method for calculating margin reserve 
is the use of linear regression when an "r-squared" value of 0.7 or 
more is achieved; or, where that value is less than 0.7 using the 
average of five years' data. 

4. Water accumulated amortization of CIAC for Deltona Lakes 
will be reduced by $10,451. 

5. Commission policy has been to exclude interest income and 
interest bearing accounts for ratemaking purposes. In accordance 
with this policy, the accrued interest receivable account will be 
excluded. An adjustment shall be made to reduce the working 
capital allowance by $204,043 in order to remove the balance 
recorded in the accrued interest receivable account. 

6. The balance recorded in the miscellaneous current assets 
account relates to possible acquisition costs and should not be 
included in the working capital calculation. An adjustment will be 
made to reduce the working capital allowance by $145,972 in order 
to remove the balance recorded in this account. 

7. The cost of variable debt should be based on interest 
rates that are current at the time of the hearing. If variable cost 
debt has changed as of the date of the hearings and evidence can be 
obtained verifying this fact, the new cost of debt may be used. 
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8. For those plants included in Docket No. 20199-W 
projected test year revenues should be determined using t 
modified stand alone rates approved in Order No. PSC-95-1292-FO 
WS, issued on October 19, 1995. 

' I  

Le 
8 -  

9. An adjustment will be made to reallocate the salary d f  
SSU's president pursuant to Audit Disclosure No. 16 in the 
following manner: 

SSU, President 70% 
Heater Utilities, CEO 15% 
Minnesota Power, Exec. 
VP and member BODS 
Topeka Group 15% 

Salaries and wages will be decreased by $40,923. Corre.sponding 
adjustments shall be made to decrease pensions and benefits and 
workman's compensation by $10,227 and $700 respectively. 

10. The proper accounting treatment for salaries of officers 
and directors is NARUC Account Nos. 603 and 703 on a going-forward 
basis. 

11. The utility projected 1996 O&M expenses to include an 
attrition adjustment of 5.87 percent to the 1995 labor budget. 
This adjustment was calculated in error and should have been 5.75 
percent. If the utility's 1996 salary and wage attrition 
adjustment is granted, adjustments shall be made to reduce the 
utility's projected 1996 O&M salary expenses and projected 1996 
capitalized labor costs by $13,964 and $2,800, respectively, to 
reflect the correct attrition adjustment. 

Budgeted overtime labor related to the rate case will be 
removed from salaries expense and included in rate case expense. 

13. If the Commission determines that the Enterprise 
facilities should remain in this docket, projected 1996 purchased 
water expenses for Enterprise should be reduced by $22,753. 

14. The $9,670 incurred for the Hurricane Preparedness 
Program is a nonrecurring expense and shall be amortized over five 
years. Water material and supplies expenses should be reduced by 
$7,736. The unamortized portion will be included in working 
capital. 

reflect discounts received on property taxes. 

12. 

15. Property tax expense should be reduced by $108,331 to 
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16. The appropriate AFUDC annual and monthly rates are 
subject to the resolution of the issue regarding the overall cost 
of capital. The effective date of the AFUDC charge should be 
January 1, 1997, the month following the end of the period used to 
determine the AFUDC rate, pursuant to Rule 25-30.116, Florida 
Administrative Code. 

17. With regard to compliance with Rule 25-30.450, Florida 
Administrative Code, and Audit Exception No. 1, SSU agreed to 
record Commission adjustments on its books and records, and that 
MFRs should begin with the utility book balances. . For future rate 
cases, all adjustments to these balances will be made after the per 
book column in the MFRs. 

18. The primary purpose of the DEP/HRS witness testimony was 
to address the utility's compliance with state regulations for 
water and wastewater facilities. As such, these witnesses did not 
review the transcripts of the service hearings held in this case, 
review the specific service complaints raised by customers at those 
hearings or review the service complaints contained in letters sent 
to the Commission concerning Lhis case which have been placed in 
the correspondence file maintained by the Division of Records and 
Reporting. As of March 31st, 1996, over 4,000 letters have been 
sent to the Commission concerning this case and have been placed in 
the correspondence side of the file. 

Any adjustments which result from these stipulations have been 
considered in our findings, and the appropriate adjustments have 
been made. 

On March 12, 1996, OPC. Marco et al, and Nassau Associations, 
filed a motion to dismiss this rate case. The motion listed three 
separate instances of alleged misconduct committed by SSU as 
grounds for dismissal. On March 19, 1996, SSU filed a response to 
the motion. On March 25, 1996, Citrus County filed a Motion to 
Dismiss, citing similar grounds. By Order No. PSC-96-0624-FOF-WS, 
issued May 9, 1996, we deferred ruling on the motions until the 
conclusion of the evidentiary hearing, but permitted the 
presentation of evidence at the hearing as to the issue of 
misconduct or mismanagement on the part of SSU. 

OPC, Marco et al, Nassau Associations, and Citrus County shall 
be referred to as "intervenors" for the purpose of discussion 
regarding the motions to dismiss, and motion for attorney's fees 
addressed below. Their motions to dismiss are premised upon three 
separate grounds: soliciting ex Darte communications intended to 
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influence the Commission, interfering with the notice to customers, 
and interfering with the customers' right to counsel. Each 
specific point is addressed below. 

First, the intervenors alleged that SSU' s actions in 
soliciting letters from the Lieutenant Governor and the Secretary 
of Commerce exhibit a disregard of our authority and constitute ex 
parte communications. Citing several appellate decisions, Section 
367.121 (1) (g) , Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-22.034, Florida 
Administrative Code, which support our authority to dismiss a 
matter for discovery abuses, the intervenors claimed that SSU's 
actions are more egregious than discovery violations. The 
intervenors also alleged that the letters were ex ~ a r t e  
communications, and, pursuant to -, 589 So. 
2d 1337, 1341 (Fla. 3d DCA 1991), presumed to be prejudicial. 

The intervenors alleged that SSU interfered with the notice to 
customers by sending postcards to customers inviting them to meet 
with SSU representatives to discuss uniform rates. The 
intervenors argued that those postcard notices subverted the 
purpose of the notices which were sent to customers pursuant to 
Rule 25-22.0407, Florida Administrative Code. The intervenors 
further stated that at those meetings, SSU misrepresented that the 
revenue requirement was a foregone conclusion and that the only 
issue affecting their rates in this case is the uniform rates 
versus stand-alone rates issue. Finally, the intervenors also 
alleged that SSU violated due process and fairness concerns by 
advising its customers that OPC had a conflict with representing 
customers on rate issues, thus interfering with the customers right 
to counsel. 

In its response to the first allegation, SSU argued that the 
two letters are not ex communications and do not contain 
information relevant to the merits of this proceeding. The 
Jenninss case requires a party to demonstrate prejudice, and the 
remedy is either a new hearing or a new commissioner. According to 
SSU, neither Jennincrs nor Section 350.042 (4) , Florida Statutes, 
provide for dismissal of an action. As to allegations regarding 
the customer notice and right to counsel, SSU responded that 
because of numerous inquiries and confusion about the Commission- 
ordered supplemental customer notice, it elected to educate its 
customers. SSU further claims that pursuant to the holdings in 

1 (1986) and a Kentucky Public Service Commission decision, it has 
the constitutional right to communicate its views on substantive 
issues with its customers without interference from or granting an 
opportunity to OPC to respond. 

e, 475 U.S. 
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Upon review of the relevant case law and past Commission 
decisions, we find that the intervenors' motions to dismiss do not 
demonstrate a legal basis for dismissal. The purpose of a motion to 
dismiss is to "raise as a question of law the sufficiency of facts 
alleged to state a cause of action." -, 624 So. 2d 
349, 350 (Fla. 1st DCA 1993). A motion to dismiss shall not be 
granted unless the petitioner (SSU) fails to plead a cause of 
action upon which relief may be granted. The facts set forth in 
SSU's petition for rate relief viewed in the light most favorable 
to SSU set forth a claim that is cognizable by the Commission under 
the provisions of Section 367.081, Florida Statutes. Orders 
NOS. PSC-93-1395-FOF-EQ, issued September 23, 1993, PSC-94-1132- 
FOF-SU, issued September 14, 1994, and PSC-94-1350-FOF-EU, issued 
November 3, 1994. 

In addition to the legal basis stated above, the intervenors' 
motions to dismiss are flawed in several other respects. First, 
the allegations made by the intervenors are based upon facts which 
are in dispute. A motion to dismiss is not a motion for summary 
judgment. A review of facts and evidence or a determination on the 
evidence is not appropriate for ruling on motions to dismiss. 
Instead, the review is "necessarily confined to the well-pled facts 
alleged in the four corners of the complaint. . . and is not 
authorized to consider any other facts." Lewis v. Barnett Bank of 
S .  Fla., 604 So. 2d 937, 938 (Fla. 3d DCA 1992). "In determining 
the sufficiency of the complaint, the trial court must not look 
beyond the four corners of the complaint, . . . nor consider any 
evidence likely to be produced by the other side." Varnes, 624 So. 
2d at 350. The three points raised by the intervenors to support 
alleged misconduct are issues of ultimate fact. 

Second, the intervenors' reliance on J- 'n s is misplaced. 
Jenninss, a county zoning case, hinged upon the quality of due 
process required in a quasi-judicial hearing. Ratemaking is a 
legislative, rather than a judicial, function. &g Chiles v. 
Public S-, 573 So. 2d 829, 832 (Fla. 1991). Therefore, 
in this instance &nninae is instructive but not controlling. 
Similarly, the cases cited by the intervenors relating to abuse of 
discovery and refusal to comply with discovery orders of the court, 
are not on point in this proceeding. Finally, while the 
intervenors cited Section 350.042, Florida Statutes, they did not 
seek the remedy provided by that section. Sections 350.042(4) and 
(6), Florida Statutes, respectively, provide for the voluntary 
withdrawal or removal of a commissioner as a result of ex ~ar te  
communication. Section 350.042, Florida Statutes, does not provide 
for dismissal. 
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In consideration of the foregoing, the intervenors' motions to 
dismiss this proceeding are hereby denied. We shall consider 
evidence on the allegation of utility misconduct below, under the 
Quality of Service portion of this Order. 

IV. CO TS 

On April 29, 1996, SSU filed a motion for attorneys' fees and 
costs. SSU alleged that three motions filed by OPC and/or the 
intervenors violated Section 120.57(1) (b)5., Florida Statutes. 
That section forbids parties from filing documents which are 
"interposed for any improper purposes, such as to harass or to 
cause unnecessary delay or for frivolous purpose or needless 
increase in the cost of litigation." If a document is found to be 
in violation of these requirements: 

the hearing officer, upon motion or the 
officer's own initiative, shall impose upon 
the person who signed it, represented party, 
or both, an appropriate sanction, which may 
include an order to pay the other party or 
parties the amount of reasonable expenses 
incurred because of the filing of the 
pleading, motion, or other paper, including a 
reasonable attorney's fee. 

Citing Mercedes Liahtina and Elec. SuDDlv. Inc. v. State. Deu't of 
General Services, 567 So. 2d 272, 278 (Fla. 1st DCA 1990), SSU 
contended that where the movinq Dartv fails to demonstrate a 
reasonably clear legal justificat-ion fo; the motion at issue, then 
attorney's fees and related expenses are authorized pursuant to 
Section 120.57(1) (b)5., Florida Statutes. That section serves to 
discover dilatory or abusive tactics, streamline the litigation 
process, and deter improper conduct. SSU alleged that the filing 
of the following documents violated Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5 . ,  Florida 
Statutes: OPC's Motion to Dismiss SSU's Supplemental Petition for 
Interim Revenue Relief, filed on December 4 ,  1995; OPC's second 
Motion to Cap SSU's Maximum Interim Rates, filed also on December 
4 ,  1995; and the intervenors' Motion to Dismiss, filed on March'l2, 
1996. 

In the April 29, 1996, joint response, the intervenors 
contended that Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5 . ,  Florida Statutes, only 
allows a "hearing officer" under certain circumstances, to award 
fees and expanses, and that this Commission does not have the 
authority to impose such fees. We first address our authority to 
implement Section 120.57(1) ( b ) 5 . ,  and then address SSU's specific 
allegations regarding the three motions. 
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1. ADDlicabilitv of Section 120.57(1) (b)5. 

OPC and the intervenors contended that a hearing officer is 
not defined in the Administrative Procedure Act to include the 
agency head or its members. They further cited the case of 
Citizens of Fla. v. Wilson, 569 So. 2d 1268, 1270 (Fla. 1990), in 
support of their contention that Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5. does not 
give this Commission power to award attorneys' fees and costs for 
frivolous motions. The intervenors cited the case of 
Professional Reaulation v. LeBaron, 443 So. 2d 225 (Fla. 1st DCA 
1984), as being illustrative of their point. 

In the Wilson decision, the court, referring to Section 
120.66, Florida Statutes, stated that when the Commission conducts 
a hearing, the prohibition against Darte communications to a 
hearing officer set out in Section 120.66, Florida Statutes, is not 
applicable. Based on the finding in the case, the 
intervenors argued that we cannot be considered to have the powers 
granted specifically to a hearing officer in Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5, 
Florida Statutes. The intervenors also pointed to the definition 
of a recommended order set out in Section 120.52(15), Florida 
Statutes, to show that hearing officers are different from agency 
heads. The difference between hearing officers and agencies was 
also emphasized in the LeBaron case, cited by the intervenors. In 
that case, the First District Court of Appeal, in interpreting 
Section 120.68(1), Florida Statutes, merely decided that that 
section did not allow for an appeal of non-final orders of hearing 
officers, i.e., orders of hearing officers were not "agency 
action". 

We find the case law cited by the intervenors to be 
inapplicable to the issue of attorneys' fees and costs. We agree 
that attorneys' fees may only be awarded pursuant to an entitling 
statute or an agreement of the parties, and that we should not 
depart from the plain and unambiguous language of the statute, 
which should be strictly construed. The first sentence of Section 
120.57, Florida Statutes, specifically states that its provisions 
apply to "all proceedings in which the substantial interests of a 
party are determined by an agency, unless such proceedings are 
exempt pursuant to subsection (5) . I '  The prohibition in Section 
120.57, Florida Statutes, against filing improper pleadings is 
expressly made applicable in all agency proceedings where a party's 
substantial interests are determined. It is reasonable to presume 
that the Legislature intended to procedurally protect all parties 
in a Section 120.57 proceeding from improper or frivolous motions, 
whether an agency assigns the proceeding to a hearing officer or 
hears the case itself. We find that the intervenor's 
interpretation of this section to mean that the penalty for its 
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violation could only be imposed when the agency had assigned the 
hearing to a hearing officer is incongruous. 

We find precedent for this finding in determinations made by 
appellate courts, and this Commission. In 
-D nc. v. z, 652.S~. 
2d 970 (Fla. 1st DCA 1995), the First District Court of Appeal 
concluded that, though the Unemployment Appeals Commission was 
exempt from using hearing officers, unemployment compensation 
proceedings were not removed from the procedural requirements of 
Section 120.57, and the court awarded attorney's fees pursuant to 
Section 57.111, Florida Statutes. 

By Order No. 20668, issued on January 27, 1989, in Docket No. 
880207-WS, we awarded attorney's fees to General Development 
Utilities, Inc., pursuant to the provisions of Section 12'0.59(6), 
Florida Statutes. We found that St. Johns North Utility 
Corporation had participated in the proceedings for an improper 
purpose. Although Section 120.59 (6) (b) specifically states that 
attorney's fees shall be awarded only where the nonprevailing 
adverse party has been determined by the hearina off icer to have 
participated in the proceeding for an improper purpose, we found 
that the lack of a DOAH hearing officer did not bar us from 
awarding attorney's fees pursuant to this section. 

We have addressed motions for attorney's fees pursuant to 
Section 120.57(1) (b)5., and have not concluded that, in a hearing 
conducted by a panel of Commissioners, the prdvisions of Section 
20.57(1) (b)5. for attorney's fees are not applicable. See Orders 
Nos. PSC-92-1469-FOF-TL, PSC-94-1558-PCO-WS, and PSC-92-0355-PCO- 
WS. However, the argument of applicability was not raised in those 
cases, and in each instance, we denied the request for attorney's 
fees on other grounds. Although we did not directly address the 
applicability of Section 120.57 (1) (b)5. in the above-noted orders, 
in Order No. PSC-92-0104-FOF-WU, Docket No. 910114-WU, regarding 
East Central Florida Services, Inc., we held that "this Commission 
has the same authority as a hearing officer under the above- 
referenced section." 

After reviewing case law, relevant statutes, our own orders, 
and the arguments of the parties, we conclude that we have the 
authority, pursuant to Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5. to award attorneys 
fees and costs in the same manner, and pursuant to the same 
authority, as a hearing officer. We therefore turn to each 
allegation of improper pleadings made by SSU. 
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2. 9; ' 

Interim Revenue Relief 

OPC filed its first Motion to Dismiss SSU's Request for an 
Interim Increase in Rates on August 30, 1995. By Order No. PSC-95- 
1327-FOF-WS, we found OPC's motion to be improper and denied the 
motion. By Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS, we stated that "our 
procedures do not contemplate parties filing a response or motion 
regarding a utility's request for interim rates" and indicated that 
an interim request is granted if a utility establishes a prima 
facie entitlement. Nevertheless, we denied SSU's request for 
interim rates, with leave to make another filing. On November 2, 
1995, both OPC and Sugarmill Woods filed petitions for 
reconsideration of that order, contesting the decision that SSU 
could refile for interim rates and the use of a forecasted income 
statement. By Order No. PSC-96-0041-FOF-WS, issued January 11, 
1996, we denied the petitions for reconsideration. As specifically 
allowed by Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS, SSU filed its Supplemental 
Petition for Interim Revenue Relief on November 13, 1995. On 
December 4, 1995, OPC filed its Motion to Dismiss SSU's 
Supplemental Petition for Interim Relief. It is this motion which 
SSU alleges was inappropriate. 

In the -q holding, cited by SSU, the First 
District Court of Appeal, pursuant to Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5., 
Florida Statutes, considered the award of attorneys' fees by a 
hearing officer. The hearing officer determined that the filing of 
a bid protest by Mercedes Lighting was frivolous, and awarded 
attorneys' fees to the agency as a sanction. The court noted that 
Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5 is similar to Rule 11, Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure, which uses an objective standard of "reasonableness 
under the circumstances", a standard more stringent than the former 
good-faith bad-faith analysis. The court commented that 
willfulness was no longer a prerequisite to disciplinary action. 
The court held that improper purpose in a pleading "may be 
manifested by excessive persistence in pursuing a claim or defense 
in the face of repeated adverse rulings, or by obdurate resistance 
out of proportion to the amounts or issues at stake." (a.) at 278. 

Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS had not become final when OPC 
filed its second motion to dismiss. This second motion was 
basically the same as the first motion which had just been denied. 
However, this second filing does not constitute the "excessive 
persistence I' or the 'I obdurat e resistance 'I contemplated by Mercede s 
Lishtinq. At the time of this second filing, the first ruling was 
under reconsideration. Moreover, while we had denied the original 
request for interim rates, SSU was still apparently asking for 
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uniform interim rates. Therefore, OPC could still believe that 
SSU's request for interim rates was improper. This second motion 
does not rise to the level of warranting the sanctions. 
Furthermore, SSU has not shown that the second motion to dismiss 
was filed for improper purposes as prohibited by Section 
120.57(1) (b)5., Florida Statutes. Therefore, the request for 
attorney's fees based on this motion is denied. 

3 .  

In OPC's first motion to cap interim rates, OPC claimed that 
SSU's notice was inadequate and confusing, and did not contain 
sufficient information on a plant-by-plant basis. Therefore, OPC 
argued that we should limit the ultimate maximum interim and final 
rates to the maximum that had been noticed to the customers. On 
the same date that OPC filed its second motion to dismiss, December 
4 ,  1995, it also filed another motion to cap SSU's rates. As noted 
above, this motion was filed before our ruling on the motions for 
reconsideration of the first interim order. While we denied OPC's 
first motion to cap the rates by Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS, that 
order indicated that the decision may have been based, at least in 
part, on the idea that such motion was moot in light of our 
decision to deny interim rates. Therefore, when SSU filed its 
supplemental interim petition, and OPC apparently viewed the 
application as SSU again asking for the same proposed uniform 
interim rates, it would appear reasonable under the circumstances 
for OPC's concerns to be renewed. 

Mercedes Liqhtinq held that it is important to consider what 
was reasonable at the time the pleading was filed. Therefore, 
although we denied OPC's second motion to cap interim rates by 
Order No. PSC-96-012S-FOF-WS, issued on January 25, 1996, we 
conclude that OPC's filing of this motion was based on a reasonably 
clear legal justification. We note that we considered the adequacy 
of the notices, and by Order No. PSC-95-1453-FOF-WS, issued on 
November 28, 1995, required SSU to provide supplemental notice to 
its customers. We further recognize that notice had also just been 
given to customers regarding the implementation of modified stand 
alone rates in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

Based on the above, and in cqnsideration of -q, 
we conclude that OPC's filing of the second motion to cap interim 
rates does not rise to the level of warranting sanctions. 
Therefore, SSU's motion for attorneys' fees based on this OPC 
motion is denied. 
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4. Intervenors' March 12, 1996 Motion to Dismiss 

We considered the intervenor's March 12, 1996, Motion to 
Dismiss and Request for Evidentiary Hearing, and Citrus County's 
March 25, 1996, motion which adopted the intervenor's allegation, 
at the April 16, 1996, Agenda Conference. The motions alleged 
three separate instances of misconduct committed by SSU: 
solicitation of ex Darte communications, interference with notice 
to customers, and interference with the customers right to counsel. 
We determined that the allegations would be more appropriately 
addressed as an evidentiary issue related to misconduct or 
mismanagement, and deferred ruling on the motions to dismiss. As 
stated above, we subsequently denied the motions to dismiss because 
the motions lacked sufficient legal grounds and were based upon 
issues of ultimate fact. 

SSU contended that these motions to dismiss lacked legal 
justification, and sought related attorneys' fees. SSU contended 
that while at the March 19, 1996, Agenda Conference, the 
intervenors claimed no prejudice with regards to the notice, at the 
April 16, 1996, Agenda Conference, the intervenors alleged 
prejudice. Essentially, SSU argued that the intervenors held 
inconsistent positions. SSU also alleged that the intervenors 
failed to attach copies of letters to their motion, and 
mischaracterized the content of the letters. SSU argued that a 
motion to dismiss was improper because the remedies for an ex Darte 
communication set out in Section 350.042, Florida Statutes, do not 
provide for dismissal. As to the allegations of improper notice 
and interference with counsel, SSU submitted affidavits and the 
testimony of SSU witness Ida Roberts, and cited case law which 
supported its right to speak with its customers. 

In determining whether a motion is improper pursuant to 
Section 120.57(1) (b)5., Florida Statutes, we must solely focus on 
whether there was some legal justification for its filing. In 
Mercedes Liahtinq, 567 So. 2d at 276, the court states: "The rule 
[against frivolous or improper pleadings contained in Rule 11, 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure1 is not intended to chill an 
attorney's enthusiasm or creativity in pursuing factual or legal 
theories." The court further noted, that "a claim or defense so 
meritless as to warrant sanctions, should have been susceptible to 
summary disposition.'' a. at 277. 

We find that the motions to dismiss were not legally improper, 
and therefore do not warrant sanctions. By our determination to 
incorporate the issue of misconduct or mismanagement, we in essence 
determined that the motions were not meritless or subject to 
summary disposition. The affidavits and testimony of Ms. Roberts 
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filed by SSU addressed the factual issue of misconduct, and not the 
legal issue of the propriety of the motions to dismiss. In fact, 
much of the information and argument presented in support of the 
request for attorney's fees had already been addressed and/or 
remedied. Therefore, SSU's motion for attorneys' fees based upon 
the intervenors' March 12, 1996, motion to dismiss and Citrus 
County's March 25, 1996, motion to dismiss shall also be denied. 

In conclusion, we do not find that any of the three motions at 
issue were filed for an improper or frivolous purpose in violation 
of Section 120.57 (1) (b)5., Florida Statutes. SSU's motion for 
costs and attorney's fees is denied in its entirety. 

V. QUALITY OF SERVICE 

As required by Rule 25-30.433 (l), Florida Administratiire Code, 
in evaluating quality of service we must consider the quality of 
the product, operational conditions, and customer satisfaction. We 
heard testimony and evidence from environmental and health 
department personnel, utility witnesses, and customers. We have 
reviewed the testimony from the customer service hearings in 
detail. 

Although the witnesses from the regulatory agencies 
essentially indicated compliance with standards and general 
satisfaction with the utility's efforts and achievements, customer 
testimony and exhi-bits presented at the service hearings and 
technical hearing indicate that water quality problems exist, 
primarily in the Jacksonville and Sebring areas. Operational 
conditions at the plants are overall satisfactory. However, the 
level of customer satisfaction is low. The utility must take 
corrective action as to specific operational problems and make 
improvements in the area of customer satisfaction. 

1. g z  

The record shows that the utility has worked to remain in 
compliance with DEP standards for all of its plants and service 
areas. It has pursued waivers and acceptances from DEP and 
instituted corrective measures to reach compliance. SSU completed 
some repairs that DEP personnel were not aware had been made and 
also resolved some problems on its own initiative. SSU is active 
in the area of reuse and has participated in rulemaking with the 
DEP on this topic. It operates a number of reuse systems, and has 
received first place in the 1994 David W .  York Reuse Competition 
for excellence in the reuse area. 
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a. Consent Orders 

The Burnt Store facility and several-water plants in Putnam 
County have outstanding consent orders with DEP. The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has issued an administrative 
order concerning the Woodmere facility. SSU Witness Raphael 
Terrero testified that the utility expects to be in compliance with 
the specified time frames in those orders, except for Putnam 
County, where land acquisition is still at issue. 

b. Lead and CoDDer Levels in the Jacksonville Area 

Witness Blanca Rodriguez from the DEP testified that the 
drinking water program in Duval County is delegated to the county 
health department. While chlorine residuals for these systems have 
been maintained, high chlorine complaints have been receivedby DEP 
or the Duval County Health Department. There are two other 
specific and significant areas of concern in the Jacksonville area: 
the Beacon Hills service area has exceeded acceptable lead levels, 
as set forth in Rule 62-551, Florida Administrative Code; and the 
Cobblestone service area has exceeded the copper action level. 
Public education measures must be taken when action levels of lead 
and copper are exceeded. Witness Terrero acknowledged that the 
utility was five months late in sending notice to its customers. 
The notice was sent on customers' bills, although Mr. Terrero was 
not certain that the notice was on all bills for the period. 

Mr. David Mynatt, a customer of the Beacon Hills facility who 
testified at the beginning of the technical hearing in Tallahassee, 
was one of many customers who provided information about these 
service areas. Mr. ,Mynatt addressed the elevated levels of lead 
and copper, the noticing and information he received from SSU, DEP, 
and the Duval County Public Health Unit, the timing of notices, the 
results of a survey to his civic association members concerning 
notice from SSU about lead and copper, and test results for lead at 
homeowners' taps. He testified that the information received from 
SSU was not accurate, noticing to the customers was late, public 
service announcements were deficient, and that lead from the 
utility's distribution system was contributing to the lead levels 
at customer's homes. Mr. Mynatt voiced concern that lead is highly 
toxic. 

Many customers expressed similar concerns. Two customers 
presented pieces of pipe removed from their respective homes which 
indicated a considerable amount of obstruction or corrosion. 
Customers also stated that they had to engage in extensive repairs, 
or in some cases replace, plumbing systems, pipes, and water 
heaters. Many complained of excessive chlorine or other odors, 
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poor tasting water, and stains on plumbing fixtures or bathro6m 
tile. Several customers had installed water softeners or filters, 
or purchased bottled water. 

Since March of 1996, the utility has performed additional 
water testing on the Beacon Hills and Cobblestone plants. Of--t?ie 
50 samples taken at Beacon Hills, seven exceeded the DEP lead 
action level. For Cobblestone, seven out of 43 samples exceeded 
the DEP copper action level. Action levels are triggered when an 
exceedence is found in ten percent of the samples taken. For the 
exceedences in March, 1996, notice was expected to be sent on the 
May 20th billing. Mr. Terrero contended that if the plants and 
distribution systems, which are interconnected, were combined for 
testing purposes, the exceedences in each category would be .a 
smaller percentage and would not trigger the action levels and no 
noticing would be required. 

Mr. Terrero testified that to aid in resolving the exceedences 
of lead and copper, the utility has equipment in place to treat for 
these two metals. He further noted that SSU is not the only 
utility that has exceeded the action levels and that the utility 
has until 1997 to reach an optimal solution for the problem. In 
the future, samples taken at Beacon Hills and Cobblestone will be 
aggregated and tested as a group. If the action level is exceeded, 
customers of both plants will have to be notified. 

c. Corrective Measures for the Jacksonville Area 

The Jacksonville service areas have fluctuating and elevated 
chlorine levels, corrosive properties, staining tendencies, and 
lead and copper consistently above the action levels. We received 
considerable testimony regarding these problems, and the utility's 
response in terms of customer education and corrective measures. 
It is apparent from customer testimony that customers are alarmed 
over the lead and copper concentrations, and the utility's apparent 
lackadaisical attitude toward the problem. 

SSU's testimony related to lead and copper at the Beacon Hills 
and Cobblestone service areas causes us particular concern. A 
utility witness stated that if the facilities' samples were 
combined and tested, the number of samples exceeding the action 
level would be less than ten percent and, essentially would then be 
in compliance. While this might be acceptable under the letter of 
the law, this approach masks the problem and is simply not 
acceptable. Aggregating the samples as the utility proposed will 
not correct the problem, and is not appropriate in our view. 
Beacon Hills has elevated lead levels. Cobblestone has elevated 
copper levels. The correct approach is to provide treatment to the 
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water at each plant to reduce the levels of these metals. Witness 
Terrero stated that the utility was now treating for lead and 
copper. Whatever method of treatment is selected, it must result in 
a reduction of lead and copper levels. 

SSU must continue with the improvements now in place, and 
continue testing samples from Beacon Hills and Cobblestone on a 
stand-alone basis, provided the utility meets the time periods 
specified for compliance in Chapter 62-551,  Florida Administrative 
Code. If samples exceed the action levels, public notice shall be 
given promptly and in accordance with applicable rules. Mr . 
Terrero testified that the company has until 1997 to reach an 
optimal solution. We believe that the utility should not wait 
until 1997 to find this solution. 

d. Covered Bridse/Leisure Lakes 

SSU witness Denny testified that the water quality standards 
are being met at the Covered Bridge/Leisure Lakes facility in 
Highlands County. However, he testified that when an elevated 
chlorine residual of 1 .O mg/l is not maintained in the distribution 
network, elevated sulfides can result. Significant amounts of 
sulfides can also arise when homeowners are absent for a period of 
time. While Mr. Denny testified that the utility does and will 
continue to flush hydrants in the distribution network, he 
acknowledged that such flushing generally does not improve the 
water quality sitting in customer lines or in-home plumbing. MY. 
Denny agreed that the installation of a chlorine pacing system at 
Covered Bridge could help to reduce sulfides and customer education 
regarding pipe flushing would also be appropriate. 

DEP's Drinking Water Compliance Inspection Report noted that 
the water treatment plant's equipment is in fair to poor condition. 
Mr. Denny was not aware of any plans to improve the condition of 
the equipment. Although the utility has not inspected nor cleaned 
the storage tank, Mr. Denny testified that it would do so before 
the end of this year. With respect to other items noted in the 
report, the utility has or will undertake corrective action. We 
find that even though this facility is meeting the primary and 
secondary drinking water standards, there is room for improvement. 

e. 3 es 
As to Covered Bridge/Leisure Lakes's problems with sulfides, 

the utility is hereby directed to explore the installation of a 
chlorine pacing system so that the residual chlorine level can be 
better maintained at the level recommended by Mr. Denny. SSU shall 
also investigate other alternatives for chlorine monitoring and 
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feed implementation. Improvement of the overall condition of the 
water treatment plant equipment must also be undertaken. The 
utility shall notify the Commission when it has completed the 
remaining corrective actions as noted in the DEP Drinking Water 
Compliance Inspection Report. SSU shall also file quarterly 
reports with this Commission explaining the corrective measures 
taken, sampling conducted, and the results found. These reports 
shall be filed until problems are corrected. 

f. Customer Education Resardina Line Flushinq 

From the testimony of the customers in Highlands County, it 
appears that increased line flushing may improve water quality. 
Many customers of SSU facilities throughout the state have similar 
concerns over water quality, particularly those who receive water 
service on a seasonal basis. Education of all customers regarding 
in-house flushing may help alleviate 'many of these concerns. 
Therefore, SSU shall provide all of its customers with information 
regarding in-house flushing, preferably in the fall, when many of 
the seasonal customers return to Florida. 

g. g d  dit' ns: Concl sion 

Serious product quality problems appear to be confined to 
certain zones: Duval County (Beacon Hills, Cobblestone, Woodmere) 
and Sebring. Although the DEP witnesses essentially indicate 
compliance with standards, and general satisfaction with the 
utility's efforts and achievements, customer testimony and exhibits 
presented at the service hearings and technical hearing show water 
quality problems exist, primarily in Jacksonville and Sebring. 
Overall, operational conditions of the plants are satisfactory. 

2.  Customer Satisfaction 

Customers who attended the service hearings were generally 
dissatisfied with the service received from the utility, and 
testified regarding numerous specific complaints. These problems 
are not confined to one particular area, nor are they found in 
every area. However, the number and level of complaints causes us 
significant concern. We recognize that customer dissatisfaction 
falls into two broad categoric-s: complaints about the actual 
provision of water and wastewater service, and complaints about the 
company's interaction with its customers. 

a. Service Hearins Testimony 

Customers from several regions in the state complained that 
the water is not potable. Others shared physical or medical 
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problems that apparently occurred from the water. Customers from 
numerous service areas complained about the strength or odor from 
chlorine disinfection. Customers also reported a sulphur or rotten 
egg odor. Some customers have purchased home purifying systems or 
filters because of odor, taste, or other reasons. Others stated 
that they purchase bottled water to drink. 

A number of customers in numerous service areas complained of 
water that stained tile and fixtures, and clogged pipes. Others 
spoke of corrosion and premature replacement of plumbing fixtures, 
and in some cases complete repiping of homes due to leaks caused by 
corrosive water. Some customers found the water pressure to be 
unacceptably low, while others stated that it was too high. A few 
customers complained of sewage odors, overflows, or backups. 

Customers expressed concern over the utility's failure to 
notify its customers of outages, or to notify them of the potential 
health or safety problems that might result from the outages. 
There was also general dissatisfaction with the utility's response 
to service calls or questions. Customers reported that the utility 
was slow to respond, or did not properly respond to water quality 
problems such as sedimentation, discoloration, or excessive lead 
levels. Incidents were reported where the company damaged 
customers' property and would not repair the damage. The utility 
took a long time to answer requests to have tests conducted. 

Customers presented a variety of complaints with billing. Two 
customers had problems with their meter readings. They either had 
not seen anyone read their meter, or could not obtain meter reading 
data from the utility. Others cited billing problems where SSU was 
not responsive, or gave an answer that did not aid in resolving the 
problem. 

b. $ a C rres d 

Our Division of Consumer Affairs interacts with utility 
customers in all industries. Staff witness Nancy Pruitt testified 
that the Commission logged 87 complaints regarding SSU in 1993, 77 
in 1994, and 8 6  in 1995. Utility witness Carla Teasley testified 
as to how few justified complaints the Commission received in years 
1994 and 1995, noting that only 20 were received each year. She 
compared SSU favorably to Florida Power & Light (FPL), and noted 
that SSU has experienced significant rate increases in 1993-1994, 
while FPL did not. We do not place significant weight on such 
comparisons between industries. Moreover, MS. Pruitt also 
testified that 4,754 letters and petitions were sent to the 
Commission in this case. The Division also received 2369 phone 
calls since June of 1995. 
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Billing problems will occur with all utility service. our 
rules governing water and wastewater service are set forth in 
Chapter 25-30, Florida Administrative Code, specifying billing 
periods, payments by customers, reasons for discontinuance of 
service, and billing disputes. Several customers spoke of hardship 
cases. While these rules do not address this instance, the utility 
can arrange a special payment plan to accommodate a customer's 
needs. The utility, however, is under no obligation to do so. 

c. Value and Oualitv of Service 

We have addressed both the value and quality of SSU's service. 
The testimony indicates that many of the utility's customers are 
very dissatisfied with the service they receive. There have been 
significant rate increases at several of SSU's facilities. 
Customers many times compared the service received to the rates 
they pay, and found a severe mismatch. 

The record indicates that the utility appeared generally 
unresponsive to customer inquiries and complaints. Noticing did 
not always occur for an interruption of service or where 
contamination may have occurred; the utility was not prompt when 
lead or copper exceeded DEP action levels; there were delays in 
drawing water from a customer's home for a test. Staining and 
corrosion of plumbing and fixtures occurred; and line flushing was 
insufficient. Inaccurate information was sometimes provided to 
customers by SSU personnel ; and, there were numerous billing 
problems. 

As previously stated, many customers testified that they do 
not drink the water, and instead buy bottled water or have 
purchased a filtering or softening system. These items are usually 
a personal preference, but as mentioned above, many customers 
believed they had no choice but to take these steps. 

SSU stated that it serves more than 100,000 customers a day. 
The utility asserted that its customer service activities are above 
reproach, and that while it strives to attain this goal, it cannot 
be held to a standard of perfection. We do not agree with this 
assertion. The number of customers should have no bearing on the 
overall quality of service. More importantly, it appears that the 
utility has not recognized the very real problem of customer 
dissatisfaction. 

d. 0- 

As stated earlier, witnesses testifying on behalf of 
regulatory agencies stated that SSU's water quality and wastewater 
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treatment are meeting applicable standards, and that the utility 
has worked diligently to achieve compliance with regulations. The 
water quality and operational conditions at Covered Bridge and 
Leisure Lakes, and lead and copper exceedences in the Jacksonville 
area have caused us particular concern, and we have ordered the 
utility to make the corrective actions listed above. In addition 
to these operational problems, improvements must be made in the 
area of customer service and response. While some of these 
difficulties may stem from recent rate increases and the changes in 
rate structure, we find that the utility must improve its overall 
service, interaction and responsiveness to its customers. 

Despite these substantial concerns, we do not find that the 
value and quality of service is sufficiently deficient to warrant 
a conclusion that the overall quality of service is unsatisfactory. 
Instead, we find the value and quality of SSU's service to its 
customers to be marginally satisfactory. The utility is placed on 
notice that sanctions will be pursued in the utility's next rate 
case if the value and quality of service have not improved. 

VI. AD JUSTMENT TO SSU'S RETURN ON EOU I Y  T 

Pursuant to Section 367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes, this 
Commission must consider the value and quality of the utility's 
service when fixing rates. While we have elected not to impose 
sanctions upon SSU for its quality of service, we have considered 
whether SSU's return on equity should be adjusted. 

This Commission has the authority to reduce a utility's return 
on equity, and in certain situations has done so. We begin by 
observing that, pursuant to Section 367.121 (1) (g) , Florida 
Statutes, in the exercise of our jurisdiction, we are empowered to 
exercise all judicial powers, issue all writs, and do all things 
necessary or convenient to the full and complete exercise of our 
jurisdiction and the enforcement of our orders and requirements. 

In -, 597 So. 2d 270 (Fla. 1992), we 
determined that Gulf Power's fair rate of return was between 11.75 
percent and 13.50 percent and set its rate of return at 12.55 
percent. Because of several years of corrupt practices such as 
theft and misuse of company property and inappropriate political 
contributions, we reduced Gulf Power's rate of return by 50 basis 
points to 12.05 percent. On appeal, the Supreme Court held that so 
long as the final number remains within the authorized range, the 
Commission could adjust the rate of return for mismanagement. The 
Supreme Court stated that what constitutes a fair rate of return 
for a utility depends upon the facts and circumstances of each 
utility, and that it has expressly recognized that the Commission 
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must be allowed broad discretion in setting a utility's appropriate 
rate of return. d. at 273. The Court held that the adjustment of 
Gulf Power's rate of return within the fair rate of return range 
falls within those powers expressly granted by statute or by 
necessary implication, and that inherent in the authority to adjust 
for management efficiency is the authority to reduce the rate af 
return for mismanagement, as long as the resulting rate of return 
falls within the reasonable range. 

In -, 403 So. 2d 962, 966 (Fla. 1981), 
the Supreme Court ruled that while a utility is entitled to a fair 
or reasonable rate of return, once this Commission establishes a 
rate of return, further adjustments may be made for areas such as 
accretion, attrition, inflation and management efficiency. 

We have reduced utilities' return on equity by up to 100 basis 
points for poor quality of service. In Docket No. 840267-WS, by 
Order No. 14931, issued September 11, 1985, we determined that 
Consolidated Utilities Company had a lack of concern for its 
customers' service problems, failed to properly respond to customer 
calls, and failed to maintain its books and records. The utility's 
return on equity was reduced by 100 basis points. In Docket No. 
850646-SU, we found that Ocean Reef Club, Inc.'s quality of service 
was only marginally satisfactory, and reduced the utility's return 
on equity by 50 basis points. See Order No. 17760, issued June 29, 
1987. This Commission has also imposed financial penalties for 
poor quality of service or failure to make necessary repair. We 
refer specifically to Pine Island Utility Corporation in Docket No. 
910276-WS, and Shady Oaks Mobile-Modular Estates in Docket No. 
900025-WS. Orders Nos. 24643 and PSC-92-0367-FOF-WS, issued 
June 10, 1991 and May 14, 1992, respectively. 

Two areas of SSU's operations are particularly troubling. As 
detailed above, the utility's service to its customers is only 
marginally satisfactory. We are also concerned about several 
aspects of the utility's management. 

1. Qualitv of Service 

OPC cited numerous customer complaints to support its 
contention that the value and quality of SSU's service was "wholly 
unsatisfactory" and that we should lower the rate setting point by 
100 basis points. OPC cited the Gulf Power decision in support of 
its assertion. Nassau Associations and Marco agreed that SSU's 
return on equity should be reduced by at least 100 basis points for 
poor quality of service. 
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sSU argued that we should not reduce its return on equity and 
that there is no precedent for such a reduction. SSU cited its 
position regarding lead exceedences, its overall compliance with 
regulatory requirements, and the fact that it has brought many of 
its acquired facilities into compliance. The utility pointed to 
positive statements by several DEP witnesses regarding compliance 
and compared its complaint record to that of FP&L. SSU further 
stated that, given the size of the utility plant, it is impossible 
to be in compliance at all times. While the overall number of 
complaints may be comparatively low, given the size of the utility, 
each individual customer concern or facility-specific deficiency 
should not be ignored or minimized by pointing to an average or 
overall compliance. 

In SSu's last rate proceeding, we found compliance and service 
problems at numerous facilities. These problems were primarily of 
a technical nature, and were, for the most part, corrected by SSU. 
However, the record demonstrates, and we have concluded, that the 
value and quality of SSU's water and wastewater service in this 
proceeding is marginally satisfactory. It is evident that SSU's 
customers are dissatisfied with the service provided. We have 
noted quality problems for some of SSU's service areas, and 
customer dissatisfaction with customer service and information 
provided by the utility to the customers. We have required 
remedial measures, quarterly reports and customer education for 
several specific situations. However, we find that the utility's 
less than satisfactory customer service also merits an adjustment 
in the utility's return on equity. Therefore, in addition to the 
corrective measures imposed upon the utility, we find it 
appropriate to make an adjustment to reduce the utility's return on 
equity by 25 basis points. 

2. 

The Commission Chairman received a letter from Lieutenant 
Governor MacKay dated December 21, 1995. Attached to that 
correspondence was a letter from Arend Sandbulte, Chairman and CEO 
of MP&L, to Governor Chiles dated November 21, 1995, and a "bullet 
sheet" entitled "Financial Impact of FPSC Order. 'I The Chairman 
also received a letter from Charles Dusseau, Secretary of Commerce, 
dated January 2, 1996, written with reference to the same letter. 
Both letters addressed SSU's financial status, and requested 
information from the Commission regarding the financial and 
economic consequences that SSU faced. By memoranda dated December 
28, 1995, and January 3, 1996, the Chairman placed the letters in 
the record of this proceeding pursuant to Section 350.042, Florida 
Statutes. 
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In the letter to the Governor, Mr. Sandbulte complained 
strongly about this Commission's regulatory treatment of SSU, 
particularly, our decision by Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF-WS 
regarding the mandate of the First District Court of Appeal in 
Docket No. 920199-WS. Mr. Sandbulte testified that he was not 
addressing the pending proceeding in the letter and that he did not 
inform the Governor that SSU had a pending rate case before the 
Commission. 

Mr. Jeff Sharkey, employed by Capital Strategies, Inc., 
provided more information regarding these letters. He testified 
that his firm was retained by SSU for purposes of participating in 
the development of water policy in Florida. Mr. Sharkey testified 
that on December 13, 1995, he sent by facsimile a draft letter 
addressed to the Commission Chairman from the Lieutenant Governor 
to the Lieutenant Governor's Chief of Staff. Mr. Sharkey requested 
that the Lieutenant Governor send "a letter to this effect" to the 
Chairman. He testified that the draft letter was not written with 
respect to any issues in this proceeding, but was meant rather to 
elicit information from the Commission concerning SSU's financial 
situation in order to respond to Mr. Sandbulte. This draft letter 
became, in substantial part, the December 21, 1995, letter sent to 
the Chairman. 

Mr. Sharkey testified that on December 13, 1995, he 
transmitted a draft letter by facsimile to Secretary of Commerce 
Dusseau, addressed to the Chairman over the Secretary's signature, 
asking the Secretary if he would send it to the Chairman. Mr. 
Sharkey characterized the financial situation of SSU as "critical. 'I 
He later discussed SSU's situation with the Secretary, pointing out 
MP&L's "major" investment in Florida, SSU's intention to provide 
quality wastewater and water service, and SSU' s financial problems, 
which might cause MP&L to withdraw its investment from the state. 
As noted herein, the Secretary sent a letter to the Chairman dated 
January 2, 1996, with language considerably revised from that 
proposed by Mr. Sharkey. 

Mr. Sharkey further testified that the draft letter for 
Secretary Dusseau was not sent in connection with the present 
proceeding. Instead, Mr. Sharkey was concerned with the company's 
earnings level and whether this Commission had been adequately 
apprised by its staff of the ecbnomic impact of their decisions 
involving SSU. Mr. Sharkey testified that he did not know that we 
were to decide SSU' s second interim rate request in this proceeding 
at the January 4 ,  1996 Agenda Conference, but he acknowledged that 
the facsimile cover sheet message forwarding a revised version of 
the letter to Secretary Dusseau contained the notation "Deadline is 
Jan. 3rd." Secretary Dusseau's executive secretary, Stephanie 
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Smith, testified that Mr. Sharkey's office advised her that the 
letter had to be sent by January 3, 1996, and that she then made 
the notation on the document. 

Mr. Sharkey alsc, arranged an August 30, 1995, meeting with 
several of SSU's executive officers, the Lieutenant Governor and 
members of his and the Governor's staff. Mr. Sharkey did not 
recall whether SSU's present rate proceeding was discussed in this 
meeting; however, he was aware that SSU had a pending rate case. 

SSU employee Tracy Smith testified that he had asked several 
members of the Legislature to contact the Commission regarding 
uniform rates since SSu's filing of this rate case. Mr. Smith 
testified that he contacted Representatives Smith, Couch, and 
Kelly, and Senator Johnson. He drafted a letter for Representative 
Couch and Senator Johnson, and furnished background information to 
Representative Smith. Mr. Smith testified that he thought Senator 
Johnson had not used the draft letter, and that he did not know 
whether Representative Couch had used the draft letter. Mr. Smith 
testified that he approached these legislators in connection with 
the Commission's mandate compliance order in Docket No. 920199-WS. 
He acknowledged that the question of uniform rates was pending in 
the remand docket, as well as in the pending rate case. 

Section 1 2 0 . 6 6 ( 1 ) ,  Florida Statutes, provides that in any 
proceeding under Section 120.57, Florida Statutes, "no ex parte 
communication relative to the merits . _ .  shall be made . . .  to the 
hearing officer by . . .  a party to the proceeding." While the 
communications at issue cannot be said to have been literally made 
by a party to this proceeding, the record supports the conclusion 
that SSU actively solicited the communications to the Commission 
Chairman from Lieutenant Governor MacKay and Secretary Dusseau 
through the efforts of its agent, Mr. Sharkey. The communications 
were made on the instigation of SSU. It is also clear from the 
record that Mr. Smith actively, although apparently unsuccessfully, 
solicited similar communications from members of the Legislature. 
The letters do relate to the merits of both pending proceedings. 
Section 350.042, Florida Statutes, provides that the remedy for ex 
Darte communications is withdrawal of the affected Commissioners. 
However, that is not the relief sought in this instance. 

The record is clear that Messers. Sandbulte, Sharkey, and 
Smith knew that SSU had a pending rate case which involved a 
uniform rate structure issue. The record is also clear that they 
had knowledge that the remand decision was pending which also 
involved a uniform rate structure issue. It does not matter if the 
letters drafted for and sent by the Lieutenant Governor and 
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Secretary DusSeaU related to Docket No. 920199-wS, because both 
dockets were pending. 

These letters had no impact upon our decision as to interim 
rates. Nevertheless, we find that SSU's actions reflect 
inefficient management. The utility ought to have made it 
perfectly clear to those whom it solicited that the Commission had 
pending before it the utility's application for a rate increase. 
The utility's failure to disclose that information reflects poor 
judgement by SSU. 

The timing of these letters also causes us concern. The 
letters were drafted by Mr. Sharkey's office and ultimately sent 
very close to the date that we were to make our decision on the 
utility's interim rate request. There was not enough time for 
parties to respond to these letters once they were disclosed. 
Although the letter drafted for Senator Johnson was not sent to the 
Chairman, it also demonstrates SSU's poor judgment and inefficient 
management. All of the letters are "symptoms" of inefficient 
management. 

The utility's conduct with regard to these letters and 
communications is but one example of its overall unsatisfactory and 
less than efficient management. In addition to the utility's 
conduct detailed above, we have also observed several significant 
deficiencies: SSU's absence of an acquisition policy, the lack of 
consideration given to the Commission's used and useful policy and 
other regulatory concerns when making acquisition decisions, the 
confusing information given to customers, and lack of consideration 
in terms of cost containment and minimizing customers' bills. It 
is evident that these two areas of concern overlapped, as the 
utility's management decisions have impacted the quality of its 
service. These drawbacks also directly affected the day-to-day 
service that SSU's customers received. We do note that it appears 
that the utility has made recent efforts to improve management 
efficiency. 

Darte letters constituted misconduct and/or mismanagement by SSU, 
for which dismissal of the case is warranted. As support therefor, 
intervenors cited Section 367.121 (1) (g) , Florida Statutes, and Gulf m. OPC alleged that SSU's solicitation of the MacKay letter 
was tantamount to an attempt to influence the deliberations of a 
civil jury through the jurors' employers and that such conduct 
cannot be tolerated. OPC additionally argued that certain actions 
and statements made by SSU were unwarranted interferences with the 
supplemental service hearing notices and the customers' access to 
representation. 

The intervenors contended that the solicitation of the 
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Marco asserted that pursuant to Section 367.121 (1) (g) , Florida 
Statutes, this Commission is authorized to dismiss the rate case 
upon a finding of misconduct, and that, further, on the authority 
of Gulf Power Co. v. Wilson, 597 So. 2d 270 (Fla. 1992), we may 
reduce the utility's authorized rate of return. In the event that 
we do not dismiss the rate case, Marco urged that the Commission 
reduce the utility's authorized rate of return by 100 basis points. 
The Nassau Associations argued that SSU's actions in soliciting 
letters from legislators, Secretary Dusseau and the Lieutenant 
Governor, were clearly acts of misconduct and SSU should be 
penalized by dismissal of the case. 

SSU contended that the letters from the Lieutenant Governor 
and Secretary Dusseau to the Chairman do not comment on the merits 
of this proceeding, and therefore, are not Darte communications. 
Further, SSU argued that if the letters are ex 
communications, the remedy provided by Section 350.042 (1)T Florida 
Statutes, is the withdrawal of a commissioner. 

We do not find it appropriate to dismiss this proceeding 
because of the utility's mismanagement or our concern over the 
marginal quality of service. However, our review of the record 
indicated that the utility has exercised less than efficient 
management. Therefore, we find it appropriate to reduce SSU's 
return on equity by 25 basis points for its inefficient management. 

3. 

For the foregoing reasons, and based upon our review of the 
evidence, the Gulf Power case, and Commission precedent, we find it 
appropriate to adjust SSU's return on equity by 2 5  basis points for 
less than efficient management, and an additional 25 basis points 
for the utility's marginally satisfactory quality of senrice. 
These adjustments, which total a reduction of 50 basis points, 
shall be in effect for two years. The adjustment to the utility's 
return on equity will still permit the utility the opportunity to 
earn a reasonable rate of return. On our own motion, we 
reconsidered this determination at our August 15, 1996, Agenda 
Conference, and hereby affirm the conditions and duration of the 
adjustment to SSU's return on equity. 

VII. RATE BASE 

Our calculations of the appropriate rate bases for the purpose 
of this proceeding are depicted on Schedules Nos. 3-A for water and 
3-B for wastewater. Our adjustments are itemized on Schedule No. 
3-C. All of the foregoing schedules are grouped by facility, in 
alphabetical order. Those adjustments which are self-explanatory 
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projected plant in service balance used to calculate the 13-month 
average balance as of December 31, 1996, is overstated, because 
this calculation includes the balance as of December 31, 1995. 

Based on the results of their analysis, Mr. Larkin and Ms. 
DeRonne concluded that SSU's 13-month average plant-in-service 
balance for the projected test year should be recalculated for the 
period October 31, 1995 through October 31, 1996. AS they 
testified, this adjustment should be made in order to reflect that 
the utility's projects are, on average, two months behind schedule. 
Therefore, in order to account for project slippage, Mr. Larkin and 
Ms. DeRonne proposed that SSU's test year plant-in-service should 
be reduced by $1,973,372 for water and $372.937 wastewater, 
subsequent to OPC's recommended non-used and useful adjustments. 
Corresponding adjustments were also proposed to reduce test year 
accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense by $73,212 and 
$14,955, for water and wastewater, respectively. 

In response to these proposed adjustments, SSU witness Kimball 
presented an updated project status report as of December 31, 1995, 
as well as a summary of budget versus actual comparisons based on 
this updated report. Similar project status reports were provided 
on a regional basis by SSU witnesses Westrick, Goucher, Bailey, and 
Paster. Based on this summary schedule, Ms. Kimball testified 
that, on a year-end basis, total 1995 capital additions in the MFRs 
were overstated by $1,575,277, or 6.43 percent excluding the Lehigh 
lines. Further, Ms. Kimball claimed that a $190,579, or 2.52 
percent, positive variance exists between actual additions and the 
amount included in the MFRs, based on a 13-month average 
calculation. Ms. Kimball summarized that based on the above, a 
project slippage adjustment was not warranted. 

In its brief, OPC argued that the rebuttal testimony provided 
by the utility supports the assertions of Mr. Larkin and Ms. 
DeRonne that SSU's forecasted capital project additions are behind 
schedule. On cross-examination, Mr. Westrick agreed that out of 
164 projects, 117 were completed after the projected in-service 
date. In addition, OPC argued that information provided by Mr. 
Goucher, Mr. Bailey, and Mr. Paster indicated a similar pattern 
with respect to projects not being completed on time. 

Ms. Kimball agreed that when calculating a typical 13-month 
average, 13 months of data are divided by 13. However, based on 
statements made at the hearing, it appears that SSU attempted to 
calculate some type of weighted average budget-to-actual comparison 
using only 12 months of data. Ms. Kimball stated that SSU was 
trying to demonstrate a comparison of 1995 actual plant additions 
versus what was filed in the utility's MFRs. However, this 
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calculation should not have been labeled a 13-month average, simply 
because 12 months of plant data were divided by 13. The utility's 
suggestion of a positive variance for its 1995 budget-to-actual 
plant additions is hereby disregarded, as it relies on an 
inappropriate calculation of a 13-month average. 

The utility's statements regarding several projects also 
raised concern. Utility witness Sandbulte stated that the rate 
structure has an impact on whether capital expenditures are made. 
Mr. Terrero testified that some of the projects budgeted for 1996 
probably would not occur if stand-alone rates were imposed. 
However, he could not specify which projects would be eliminated, 
other than to say one project would be in the Enterprise service 
area. However, according to the utility's filing, only $3,048 has 
been budgeted for the Enterprise facility in 1996 which is due to 
allocated projects, that is, projects not specifically designated 
to benefit Enterprise.. These statements 'caused us concern with the 
utility's projected 1996 capital expenditures. The total 1996 
budget reflects $16.'7 million to be expended for PSC-regulated 
plants. There is no way to know which projects, if any, the utility 
intends to eliminate in the event that stand-alone rates are 
imposed instead of uniform rates. This concern strengthens OPC's 
argument to impose an adjustment due to project slippage. 

The record supports an adjustment to the projected test year 
capital additions. Using the updated project status report 
provided by Ms. Kimball, we compared the differences between the 
budgeted and actual in-service dates for all projects scheduled to 
be completed by December 31, 1995. This analysis is similar to the 
evaluation performed by Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeRonne, but has been 
updated through year-end 1995. It appears that SSU's capital 
projects are still approximately two months behind schedule. There 
were a number of projects listed on the updated project status 
report that were either booked as an expense or cancelled. While 
these projects were not factored into the analysis of the budget- 
versus-actual comparison of in-service dates, this fact also 
supports an overall adjustment to plant-in-service. 

Based on the above, with the exception of one plant addition 
discussed below, we find OPC's proposed project slippage adjustment 
to be appropriate. Consistent with OPC's analysis, we have not 
made adjustments based on the utility's actual plant additions. On 
the contrary, we are merely recognizing that the utility's 
projections for 1995 were not accurate. Therefore, based on the 
testimony provided by Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeRonne, we have reflected 
the overstatement of project additions as of December 31, 1995, 
within the 13-month average calculation for the test year ending 
December 31, 1996. Thus, plant-in-senrice shall be reduced by 
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$2,398,545 for water and $464,915 for wastewater in order to 
account for project slippage. Corresponding adjustments shall also 
be made to reduce accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense 
by $87,034 and $17,562 for water and wastewater, respectively. 
These plant in service adjustments are prior to any non-used and 
useful adjustments. 

c. 

SSU included an expenditure of $175,192 for a new well at 
Imperial Mobile Terrace in its projected capital projects for 1996. 
This facility, which currently has only one well, must have a back- 
up source of supply due to its size, as required by Rule 62- 
555.315(1), Florida Administrative Code. However, it appears that 
the new well might not be constructed as planned. SSU witness 
Paster indicated that the most efficient alternative to building a 
second well would be to interconnect with the City of Tavares. He 
indicated that the utility was in negotiations with the City at 
that time, and that the utility would proceed with the new well 
only if the negotiations were unsuccessful. Even if the 
negotiations with the City do not succeed, the likelihood of the 
well being completed in 1996 is low. 

In consideration of the record, we find it appropriate to 
eliminate this project from the 1996 budget. Therefore, $80,858 
shall be removed from the Imperial Mobile Terrace plant schedules 
to reflect the 13-month average balance as of December 31, 1996, 
included in plant-in-service. Corresponding adjustments shall also 
be made to reduce accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense 
by $2,700. 

d. Double Bookinas and Overaccruals 

In addition to the adjustments based on project slippage, 
historical plant in service must be adjusted to remove 
overstatements due to various double bookings. Exhibit 243 
identified overstatements totaling $520,079, in the MFRs, due to. 
double bookings and reversals of accruals, which affect various 
water and wastewater plants. On cross-examination, SSU witness 
Judith Kimball added that since then, the utility had discovered an 
additional $330,000 in underaccruals. Ms. Kimball contended that 
this amount should be offset against the $520,079 overstatement. 
The utility did not provide any documentation supporting the dollar 
amounts, nor any indication of what plant balances were actually 
understated. Consequently, there is insufficient evidence in the 
record to support the utility's assertion that these underaccruals 
exist. Therefore, plant-in-service shall be decreased by $520,079 
to remove overstatements due to double bookings and overaccruals. 
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Corresponding adjustments shall also be made to decrease 
accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense by $57,428 and 
$28,736, respectively. 

e. ; 

One final adjustment to plant-in-service relates to an 
allocation of the Marco Island Percolation Ponds to Marco Shores. 
Marco Shores almost exclusively uses the Marco Island percolation 
ponds which are located on the mainland. The percolation ponds 
serve as a back-up and a last resort for effluent disposal for the 
Marco Island wastewater plant. However, according to the utility's 
summary of capital additions, no portion of the investment in these 
percolation ponds has been allocated to Marco Shores. We. believe 
that a portion of the utility's investment in the percolation 
ponds, which was $4,333,994, should be allocated to the Marco 
Shores customers, based on their use of this disposal facility. 
The capacity of these ponds is 3.5 million gallons, and according 
to the record, Marco Shores disposed of an average of approximately 
45,000 gallons per day in 1995. The current capacity of the Marco 
Shores wastewater treatment plant is 90,000 gallons per day. 
Therefore, an allocation in the ratio of 90,000 to 3,500,000 must 
be made. Applying the ratio of 2 . 5 7  percent to $4,333,994, results 
in $111,384, which shall be removed from account 380.4 under Marco 
Island, and moved to this same account under Marco Shores. 

to Marco Shores 

4. Classification of Emenditures 

SSU classified its projects by five different priority codes: 
Safety, Regulatory Mandate, Growth, Quality of Service, and General 
Improvement. Mr, Hansen, a customer of Sugarmill Woods and a 
witness for Marco, testified that SSU's expenditures, particularly 
those in the environmental category, were over-stated and 
misclassified. 

SSU argued that this issue has no impact on revenue 
requirements and that: these priorities are a judgement call. SSU 
witness Dennis Westrick admitted that the company claimed that 
anything it does to provide uninterrupted service is claimed to be 
a requirement of a regulatory mandate, OPC suggested that this 
causes the classification of regulatory mandate to lose 
credibility. Both Marco and Nassau contended that these 
classifications gave the false impression that the money was being 
spent in conformance with environmental regulations. SSU pointed 
out in its brief that while engineers and operators may differ 
concerning the priority code to attach to a particular project, no 
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party presented any evidence that any of the projects were 
imprudent or unreasonable in cost. 

SSU‘s classifications of expenditures have no revenue impact. 
The prudency of an expenditure is far more important than the 
classification category. Although some projects might have iMen 
classified under a different code, each project was evaluated to 
determine if it was a prudent investment and, as such, a legitimate 
rate base component. Therefore, we will make no adjustment in this 
regard. 

5.  Used and Useful 

a. Marain Reserve 

Margin reserve is that capacity or, investment needed. to meet 
changing demands of existing customers and the demands of potential 
customers within a reasonable time and in an economic manner. SSU 
witnesses stated that margin reserve refers to the plant capacity 
necessary to meet daily and seasonal variations in demand and to 
accommodate a reasonable allowance for growth. They also contended 
that margin reserve must be included in rate base to reduce costs 
to customers, comply with environmental regulations, protect the 
public health, preserve the environment, promote administrative 
efficiency, and to take advantage of economies of scale. 

OPC witness Biddy, on the other hand, testified that a well- 
planned phased development of distribution and collection lines and 
phased treatment plant expansions can reduce or eventually 
eliminate the need for a margin reserve. He also stated that the 
cost to support prudently constructed reserve capacity should be 
paid for by future customers. Mr. Biddy further stated that “all 
margin reserve should be eliminated from used and useful 
calculations, therefore, forcing utilities to do real world 
projections of utility-need growth. ‘I However, he acknowledged 
that economy of scale is a material consideration to be weighed 
very carefully by the utility or developer. While Mr. Biddy agreed 
that the utility needs a cushion, a safety factor in design, he 
testified that these factors should be recovered from the future 
customers. 

We do not disagree that well-planned phased expansions could 
reduce and eventually eliminate the need for a margin reserve, but 
this expectation is unrealistic. A utility would be asked to 
forecast when and where development might take place and then to 
incrementally build just the exact amount of plant to serve the new 
development just in time to serve the new customers. 
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Section 367.111 (1.) Florida Statutes, provides that 'I [el ach 
utility shall provide service to the area described in its 
certificate of authorization within a reasonable time. '' We 
recognize that for  a utility to meet its statutory responsibility, 
it must have sufficient capacity and investment to meet the 
existing and changing demands of present customers and the demands 
of potential customers. We have consistently recognized margin 
reserve as an element .in used and useful plant calculations. w, 
e.q., Order No. 22844, issued March 23, 1990; Order No. PSC-92- 
0594-FOF-SU, issued July 1, 1992; and Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS, 
issued March 2 2 ,  1993. Based on the above, we find it appropriate 
in this instance to include a margin reserve in calculations for 
used and useful plant for the following facilities: 

Water: 

Amelia Island 
Buenaventura Lakes 
Citrus Springs 
Deep Creek 
Fishermans Haven 
Gospel Island 
Interlachen 
Lehigh 
Oak Forest 
Pine Ridge 
Pomona Park 
Remington Forest 
Spring Gardens 
Sugarmill Woods 
Venetian Village 
Wootens 

Wastewater: 

Amelia Island 
Burnt Store 
Deep Creek 
Lehigh 
Palm Port 
Point 0' Woods 
Sugar Mill 
Sunshine Parkway 
Venetian Village 

Bay Lake Estates Beacon Hills 
Burnt Store Carlton Village 
Chuluota Crystal River 
Deltona Lakes Enterprise 
Fountains Geneva Lake Estates 
Hobby Hills Intercession City 
Keystone Club Lakeside 
Marco Shores Marion Oaks 
Palisades Palm Port 
Piney Woods Point 0' Woods 
Postmaster Village Quail Ridge 
Rusemont Silver Lakes Estates 
St:. Johns Highlands Sugar Mill 
Sunshine Parkway University Shores 
Welaka Woodmere 

Beacon Hills 
Chuluota 
Deltona Lakes 
Marco Shores 
Palm Terrace 
South Forty 
sugarmill Woods 
Tropical Isle 
Woodmere 

Buenaventura Lakes 
Citrus Springs 
Fla. Central CommercePark 
Marion Oaks 
Park Manor 
Spring Gardens 
Sunny Hills 
University Shores 

Many of the facilities considered in this rate proceeding are 
built-out or have no excess capacity with which to serve additional 
growth without constructing additional plant. Therefore, no margin 
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reserve need be considered for these facilities when calculating 
used and useful plant. 

b. 

Several witnesses, including present and former DEP employees, 
offered testimony in support of five, seven, and ten year periods 
for calculating a margin reserve. Witnesses Harvey and Sowerby 
stated that Rule 62-600.405, Florida Administrative Code, requires 
the Commission to adopt a five-year margin reserve for wastewater 
treatment facilities. However, after hearing their testimony, it 
became apparent that these witnesses were actually advocating 
reserve capacity and not margin reserve. Reserve capacity is an 
engineering design consideration that insures that a system will 
have sufficient capacity to meet unexpected demands, while margin 
reserve is an economic consideration used when determining rates 
for existing customers. Mr. Harvey acknowledged that Rule 62- 
600.405 does not require a reserve capacity for wastewater 
treatment of any period of time. OPC witness Biddy stated that 
Rule 62-600.405 merely requires utilities to submit capacity 
analysis reports to DEP under various conditions and to prepare 
plans for possible future expansion. We find that reserve capacity 
is a legitimate capacity consideration clearly within DEP 
jurisdiction, and that margin reserve is a different consideration, 
employed in ratemaking, and clearly within our jurisdiction. 

SSU offered further testimony in support of margin reserve 
periods greater than those we have allowed in the past. SSU 
witness Hartman testified that economies of scale and threshold 
facility sizing are essential considerations in plant design. Rule 
62-600.405, Florida Administrative Code, requires wastewater 
utilities to plan and construct a system of sufficient capacity to 
meet future demands. It "forces" utilities to act, as present 
capacity is utilized, with sufficient leadtime to put new c,apacity 
(reserve capacity) in place when needed. 

However, we are not persuaded that margin reserve periods 
greater than those we have allowed in the past have been justified 
by the testimony in this- proceeding. The margin reserve periods we 
have allowed appropriately allocate the cost burden of plant 
capacity to existing and future customers of the utility. Although 
we recognize that Rule 62-600.40'5 requires utilities to commence 
planning for new capacity at an earlier time, the margin reserve 
periods we have allowed in the past are effectively representative 
of the construction periods for new plant, periods during which the 
utilities typically incur most of the project costs. Existing 
customers are not unreasonably burdened with the costs of plant 
essentially beneficial only to future customers. Therefore, we 
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find it appropriate to authorize in the instant proceeding a 
twelve-month margin reserve for water transmission and distribution 
facilities and wastewater collection facilities, and an eighteen- 
month margin reserve period for source of supply and pumping, water 
treatment and storage facilities, high-service pumping, and 
wastewater treatment facilities. 

c. Hvdraulic Analysis 

SSU requested the use of hydraulic analysis to determine used 
and useful distribution lines for the Citrus Springs, Marion Oaks, 
Pine Ridge and Sunny H i l l s  service areas. SSU stated that it chose 
these areas because of the substantial investment in distribution 
lines that would be considered non-used and useful under the lot 
count method. The difference in the amount of investment in water 
mains found used and useful between the lot count methodology and 
the hydraulic analysis methodology for all four facilities 1s 
approximately $6.9 m:tllion. 

SSU relied principally on the common use of hydraulic analysis 
for design of water transmission and distribution systems and the 
need to recover investment in lines providing fire flows. SSU 
witness Edmunds stated that a hydraulic network is a unique 
organism. Each pipe, if it were removed and placed in another 
hydraulic organism, could function at a different capacity. OPC 
witness Biddy stated that while hydraulic analysis modeling is 
appropriate for design, it does not necessarily follow that it is 
appropriate and applicable in economic regulation. In Mr. Biddy's 
opinion, the use of hydraulic modeling to determine used and useful 
investment shifts the majority of investment recovery onto existing 
customers. We agree. 

We find that SSU has not persuasively demonstrated the 
necessity or appropriateness for utilizing hydraulic analysis for 
distribution line used and useful determinations in this 
proceeding. SSU's wit.nesses supported hydraulic analysis modeling 
in a general sense as an engineering technique, but did not 
specifically analyze and support the hydraulic analysis results for 
used and useful purposes for the four service areas in question. 

OPC contended that hydraulic analysis modeling is unreasonably 
complex for used and useful purposes. SSU witness Edmunds agreed 
that it is complicated when compared to the lot count method, but 
stated that the intervenors could have determined whether ssu 
conducted the hydraulic analyses properly with the help of an 
expert. SSU witness Elliott, however, did not believe hydraulic 
modeling to be unduly complicated. We do not find the methodology 
to be unduly complicated. However, depending on how the service 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 52 

area is modeled and the number of iterations, the outputs can be 
unduly burdensome for analysis. 

Our principal concern is that the modeling's outputs are 
susceptible to inflation by varying inputs such as customer demands 
and adding fire flows, as well as by modeling all or parts of the 
transmission and distribution system. For example, SSU compared 
the flows in the pipes today supplied by today's water supply to 
the flows in the pipes at build-out supplied by today's water 
supply. The utility did not clearly explain how in a given 
instance a build-out flow of 4,300 gpm achieved through modeling 
could be supported by a current supply of 500 gpm. As supply is 
added to a facility, the hydraulics change. Therefore, we cannot 
accept the utility's explanation that for used and useful purposes 
the supply component should be separated from the transmission and 
distribution component, offered by Mr. Edmunds. One component 
drives the other component. The hydraulic modelling methodology 
should be generically studied in order to develop guidelines that 
would transform it into a methodology truly competitive with the 
lot count methodology, facilitating its use generally. 

A unique feature of hydraulic modeling is the ability to 
incorporate fire flow demands on the transmission and distribution 
system. SSU did this by applying a 500 gpm demand at each hydrant. 
The significance of this demand is clear when compared to the 0.9 
gpm demand assumed for each customer connection. The lot count 
methodology does not allow fire flows to be considered in this way, 
and in this respect, significant differences are produced. 
However, we are troubled that the effect of incorporating fire flow 
demands through hydraulic modeling is to shift the majority of 
investment to the current customers, which we would find unfair 
unless the transmission and distribution system is at or 
approaching build-out. 

SSU witness Bliss testified that the build-out iterations 
utilized the same demand per customer of 0.9 gpm, even though in 
reality a lesser demand is appropriate. He further made the point 
that this tends to understate used and useful. This may be true, 
although it was not shown to be. It does, however, illustrate the 
model's sensitivity to input assumptions. Mr. Elliott stated that 
flows are determined more by the type of customer, personal water 
consuming habits or needs, irrigation requirements, household 
populations and other factors than from a simplistic determination 
of lots platted versus lots connected. While hydraulic modelling 
may be very useful for design, we do not find that trying to 
economically distribute the hydraulic requirements of each customer 
is a simple matter. 
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We are concerned with the need for calibration to test the 
validity of hydraulic analyses. When a transmission and 
distribution system is modeled, it may be important to verify that 
the model truly reflects the system in place in the field. Mr. 
Edmunds testified that the utility performed a field calibration on 
the Pine Ridge facility that confirmed the validity of the model of 
the east part of the facility. With air release valves installed, 
he said the utility p.lanned to also calibrate the west part. Mr. 
Edmunds stated that full calibration is expensive, ranging from 
$25,000 to $60,000 for each service area. 

necessarily consider those mains used for looping in the network. 
We do not agree. If the looped mains also add lots to the service 
territory, then those lots are taken into consideration. .If those 
looped mains do not add lots, the same used and useful percentage 
is applied to the tctal investment, which does incorporate the 
looped mains. 

Mr. Edmunds also testified that the lot count methodology does 
not take into account the entire distribution system until it 
approaches build-out. He testified that it always projects under- 
utilization. On the other hand, Marc0 witness Hansen asked whether 
SSU would increase its line capacity to serve more customers 
because the Pine Ridge transmission and distribution facility was 
considered 100 percent used and useful through hydraulic modeling. 
Our review of the number of lots available at Pine Ridge indicates 
that would not be necessary. The lot count methodology with a one- 
year margin reserve achieves 23.3 percent used and useful. Mr. 
Elliott stated that Mr. Hansen's question illustrates the 
distortion produced by the lot-count methodology viewed as a crude 
point-in-time measuring stick instead of an evaluation of needs and 
uses. We think, however, that for rate setting purposes, some 
point-in-time determinant is essential. The question Mr. Hansen 
asked underscores why we are unwilling to authorize 100 percent 
used and useful on a distribution system investment of $3,485,998 
in Pine Ridge when only 892 lots are projected to be connected in 
1997 of the 3,828 lots available on lines. 

SSU believed that the lot count methodology does not ' 

Developers should bear the risk of investment in place and 
beneficial to customers yet to come, not present customers. The 
utility asserted that prudence is not at issue in this proceeding 
in determining the appropriate used and useful methodology to use 
on transmission and distribution and wastewater collection lines. 
SSU did know the developed status at the time of purchase of each 
of the four facilities here in question. Thus, we do not find it 
appropriate to compensate the utility by authorizing a used and 
useful methodology other than the lot count methodology. 
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We do not find that hydraulic modeling is an appropriate tool 
for rate setting at this time. Mr. Edmunds stated his opinion that 
the methodology does not create an inequitable distribution of 
costs between present and future customers in the context of a 
uniform rate structure. However, he acknowledged that ip the 
context of a stand-alone rate structure, there would be that 
potential. AS we have noted, hydraulic modeling yields some 
significant benefits. One, it is commonly the basis for the design 
of transmission and distribution systems. Two, it easily allows 
the addition of fire flows to customer demands on transmission and 
distribution. But its manipulability is at the same time a 
strength and a weakness; assumptions and input data must be 
thoroughly evaluated in order to determine the validity of the 
analysis. We are charged with setting rates that are just., 
reasonable, compensatory and not unfairly discriminatory. We find 
that the lot count methodology permits us to do this at this time 
more readily than does hydraulic modeling. 

Our used and useful methodology has been an evolving one. We 
have encouraged the development of methodologies superior to the 
ones currently in use. However, a change of this kind must be 
meticulously and comprehensively studied, and its ramifications 
fully assessed, before it is adopted. When unreasonable results 
are produced, as for the Pine Ridge service area, we must question 
the validity of the methodology. Further, we find that there is a 
direct correlation between lines installed to those lots they are 
intended to serve, which is to say, water lines are usually 
installed where there are lots to be served. Therefore, we reject 
SSU's request to employ hydraulic modeling analysis to determine 
used and useful transmission and distribution for the four former 
Deltona service areas here in question. Rather, we find it 
appropriate that the transmission and distribution systems for 
Sunny Hills, Citrus Springs, Marion Oaks, and Pine Ridge be 
calculated on a lots connected to lots available basis. 

d. In-Place But Unconnected Mains 

Both SSU and OPC agreed that any water mains constructed in 
place but not connected to the existing distribution system should 
be considered non-used and useful plant-in-service held for future 
use. SSU witness Bliss stated that these lines should be 
considered prudently installed investment, recoverable through 
AFPI, and not included in rate base. We find these to be 
appropriate considerations. Therefore, we find that SSU's 
investment in water mains constructed in place but not connected to 
the existing distribution system shall be considered prudent but 
non-used and useful plant-in-service and not included in rate base. 
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e. Fire Flow 

There are two principal concerns regarding fire flows: one, 
that there be fire hydrants available from which fire flows can be 
provided, and, two, that requested flows actually be available. 
SSU contended that if fire flow is part of the design criteria, it 

witness Bliss stated t,hat there has been no instance where SSU was 
unable to meet a demand for fire flow, nor any instance where SSU 
was unable to supply enough water to put out fires. He further 
stated that the utility has been complimented for providing more 
than adequate fire flows at one of the former Deltona service 
areas. Mr. Bliss, however, did not directly address the 
availability of fire hydrants with adequate flows. 

OPC witness Biddy testified that fire flow should not be 
applied to high service pumps, finished water storage or water 
supply wells unless the fire fighting capability of each system is 
confirmed. He stated that installing a fire hydrant does not 
guarantee the required fire flow. This Commission does not test 
fire hydrants nor do we in general require proof that hydrants are 
functional or capable of the flows requested. We have allowed pro 
forma investment in plant in order to achieve requested fire flows 
when problems have been noted. Order No. PSC-95-1376-FOF-WS. 

We have reviewed the utility's filing, comparing requested 
fire flows to source uf supply flows or storage available, and in 
some instances those. flows do not appear available. We do not in 
this proceeding exam:ine whether requested fire flows, or any 
portion of them, are indeed available at each and every fire 
hydrant. However, we note that no specific fire flow problems have 
come to our attention. The only service area whose current ability 
to provide fire flow was questioned was Pine Ridge. There, the 
total well capacity is 1,150 gpm while the requested fire flows are 
1,500 gpm, and there is no storage. Mr. Bliss believed that the 
utility nevertheless could obtain those flows. 

SSU contended tha.t its requested allowances for fire flows are 
consistent with Commission precedent. We allowed fire flows in 
SSU's last rate proceeding, and the most recent Lehigh and Marco 
Island rate proceedings, SSU witness Hartman acknowledged that 
there should be some means of actually providing fire flows in 
order for the utility to receive the requested used and useful 
allowance. 

must be acknowledged in the used and useful consideration. ssu 

SSU witness Terrero stated that an allowance for fire flows 
should be included in used and useful determinations even if 
hydrants have not been installed, if the design of the system 
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included fire flows. He further stated that existing used and 
useful rules do not encourage a utility to provide the excess 
capacity required for fire flow since it.is not known when fire 
hydrants will be added to the distribution system. However, we 
have rejected hydraulic modeling for purposes of determining used 
and useful for transmission and distribution systems, and fire 
flows cannot be specifically considered in the lot count 
methodology we have approved. 

Mr. Biddy proposed allowing fire flows only for the seven 
service areas for which SSU supplied test records. Mr. Terrero 
stated that some small facilities either without storage or with 
inadequate storage can provide fire flows, such as Point O'Woods 
and Fox Run. We concur. Indeed, we allow requested fire flows 
where fire hydrants exist in the service area. We include fire 
flows in the demands for source of supply and water treatment plant 
for those facilities without storage, and in storage and high 
service pumping for those facilities with storage. Because high 
service pumps are designed to handle maximum day demands plus fire 
flow or peak hourly demands, whichever is greater, we authorize the 
higher of the two used and useful percentages resulting from these 
criteria. For this, we rely, as did Mr. Biddy, in part on 
M a n u a l ,  which states: "Design flow should be based on the peak 
hourly demand or the peak daily demand plus the fire flow 
requirement, whichever is greater." 

In summary, we find it appropriate to include fire flows in 
calculating used and useful for certain components, when fire flows 
are requested and required, and some means exists for actually 
providing fire flows. We will include fire flows in source of 
supply and water treatment plant for service areas without storage 
and in storage and high service pumping for service areas with 
storage. Further, we will include fire flows for high service 
pumping only with maximum day demands, not with peak hour demands. 
We find that peak hour demand encompasses fire flow. 

f. Maximum Dav F1 ow 

It has been our practice to use the average of the usages of 
the five highest-usage days in the maximum-usage month to determine 
the highest demand on water plant components. By averaging in this 
way, the effects of spiking homalies such as line breaks, 
extensive flushing, or other unusual usages are minimized. In this 
proceeding, we have departed from this practice and approve the use 
of a singular maximum day flow to reflect the highest demand on 
water plant components. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 57 

In OPC’s view, the single maximum day flow may include 
undetected or unrecorded leaks, flushing and unusual usage, in 
addition to allowable unaccounted-for-water. Therefore, OPC 
supported the use of the average of the five highest days in the 
maximum month, as has been our practice. However, SSU contended 
that the singular maximum day, with known anomalies such as main 
breaks, line flushing, and major leaks excluded, should be used to 
calculate used and useful for all water plant components, except 
storage. In addition, it proposed eight hours of the singular 
maximum day demand as peak hour demand for calculating storage. 

SSU witness Hartman stated the single maximum day is used as 
the basis for designing water facilities. He noted that Rule 62- 
555.330, Florida Administrative Code, incorporates by reference 
sections of Ten States’ Standards and the W- 
Desiqn Manual that require that criterion, and that, in his 
opinion, it is the correct criterion to be applied. He further 
stated that various components of the water delivery system are 
subjected to different demands, pointing out that storage and high 
service pumping must meet peak hour demands while other components 
need to meet maximum day demands. 

Upon consideration, we find it appropriate in this proceeding 
to use a singular maximum day demand, exclusive of any abnormal 
events such as fire flows and line breaks, when calculating used 
and useful for water plant components. The utility has correctly 
purged the analysis clf abnormal events. Until now, we have not 
used a singular maximum day demand, because it could have reflected 
an abnormal event. Order No. PSC-93-1070-FOF-WS. We have 
opted for this method because of its leveling effect, which Mr. 
Hartman recognized. Furthermore, we find it appropriate to approve 
peak hour demand for calculating storage used and useful as eight 
hours of the singular maximum day demand. 

g. Firm Reliable Cauacitv 

Firm reliable capacity is the total capacity of supply wells, 
high service pumps, filters, or other treatment plant facilities 
with the largest unit: out of service for routine maintenance or 
emergency repair. With multiple wells, two of the largest wells 
need to be considered unavailable. When units are removed for 
purposes of calculating used and useful, higher used and useful 
percentages result. However, with only one component, that 
component is considered 100 percent used and useful. 

SSU pointed out t.hat in its last rate case, Docket No. 920199- 
WS, we calculated used and useful on the basis of firm reliable 
capacities. We have more typically in past cases simply calculated 
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used and useful for water plant as a whole, with lines calculated 
separately. In those cases, firm reliable capacity was not an 
appropriate consideration. However, in this proceeding, we find it 
appropriate to address used and useful on a components basis. 

Removing the largest unit or units is conservative in terms of 
safety. It enables the utility to determine whether under those 
circumstances it can meet demand. OPC witness Biddytestified that 
a design engineer should be conservative, building every recognized 
safety factor into all engineering designs. However, he contended 
that it is not economically feasible to use firm reliable capacity 
on more than one component, where the word component is broadly 
used to mean source of supply, pumping, or treatment. Thus, if OPC 
were to apply firm reliable capacity to wells, for example, it 
would not apply firm reliable capacity at the same time to high 
service pumping, reasoning that it would be unlikely that.two such 
components would be scheduled for service or would break down at 
the same time. However, SSU witness Terrero stated that mechanical 
equipment will fail at the worst possible time and this cannot be 
limited to one component, of whatever sort. 

Rule 62-555.315 (1) , Florida Administrative Code, requires a 
back-up well for 150 or more connections. Therefore, removing the 
largest well from used and useful considerations would be 
appropriate. The AWWA Manual M-31 states: "The reliability of a 
water supply system is dependent on the reliability of all the 
system components within that system." We find that the use of 
firm reliable capacities in the used and useful calculations for 
wells, high service pumps, and water treatment components is 
appropriate, because it provides utilities with an economic 
incentive to construct redundancy consistent with safety standards. 

Mr. Biddy also stated that when a facility only has wells and 
no storage or high service pumps, the use of firm reliable capacity 
is appropriate. However, when storage or  high service pumps are 
available, he stated that firm reliable capacity for wells is not 
applicable. For this, he relied on Recommended Standards for Water 
Works, which requires that the groundwater source shall equal or 
exceed maximum day demand and equal or exceed average day demand 
with the largest producing well out of service. 

OPC's concerns are valid. However, we find that by 
recognizing firm reliable capacities for wells, water treatment 
components, and high service pumping, we are appropriately 
encouraging utilities to provide safe, efficient, and sufficient 
service in accordance with Section 367.111(1) (21, Florida Statutes. 
Therefore, we reject OPC's approach to firm reliable capacity and 
authorize the use of firm reliable capacity in each of the 
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calculations of used and useful for source of supply, high service 
pumping, and water treatment components. 

h. Emeraencv Storaae 

Emergency storage is defined in AWWA Manual M-32 as follows: 
"Emergency storage provides water during emergency situations, such 
as pipeline failures, major trunk main failures, equipment failures 
(such as high service or booster pumps), electrical-power outages, 
water treatment facility failures, raw-water supply contamination, 
or natural disasters." The amount of emergency storage is an 
owner's choice, based on risk and desired degree of system ' 

dependability. SSU requested emergency storage only for its larger 
service areas, -., 1.0 mgd or greater. We find that it is 
reasonable to have emergency storage for the large service areas, 
above and beyond equalization storage to meet peak demands and 
storage for fire flow. The larger the customer base and the 
service area, the more the potential for mechanical problems and 
the lesser the economic burden on the customers. However, we note 
that emergency storage results in increased used and useful for 
storage investment. 

ssu underscored its view that emergency storage was necessary 
by pointing to its use during the last hurricane on Marco Island 
and in fighting a recent forest fire at one of the former Deltona 
sites. SSU witness Hartman explained that fire flow storage, in 
addition to emergency storage, is designed for use on residential 
or commercial fires. SSU witness Terrero stated that emergency 
storage was used when a water main supplying raw water to the Marco 
Island lime softening plant broke. Lastly, SSU pointed out that in 
Lehigh's rate case, Docket No. 911188-WS, we recognized emergency 
storage in calculating used and useful. Lehigh is one of SSU's 
large service areas, and therefore, SSU's request in this 
proceeding is consistent with the allowance of emergency storage in 
the Lehigh proceeding. 

OPC witness Biddy contended that emergency storage for any 
facility should not be allowed if it were not included in the 
original design criteria. Moreover, he stated that emergency 
storage is not a design criterion in Recommended Standards for 
Water Works, and that it is seldom included in designs because of 
cost. However, we note that there are tremendous economies of 
scale associated with ground storage tanks. 

Upon consideration, we find it appropriate to approve SSU's 
request for recognition of an allowance for emergency storage of 
eight hours of average annual daily flow for its large service 
areas, namely, Amelia Island, Beacon Hills, Buenaventura Lakes, 
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Burnt Store, Citrus Springs, Deltona Lakes, Lehigh, Marco Island, 
Marco Shores, Marion Oaks, Sugarmill Woods, University Shores, and 
Woodmere. Although Burnt Store and Marco Shores do not meet the 
criteria of 1 mgd, we find that these service areas nonetheless 
have a need for emergency storage. Burnt Store is a reverse 
osmosis plant with complex water treatment and emergency stor;rge 
would benefit the customers. Marco Shores is entirely dependent 
upon Marco Island for its raw water, and therefore emergency 
storage is also reasonable for this facility. SSU requested 
emergency storage for Chuluota, Sugar Mill, and Sunshine Parkway, 
but we find these service areas neither meet the size criterion nor 
present other justification for emergency storage. The emergency 
storage allowance is applied as a factor in the numerator in the 
used and useful calculation for storage for large facilities. . 

i. p- 

One of the purposes of storage is to meet peak demands. If a 
utility records its flows from storage on a diurnal basis, then the 
data to determine peak demands can be obtained. In the absence of 
such data, as with SSU, peak demands must be estimated. AwwA 
Manual M-32 permits peak demands to be estimated by applying an 
appropriate peaking factor to the maximum day demand. 

OPC witness Biddy noted that AWWA Manual M-32 recognizes a 
range of peaking factors to be applied to maximum day demands, and 
urged the minimum of the range, which is 1.3. SSU contended that 
a peaking factor of 2.0, the range maximum, reflects reality and 
sound engineering design. Mr. Biddy acknowledged that for a 
facility serving approximately 10,000 people he had used a peaking 
factor of 2.0. SSU witness Hartman stated that in general the 
smaller the system, the larger the peaking factor needed. He noted 
that Melrose, which he considered to be very similar to SSU 
facilities, had a peaking factor of 2.9. He agreed that the peak 
demand could be determined on a plant-by-plant basis and then 
averaged, but he did not support that approach. 

We do not find that SSU's filing in any case permits the 
approach advocated by Mr. Biddy, because it contains only data 
recorded approximately once every 24 hours, that is, daily, not 
instantaneous, demand. We instead approve the use of a peaking 
factor of 2.0 applied to the maximum day demand of each of SSU's 
service areas to determine peak hour demands. 

j. Dead Storaae Allowance 

Dead storage is that capacity of a ground storage tank which 
is not drained out during normal use, since the centerline of the 
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pumping unit is above the bottom of the tank. Dead storage is not 
considered in elevated storage tanks since the pumps or drains can 
be placed at the lowest part of the tank. OPC witness Biddy 
testified that the minimum operating level of ground storage tanks 
should be determinable from as-built drawings. He did not examine 
as-built drawings or other relevant data, and, therefore, made no 
dead storage allowance in his used and useful calculations. SSU 
witness Hartman pointed out that as-built drawings are not always 
reliable for dead storage determination. Dead storage is a 
function of the net positive suction head (NPSH) of the installed 
pumps and if one changes a pump, the NPSH and the dead storage will 
change. Mr. Biddy acknowledged that the NPSH may affect the 
storage capacity of ground storage tanks. 

We have recognized dead storage as a consideration when 
calculating ground storage tank capacity. The DEP recogni.zes dead 
storage when issuing permits. Mr. Hartman conceded that not all 
ground storage tanks have 10 percent dead storage, but offered that 
it was a useful average. We find it appropriate to approve an 
allowance of 10 percent of storage capacity as dead storage when 
calculating the used and useful capacity of ground storage tanks, 
but no such allowance when evaluating elevated storage tanks. 

k. Hiah Service PumDins Peak Demand 

Only SSU'S water plants that have finished water storage, 
exclusive of hydropneumatic tanks, have high service pumps. SSU 
contended that plants for which it requested fire flow peak demand 
should be peak hour plus fire flow for plants with less than 1 mgd 
capacity, and maximum day demand plus fire flow for plants with 
more than 1 mgd capacity. Where no fire flow was requested, SSU 
contended that peak demand should be peak hour demand. 

SSU described its formula for high service pump used and 
useful calculations a,s comparing the maximum day demand, projected 
for  growth, with the addition of fire flow, to the firm reliable 
pump capacity, without mention of a peaking factor. However, we 
note it applied a peaking factor in its calculations. The utility 
relied upon Rule 62-555.320, Florida Administrative Code, which, in 
pertinent part, provides that: 

High service pumping and distribution facilities shall be 
designed to provide maximurn hourly system demand without 
either development of a distribution pressure lower than 
20 psi or other health hazards. Elevated storage with 
appropriate hydraulic characteristics may be combined 
with service pumping units or distribution components to 
meet this system demand. 
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This rule does not appear to require the utility's approach, that 
is, that peak demand be determined as peak hour demand plus fire 
flows. Moreover, we note that SSU has only two facilities with 
elevated storage. 

SSU calculated peak hour demand as two times the maximum day 
demand and added to this the required fire flow to determine the 
total demand made upon high service pumps. Further, the utility 
used the firm reliable capacity of these pumps in its calculations. 
SSU's approach, the result of which is higher used and useful 
determinations, is very conservative in terms of safety. Although 
we allowed the utility to use peak hour demands plus fire flow in 
Docket No. 920199-WS, we are now persuaded that that was not an 
optimal approach. 

In OPC's view, high service pumps are normally designed to 
handle maximum daily flows and any demands beyond maximum daily 
flows should be met by distribution storage tanks. We note, 
however, that since only those SSU service areas with storage have 
high service pumps, the demands on the high service pumps will 
include maximum daily flow and fire flows, when needed. OPC 
witness Biddy stated that without elevated storage, high service 
pumps need to operate in a higher and wider range of pumping head, 
which results in higher capital costs and less operating 
efficiency. However, OPC recognized that the use of maximum day 
demand plus fire flow or, when fire flow is not incorporated in the 
design of a facility, peak hour demand, is appropriate for 
calculating used and useful for high service pumps. 

SSU witness Hartman testified that in small service areas 
small pumps are used to meet peak flows and that a single fire 
rated pump may be used for fire flow requirements. Mr. Hartman 
also asserted that "when distribution storage is not available and 
fire flow service is available, the standard design condition 
according to the Insurance Services Office in Jacksonville, many of 
the county codes, city codes and related standards, is the single 
maximum day plus fire flows or peak hourly demand whichever is 
greater." We agree with this, even when storage is available. Mr. 
Biddy stated that [i] f fire flows are provided by distribution 
storage, no fire flow should be included in high service pump used 
and useful calculations. 'I AWWA Manual M-32 provides that: 
"According to the Insurance Services Office, fire-flow demands 
should be superimposed on the average demand of the maximum day." 
Further, AWWA Manual M-31, following a discussion of rates of water 
use, provides that: "Design flow should be based on the peak 
hourly demand or the peak daily demand plus the fire flow 
requirement, whichever is greater." 
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Thus, we conclude that in determining used and useful for high 
service pumps, the peak demand to be used is the greater of the 
maximum day demand plus fire flows or the peak hour demand. 

1. ~ 

SSU witness Terrero stated that hydropneumatic tanks should be 
io0 percent used and useful because they are installed for surge 
suppression. He further stated that standby power is required by 
regulatory agencies and that the power equipment is designed to 
provide the least amount of power required to meet the needs of 
each plant. SSU witness Hartman stated that to consider facility 
lands, hydropneumatic tanks and auxiliary power to be anything less 
than 100 percent used and useful would result in significantly more 
expense to existing customers because a phasing-in process would be 
required by that method. In OPC's view, 100 percent used and 
useful percentages should not be applied to facility lands, 
hydropneumatic tanks or auxiliary power, unless justified through 
analysis. 

We find that in those situations where a utility has clearly 
oversized land, analysis should be conducted, but we do not find 
this to be the case Ln any situation in this proceeding. On the 
other hand, we find that hydropneumatic tanks and auxiliary power 
need not be analyzed in order to determine used and useful. They 
are often unavailable in capacities consistent with immediate 
demand, and, moreover, though perhaps initially oversized, they are 
often later transferred temporarily or permanently to other plants 
where they may be more consistent with demands. Thus, we find it 
appropriate that in this proceeding, SSU's facility land, 
hydropneumatic tanks, and auxiliary power shall be considered 100 
percent used and useful. 

m. WJ 

SSU witness Hartman testified that most if not all 
calculations for wastewater treatment plants are based on the 
maximum month utilization, meaning the average of the days of the 
maximum month. The Ten States S tandarda also states that the 
design maximum day flow shall be used as a basis for design for 
sewers, lift stations, wastewater treatment plants, treatment units 
and other wastewater handling facilities. Where the utility's DEP 
operating permits for wastewater treatment plants show the flow 
upon which the capacity is based, we find that that flow should be 
used in used and useful calculations. This is the case for Beacon 
Hills, Buenaventura Lakes, Citrus Park, Holiday Haven, Jungle Den, 
Leisure Lakes, Marco Island and Marco Shores, whose permits specify 
annual average daily flows. 
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recent DEP operating permit to cHlcul: 
percentages. Therefore, we find it appropi 
the use of the flow uwon which the DEP oDerat 

It has been our practice to rely on flow data in the most 
:e used and useful 
.ate to continue with 
.ng permit is based as 

the appropriate flow' for used and usefk purposes for wastewater 
treatment plant and effluent disposal. We note that the most 
recently-issued DEP operating permits contain information 
describing the flows upon which operating capacity is based. 
However, when such information is not available, we conclude that 
average daily flow in the maximum month, contained in the monthly 
operating reports submitted to the DEP, shall be used. 

n. Iron filtration 

The parties are in agreement that iron filtration equipment 
should be considered a water treatment component for used and 
useful purposes. We find it appropriate to authorize used and 
useful plant for SSU's service areas employing iron filtration 
equipment as 56.78 percent for Apache Shores, and 100 percent for 
Crystal River, Fox Run, Gospel Island, Lakeside, Palms Mobile Home 
Park, and Point O'Woods. 

We have based calculations for all water treatment facilities 
on the maximum day demand, adjusted for growth, minus unaccounted 
for water, divided by the firm reliable capacity. Thus, we find it 
appropriate to treat iron filtration equipment as water treatment 
plant, and to determine the used and useful percentage for such 
equipment in the same manner as other water treatment plant on a 
service area by service area basis. Further, we find it 
appropriate that those service areas with iron filtration equipment 
have a separate used and useful percentage calculated as water 
treatment equipment, consistent with used and useful treatment for 
other water treatment processes such as reverse osmosis and lime 
softening facilities. We note that because the utility did not 
request separate consideration for source of supply and treatment, 
the used and useful percentage we authorize for Crystal River is 
greater than the utility's request. 

0. 

SSU proposed a methodology for calculating ERCs for 
determining used and useful on mains based upon a lots connected to 
lots available comparison that entails taking the average number of 
ERCs, multiplying it by the "ratio of customers" to ERCs, adding 
margin reserve, and then dividing this total by the number of lots 
with lines in front of them. To obtain the "ratio of customers," 
the utility compared the historical number of meters in service to 
the historical number of ERCs, yielding a ratio of lots (meters) to 
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ERCS. This ratio was then applied to the projected number of ERCs 
to yield a projected "number of lots" (meters) connected to the 
mains. This methodolclgy was advanced by the utility apparently to 
be applied when the actual number of connected lots is not known or 
cannot be determined except by unreasonably laborious methods. 

Nevertheless, SSU contended that it should be allowed the used 
and useful percentages authorized in the last rate proceeding for 
lines; and for the four Deltona facilities, those used and useful 
percentages achieved through hydraulic analysis. In OPC' s view, in 
order to compare "apples with apples," the actual connected lots 
should be compared to the actual lots available. As we discuss 
fully below, we find it appropriate to authorize for use in this 
proceeding the "converted-ERCs" methodology, advanced by SSU in 
this proceeding, to determine the used and useful percentages for 
the utility's investment in mains, lacking as we do the actual 
number of connected lots. 

In Docket No. 920199-WS, we approved a methodology proposed by 
sSU that compared unconverted ERCs with lots available. In many 
instances, that methodology resulted in the "number of lots" 
connected for SSU's facilities in excess of the actual number of 
lots available, thereby achieving a used and useful percentage 
greater than 100 percent. The potential mismatching effect of the 
unconverted ERCs methodology is graphic if one considers that a 
three inch meter is equivalent to 15 ERCs, giving a result, under 

acknowledgedthat the methodology it proposed in this proceeding is 
a better one than that applied in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

Using SSU's proposed lots connected to lots available 
methodology would result in many cases in a significantly lower 
used and useful percentage than that allowed in the utility's last 
rate case. For example, the used and useful percentage for mains 
at Druid Hills was 1.00 percent in Docket No. 920199-WS, but is 
73.33 percent applying the proposed methodology. However, the 
utility did not agree that the difference was significant. ssu 
requested 100 percent: used and useful plant for Druid Hills again 
in this proceeding because it was authorized in the last rate 
proceeding and no less of a system could provide the service to the 
Druid Hills customers. Furthermore, the utility noted that the 
100% used and useful percentage requested for Druid Hills was based 
on customer density, pipe size and system layout. Indeed, SSU 
based its used and useful percentage requests for several 
facilities on "customer density. In our view, a "customer 
density" basis requires careful examination. When a utility 
requests 100% used and useful on lines because of customer density, 
pipe sizes, and system layout, it is saying that the utility could 

that methodology, cif 1,500 percent used and useful. ssu 
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not have installed fewer or smaller diameter lines to serve its 
entire customer base, and that the customers are located so close 
to one another as to create a high density. The problem with this 
analysis is that it is very subjective, while the lot count 
methodology is not. 

Another problem encountered in determining the appropriate 
methodology for determining used and useful percentages on mains 
becomes apparent when considering Marco Island's transmission and 
distribution facilities. That facility's transmission and 
distribution mains have been considered 100 percent used and useful 
at least since May 26, 1987. &g Order No. PSC-93-1070-FOF-WS. 
Yet, the utility even then projected water growth of 200 ERCs per 
year. With the lot count methodology we approve in this case, the 
used and useful percentage for mains is calculated as 44.1 percent. 

SSU stated that the focus of a proper used and useful analysis 
is the extent to which prudent investment is used and useful to 
existing customers, and argued that the prudence of SSU's 
investment in lines it now owns and maintains is not at issue in 
this proceeding. It is of course true that investment may be 
prudent, but not used and useful, and recoverable through 
mechanisms other than through return on rate base. We find that it 
is a threshold question whether SSU's investments in the lines it 
now owns and maintains were prudent when made. In Order No. 22307, 
which approved Topeka Group, Inc.'s transfer of majority 
organizational control of Deltona Corporation's utility 
subsidiaries, issued December 12, 1989, we 'found that if an 
extension of service to a Deltona lot purchaser in accordance with 
the offering statements would result in an imprudent investment, 
either Deltona or Topeka would be liable for up-front costs. Thus, 
for the former Deltona service areas, we may appropriately 
determine whether lines installed in those service areas since the 
transfer to Topeka have been prudent investments, subject to used 
and useful analysis. 

To illustrate how a utility should be allowed to earn a return 
on its minimum required investment, SSU witness Hartman used an 
example of an eight-inch diameter sewer lateral compared to a ten- 
inch diameter sewer lateral, where the lateral serves one customer, 
and the eight-inch diameter pipe is the minimum needed to meet 
regulatory requirements. Noting that the capacity difference 
between the two pipes is 60 percent, he concluded that under used 
and useful analysis, the utility would be permitted to recover 60 
percent of the cost of the ten-inch diameter pipe installed, an 
amount a great deal less than the installed cost of the eight inch 
diameter pipe. We find the example is misleading because we do not 
consider the capacities of mains with the lot count methodology. 

.. - 
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We understand that it may cost more to install ten-inch diameter 
mains than eight-inch diameter mains. However, the used and useful 
percentage calculated by the lot count method is applied to the 
total investment, regardless of main diame-ters. 

Mr. Hartman app1:ted the same example to support the utility's 
threshold plant theory. If the utility installs the ten-inch 
diameter pipe, then, he contended, only the actual cost 
differential should be at risk. While we could agree with this, 
the utility would be required to submit data describing both the 
regulatory investment and the investment undertaken. 

In OPc's view, the lot count method allocates the water main 
costs fairly to all customers. Further, OPC witness Biddy stated 
that the lot count method does not fail to recognize the costs to 
accommodate fire flow and looped lines, because it allocates the 
total costs through used and useful percentages. We do not through 
the lot count methodology "penalize" the utility for installing 
larger diameter mains to meet fire flows. Thus, we find that the 
appropriate methodology to use for determining used and useful 
percentages for transmission, distribution and collection lines is 
to compare lots connected to lots available. To continue to allow 
the comparison of ERCs connected to lots available methodology 
would invite skewed used and useful percentages. 

p. Reuse ComDonents 

Two statutory provisions specifically concern the ratemaking 
treatment of reuse facilities. Section 367.0817(3) states that: 

A l l  mudent.- of a reuse project shall be 
recovered in rates. The legislature finds 
that reuse benefits water, wastewater and 
reuse customers. The commission shall allow a 
utility to recover the costs of a reuse 
project from the utility's water, wastewater, 
or reuse customers or any combination thereof 
as deemed appropriate by the commission. 
(Emphasis added) 

Section 403.064, Florida Statutes, sets forth DEP's purview 
over reuse projects. Subsection (10) however, specifically directs 
that this Commission: 

shall allow entities under its jurisdiction 
which conduct studies or implement reuse 
projects, including but not limited to, any 
study required by subsection (2) or facilities 
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used for reliability purposes for a reclaimed 
water reuse system, to recover the full. 
prudentlv incurred cost of such studies and 
facilities through their rate structure. 
(Emphasis added) 

SSU contended that the "clear intent of these laws is to 
encourage utilities to construct reuse facilities by ensuring that 
the full costs of such facilities will be recovered through rates." 
SSU witnesses Hartman and Harvey both testified that they construed 
Sections 367.0817 and 403.064 as mandating 100 percent used and 
Useful for reuse facilities. Representatives of DEP and water 
management districts further testified that 100 percent recovery 
was intended. SSU contended that if we do not consider reuse 
facilities to be 100 percent used and useful, such a decision would 
create a disincentive to implement reuse, and would run contrary to 
the memorandum of understanding (MOLT) between the Commission and 
DEP, and the intent of the DEP's representatives. 

OPC, Nassau Associations and Marco contended that reuse 
facilities should only be considered 100 percent used and useful if 
the construction of the facilities is prudent, and if the 
facilities are specifically designed and used for effluent 
purposes. OPC further argued that existing customers should not 
pay for future customers, and that although reuse is encouraged by 
state agencies, all reuse facilities should not automatically be 
considered 100 percent used and useful. 

We have reviewed the record, the arguments made by the 
parties, and relevant case law. We find that SSU's interpretation 
of the statutory language is incorrect. This Commission is not 
required to treat reuse facilities as 100 percent used and useful 
for the purpose of ratemaking. 

The primary consideration is the statutory language itself. 
This Commission is charged with interpreting its own statutory 
provisions, and will not be overturned by a reviewing body unless 
clearly erroneous. Nassau Power Corn. v. Deason, 641 So.2d 396, 
398 (Fla. 1984), and PW Ventures. Inc. v. Nichols 533 So.2d 281, 
283 (Fla. 1988). Whether a used and useful calculation should rely 
strictly upon engineering matters, or should address other factors 
is a policy consideration for 'which this Commission has been 
accorded particular responsibility. Citizens v. Florida Public 
Service Comm'n, 488 So.2d 112, 114 (Fla. 1st DCA 1986). See 
aenerallv McDonald v. DeDartment of Bankina and Fin., 346 So. 2d 569 
(Fla. 1st DCA 1977). As the MOU cited by SSU acknowledges, each 
agency is responsible for particular activities, and has agreed to 
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adopt and implement necessary policies. It is within our purview 
to exercise our ratemaking function. 

The statute at issue permits recovery through rates, and does 
not indicate any direction at all as to rate base or other 
ratemaking consideratxons. The term "used and useful" is not 
mentioned in that statute or in Section 403.064, Florida Statutes. 
It is found instead in Section 367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes, 
which addresses the procedure for ratemaking. SSU's argument 
constructs an entirely different meaning - -  100 percent used and 
useful - -  to the term "all prudent costs.. . recovered in rates." 
" ~ 1 1  prudent costs" does not equate to all costs, regardless of 
used and useful or other ratemaking considerations. 

Moreover, the prudency of a cost is a different consideration 
from the determination of which property is used and useful. To 
interpret "all prudent costs" as signifying the entire cost without 
considering other fundamental ratemaking considerations such as 
used and useful, CIAC, AFPI, or Plant Held for Future Use or other 
appropriate adjustments would remove our discretion and review of 
reuse projects outside of prudency. 

The determination that costs incurred were in fact prudent 
still does not necessarily equate to a finding that the facilities 
are 100 percent used and useful. Section 403.064 permits a utility 
to recover the prudent cost of reuse facilities through rate 
structure. In determining what the appropriate structure would be, 
the Commission must also consider AFPI and Plant Held for Future 
Use, which are methods of recovering prudent investment from future 
customers when those investments, while prudent, are not used and 
useful for current customers. Rule 25-30.434 (1) , Florida 
Administrative Code, defines AFPI as "a mechanism which allows a 
utility the opportunity to earn a fair rate of return on prudently 
constructed plant held for future use from the future customers to 
be served by that plant in the form a charge paid by those 
customers." AFPI charges are calculated, in part, by addressing 
the dollar amount of the non-used and useful plant and the 
accumulated depreciation. While one witness acknowledged that AFPI 
is available to permit a utility to recover carrying costs, ssu's 
witnesses on the subject of reuse primarily focused on used and 
useful as a mechanism for recovering the cost of reuse. They did 
not address any other mechanisms. 

We find 
that Sections 367.0817 and 403.064 do not require reuse facilities 
to be considered 100 percent used and useful. This conclusion is 
based upon principles of statutory interpretation, and the fact 

It is within our purview to interpret these statutes. 
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that costs may be recovered through rate mechanisms other than.a 
used and useful calculation. 

Because we have determined that reuse facilities shall not be 
automatically considered 100 percent used and useful, we next 
address which components are reuse, and what their treatment should 
be in rate base. SSU included several wastewater plant components 
that it believed to be considered reuse. With rare exception, all 
the items listed by SSU are considered to be standard for all 
wastewater treatment plants and are included in the 1990 edition of 
the Recommended Standards for Wastewater Facilities. 

Dr. David York, P.E., Reuse Coordinator for the Bureau of 
Wastewater Facilities at DEP, defined reuse as "the deliberate 
application of reclaimed water in concert with the department, as 
well as water management district rules, for a beneficial purpose" 
as contained in Chapter 62-610, Florida Administrative Code, 
Section 200. Dr. York agreed that Chapter 367, Florida Statutes, 
states that the utilities are to recover the full prudently 
incurred cost of such facilities as a condition to allowing 
recovery in rates. 

SSU witness Mark Farrell, Assistant Executive Director of 
SWFWMD, testified that ensuring adequate water supplies is central 
to the mission of Florida's water management districts. Mr. 
Farrell testified that, among other things, reuse of reclaimed 
water is an integral component of meeting the state's future water 
demands. He testified that the MOU between this Commission and 
Florida's five Water Management Districts indicate the common 
objective of fostering conservation and reducing the withdrawal of 
ground and surface water. Dr. York also testified to the need to 
reduce the demand on water resources. 

Utilities are permitted to recover prudently invested costs 
involved with reuse of reclaimed water, as charged by Section 
367.0817, Florida Statutes. We have difficulty accepting some of 
the components identified as reuse by the utility's witnesses, such 
as, percolation/evaporation ponds and deep injection wells. Dr. 
York stated that the single pond system that is always wet has been 
specifically excluded from the definition of reuse. We do not see 
the logic that one percolation pond is effluent disposal and more 
than one is reuse simply because the aquifer is charged. Dr. York 
testified to the depletion of water resources despite the use of 
percolation ponds in several areas of the state, and that 
percolation ponds do not contribute to a customer reduction in 
demand for water. 
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Witness Hartman testified that if a pond is used for effluent 
disposal only, it is not reuse. SSU witness Denny testified that 
a wastewater treatment plant with one percolation pond will not 
cause a customer reduction in demand on the water source. He 
further testified that two or more would not contribute to a 
customer reduction in demand for water. Applying Dr. York's 
standard, the percolation ponds do not have a beneficial purpose. 
For example, the Marco Island percolation ponds provide backup for 
the irrigation system and injection well. There are no facilities 
available to pump t:he effluent from these ponds. Mr. Denny 
testified that holding ponds are completely different from 
percolation and evaporation ponds. He further testified that a ' 

holding pond cannot be utilized as a percolation pond, and that 
percolation ponds do not contribute to customer reduction of demand 
for water. 

Deep injection wells are for effluent disposal only, because 
there is no way of retrieving the effluent to reuse it. The 
effluent does not rech,arge the aquifers because it is deposited far 
below their level. nr. York stated that this type of deep well 
injects into a subsurface formation, rendering the water unusable 
due to saline and in essence eliminating it from the hydrologic 
cycle. The primary reason for encouraging reuse of reclaimed water 
is to reduce the demand for water from available water resources 
and that percolation ponds and deep injection wells do not 
contribute to reducti.on of customer demand for water. In fact, 
testimony demonstrated that injection wells exacerbate the water 
supply problem by eliminating water from the hydrologic system by 
pumping it into salt water and rendering it unusable. We find that 
anything that does not encourage reduction of demand or 
conservation will not be considered reuse. Moreover, many of the 
components used for reuse are standard to all wastewater treatment 
plants.From this perspective, percolation and evaporation ponds and 
deep well injection shall be eliminated from reuse consideration. 

The determinatio:n of used and useful for reuse facilities must 
be considered on a c:ase by case basis. The approved used and 
useful calculations for reuse facilities were derived from total 
facility calculations and are contained in Attachment B of this 
Order. 

q. -- 
Buenaventura Lakes Wetlands. According to Buenaventura Lakes' 

present domestic wastewater facility permit, the three-celled, 169- 
acre wetlands reuse system is permitted at . l o 0  mgd. It is 
required to hold emexgency discharge from the rapid exfiltration 
basins (REBs), storage during wet weather, and reuse water for 
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wetlands enhancement to maintain a productive wildlife habitat. 
The overall permitted disposal capacity of 1.930 mgd for the 
wastewater treatment facility includes the REBs at 1.330 mgd, the 
golf course at .SO0 mgd, and the wetlands system at .lo0 mgd. 

SSU contended that no non-used and useful adjustment shoul.d%e 
made because the wetlands are required by permit as backup for 
Buenaventura Lakes' effluent disposal. SSU witness Terrero stated 
that the wetlands are an important part of the effluent disposal 
facilities for the wastewater treatment plant. The disposal 
capacity of the wetlands has been determined on the basis of an 
evaluation of several years of operating data. Mr. Terrero stated 
that without the wetlands as a source of overflow disposal, the 
environment and public health could be adversely affected because 
SSU would have no other source available for disposal. 

OPC contended that the Buenaventura Lakes rate base should be 
reduced by $1,019,119, with a depreciation expense reduction of 
$15,707. OPC asserted that the majority of the wetlands is not in 
use, and that SSU knew of the non-used and useful nature of the 
wetlands when it purchased Buenaventura Lakes. OPC witness Kim 
Dismukes testified that the 130 acres of the upper wetlands has not 
been used since 1989. However, she acknowledged that the 169-acre 
wetlands was part of the overall effluent disposal capacity for 
this service area. 

We are not persuaded by OPC's proposed rate base and expense 
adjustments. We further find that the wetlands are entirely 
included as part of the permitted effluent disposal capacity for 
the Buenaventura Lakes wastewater treatment facility. It has been 
demonstrated to our satisfaction that the wetlands are a necessary 
part of Buenaventura Lakes' disposal capacity. That 
notwithstanding, we find that Buenaventura Lakes' effluent disposal 
used and useful is 82.87 percent. 

7 Pla Ca ac't . In its initial filing, SSU 
indicated a water capacity of 333 gpm. SSU witness Terrero first 
testified that he considered each of two membrane skids to have a 
capacity of 190 gpm, resulting in a total capacity of 380 gpm, but 
later revised his testimony to 367 gpm with 10 percent of that 
deleted for maintenance procedures, resulting in a net capacity of 
333 gpm. Mr. Terrero based this reduction for maintenance 
procedures on experience, but did not provide any other 
justification. OPC witness Biddy calculated the capacity as 378.6 
gpm, rounding up to 380 gpm. Upon consideration of the record, we 
are persuaded by Mr. Biddy's calculation and find the appropriate 
capacity of the Burnt Store water plant to be 378 gpm. 
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Lehiah Non-Used ai-. In 1992, Lehigh Utilities, 
Inc. (hereinafter referred to as SSU or utility) and LAC executed 
a developers agreement which detailed the construction of water and 
wastewater facilities that would be used to serve customers in 
Lehigh Acres. Under the agreement, LAC would construct utility 
assets, advance those assets to the utility, and subsequently be 
reimbursed by the utility as customers connect to the system. In 
1994, the terms of the agreement were enhanced, resulting in a 
modified developers agreement, pursuant to modified escrow 
agreements with the states of Michigan and New York, wherein LAC is 
pennittedto withdraw escrowed funds to construct utility assets in 
the Lehigh service axea. According to the terms of the new 
agreement, SSU will now record those assets constructed by LAC with 
an offsetting refundable advance to LAC. As future customers 
connect, SSU reimburses LAC for the connection charges. 

We note that we have referred to LAC as the party that 
constructed the non-used and useful lines. In fact, Lehigh 
Corporation (referred to as Lehigh throughout this Order) is the 
developer that constructed the lines. Lehigh is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of LAC. To remain consistent with the testimony 
provided, we utilized the "LAC" acronym throughout the discussion 
of this topic, keeping in mind that the entity that constructed the 
lines is actually Lehigh Corporation. 

Utility witness Judith Kimball addressed SSU's adjustment to 
UPIS for the cost of constructing lines in the Lehigh water and 
wastewater service areas. Ms. Kimball explained that the 
associated advances from LAC were reflected in the MFRs.  The value 
of constructed facilities was not included in the 1995 and 1996 
capital budgets of SSlJ because they are not SSU-funded projects. 
Therefore, the uti1it.y made an adjustment to UPIS to offset the 
advances for construction shown in rate base for the same period or 
year. 

A review of the rate base impact of SSU's calculation of non- 
used and useful plant in relation to the appropriately recorded 
advances for construction indicates the positive impact on rate 
base of the non-used and useful amount in both the water and 
wastewater plants. Ms. Kimball explained that all utility assets 
constructed with advances are included in UPIS. A non-used and 
useful percentage is applied to this large UPIS balance, resulting 
in a non-used and useful amount smaller than any associated 
advances. 

OPC witness Dismukes contended that the utility did not 
properly calculate Lehigh non-used and useful plant. She testified 
that the utility inc'luded substantial amounts of non-used and 
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useful assets constructed by LAC in rate base without the 
corresponding offset to refundable advances. She explained that 
the utility proposed certain dollar amounts of assets, related to 
LAC and the modified escrow agreement, to be included in water and 
wastewater rate base. However, according to the utility's response 
to discovery, of the proposed amounts, only a small portion related 
to customers which had already connected to the plant. 

MS. Dismukes noted that between 1994 and 1996 the non-used and 
useful percentage of transmission, distribution, and collection 
lines decreased, contrary to expectations when a utility projects 
positive customer growth. Ms. Dismukes further stated that the 
utility failed to add to the denominator of the used and useful 
calculation the increase in lots as a result of the addition of T&D 
and collection lines. This oversight was apparently clear when an 
analysis of the number of available lots for both the water and 
wastewater plants remained unchanged between 1994 and 1996. Ms. 
Dismukes proposed adjustments to increase non-used and useful for 
both Lehigh plants. 

Utility witness Kirnball rebutted Ms. Dismukes' analysis of 
Lehigh non-used and useful plant based on simple average versus an 
appropriate use of a 13-month average methodology. Ms. Kimball 
challenged Ms. Dismukes' assertion that the utility's discovery 
response indicated that only a small portion of the proposed assets 
related to customers who have connected to the plant. While Ms. 
Dismukes may have inferred this from looking at the numbers alone, 
the rationale was not clear. Ms. Kimball accepted OPC's assertion 
that the utility failed to calculate the appropriate non-used and 
useful percentage. She further stated that if a downward 
adjustment is made to Lehigh UPIS, the same adjustment should be 
made to the advances before a non-used and useful percentage is 
applied. Thus a zero rate base impact has no impact on the revenue 
requirement. 

The major points of contention are that SSU's calculation of 
non-used and useful lines contained the wrong number of lots in the 
denominator of the formula, and the non-used and useful lines and 
advances do not reflect a zero rate base impact. Our analysis 
verified the inaccuracies in the lot counts as indicated by OPC 
witness Dismukes. The plant maps. indicated actual lot counts to be 
9,607 and 5,992 for the water and wastewater plants, respectively. 
This resulted in non-used and useful calculation of 37.43 percent 
for water and 22.33 percent for wastewater. 

We arrived at a net non-used and useful adjustment to water 
transmission and distribution mains of $2,306,461. When compared 
to the associated advances of $1,903,990 reflected on the utility's 
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water rate base schedule, it is clear that no adjustment to non- 
used and useful advances is necessary, as net non-used and useful 
lines more than offset advances. The net non-used and useful 
adjustment to wastewater collection lines amounts to $1,171,850. 
Compared to the associated advances of $1,595,969 reflected on the 
utility's wastewater xate base, it is apparent that a decrease of 
$424,119 must be made to non-used and useful wastewater advances to 
affect a zero rate base impact. 

We shall therefore decrease non-used and useful wastewater 
advances by $424,119. No adjustment shall be made to non-used and 
useful water advances. Based on the foregoing adjustments, the net 
non-used and useful adjustments shall be a decrease to water rate 
base of $670,056 and a decrease to wastewater rate base of 
$289.397. 

Marco Island DeeD Well Injection. In the last Marco Island 
rate proceeding, the utility's investment in the deep well was 
allocated between water and wastewater. Order No. PSC-93-1070- 
FOF-WS, at 10. That order also implied that no non-used and useful 
adjustment was made t o  the deep well on the water side of the 
investment, and that the wastewater plant was 78 percent used and 
useful. We find it necessary to review each use of the well in 
terms of its used arid usefulness to both water and wastewater 
customers in this proceeding. 

OPC witness Biddy calculated a 37.24 percent used and useful 
percentage based on the average daily flow in the maximum month, 
projected to 1996. This flow appropriately included both effluent 
from the wastewater plant and brine from the reverse osmosis water 
plant. We note that in their post-hearing filings, OPC and Marco 
relied upon several :late filed deposition exhibits, only one of 
which was admitted into the record. 

SSU witnesses Hartman and Terrero testified that 100 percent 
of the well is needed for the reverse osmosis plant and as a back- 
up for effluent disposal/reuse. Mr. Hartman testified that no less 
of a facility could have been constructed to meet the present 
functions. SSU witness Terrero testified that effluent from the 
Marco Island wastewater plant goes first to irrigating golf courses 
then to the injection well. Because of the costs, the last 
disposal option is to transport effluent to the percolation ponds. 
Additionally, Mr. Terrero pointed out that the percolation ponds 
are needed as a back-up to the injection well. Based on this 
evidence, we conclude that the injection well is an integral 
component to both the reverse osmosis plant on the water side and 
to the wastewater treatment plant on the reuse side. 
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For the foregoing reasons, we will not make any adjustments to 
the utility's investment in the deep injection well other than 
applying 78 percent used and useful to wastewater treatment plant 
and effluent disposal. Our calculations as to all used and useful 
components are set forth in Attachment B, and discussed below. 
Because the investment in the deep well appears to have been 
allocated and booked to both the water and wastewater facilities, 
these used and useful adjustments will be applied to that 
investment based on its used and usefulness to both water and 
wastewater customers. 

~ . S  s u 
witnesses Bliss and Goucher stated that the correct Sugarmill Woods 
wastewater treatment plant capacity is its permitted capacity, 
500,000 gpd. SSU witness Terrero stated that the plant's capacity 
is limited to 400,000 gpd by the clarifier, but that the'utility 
does not object to recognizing the capacity to be 500,000 gpd. 

The utility was granted a construction permit by the DEP to 
enlarge the plant to 700,000 gpd by re-rating the oxidation ditch, 
adding a second clarifier, dual chlorine contact chambers, and 
sludge holding pond. Both Mr. Bliss and Mr. Goucher affirmed that 
the additional clarifier was not constructed. Mr. Goucher stated, 
furthermore, that the utility has no present plan to construct the 
second clarifier. Additionally, to re-rate the oxidation ditch to 
700,000 gpd, another rotor would be needed on the ditch. In 
consideration of this testimony, we find that the Sugarmill Woods 
wastewater treatment plant capacity is 500,000 gpd. 

r. >d 

We do not agree with SSU that we may not authorize in this 
proceeding a used and useful percentage less than we authorized in 
an earlier proceeding. There are a variety of circumstances that 
can result in a decrease in used and useful plant. Utility witness 
Ludsen stated that SSU did not adjust used and useful levels to 
levels below those set forth in our order last establishing used 
and useful levels, in the absence of some modification of facility 
capacity. SSU has addressed only one of these circumstances, a 
decrease in demand, in asserting that a decreased used and useful 
percentage would be confiscatory. We would not find it appropriate 
to decrease used and useful plant where that is indicated by a 
decline in demand, which, for example, might result from 
conservation measures. On the other hand, we do find it to be 
appropriate to authorize a new methodology we determine to be 
superior to the methodology we authorized in an earlier proceeding, 
even if the result is to decrease used and useful plant. 
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Thus, in summary, we find that the level of used and useful 
plant determined in an earlier proceeding shall not be decreased if 
used and useful plant is now less because sf a decline in demand. 
Furthermore, we find it appropriate to authorize a decreased level 
of used and useful plant where indicated by the addition of new 
plant. In addition, in this proceeding, we find it appropriate to 
authorize a decreased level of used and useful plant if that is 
indicated through the application of the lots connected-to-lots 
available methodology for transmission, distribution and collection 
lines, which methodology we have herein adopted. Lastly, it would 
be appropriate, depending upon the facts and circumstances, to 
correct for mistakes in earlier proceedings in calculations of used ' 

and useful plant. While we adopt these findings as a general 
statement of policy, we caution that we would find it appropriate, 
whenever used and useful in a current proceeding differs 
significantly from that found in a prior proceeding, to depart from 
this policy should w,e find that to be justified by equitable 
considerations. 

s. -.merits to Used and Useful Calculations 
Wherever a used and useful percentage was calculated that was 

equal to or greater than 95 percent, we rounded the used and useful 
percentage to 100 percent However, we consider the number of ERCs 
involved in that rounding as margin reserve. In many instances, 
the used and useful percentages as calculated exceeded 100 percent. 
Although we show the actual calculation results in Attachment B in 
order to indicate the present need to increase capacity, we have 
applied only 100 percent in those cases. SSU provided different 
projections for ERCs for both Marco Shores and Burnt Store. 
However, not all of the data needed was included; therefore, we 
derived the linear equation based on the given data so that the 
missing data could be calculated. 

t. Specific A d i u s s  

Fast Lake Harris and Friendlv Center. We had calculated for 
these two service areas, which were stand-alone in the utility's 
last rate proceeding, used and useful of 100 percent for all 
components except for hydropneumatic tanks. In accord with our 
decision below, we find it appropriate to consider the 
hydropneumatic tanks t:o be 100 percent used and useful. These two 
service areas have beem interconnected. Because we have found the 
water components for each to be 100 percent used and useful, we 
find that they are 100 percent used and useful as interconnected. 

We have removedthe projected second 
well for Imperial Mobile Terrace from the 1996 budget because the 

Imperial Mobile Terrace. 
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utility did not adequately support its inclusion. Therefore, we 
have not added any capacity to source of supply. 

-. SSU calculated used and useful percentages 
separately for Sunny Hills' two service areas. However, the 
investment for these components is not segregated. Therefore-; %e 
have applied the used and useful percentages calculated for the 
larger service area to the total investment. 

-. As stated herein, we have authorized used 
and useful percentages for wastewater plant and effluent disposal 
greater than the utility's request for Buenaventura Lakes. 
However, the utility appears to have erred in not including margin 
reserve in its calculation. 

SSU requested separate k e d  and 
useful percentages for wastewater treatment plant and effluent 
disposal, and we performed such separate calculations. There are 
four instances, however, where the capacities are different for 
wastewater treatment plant and effluent disposal. However, NARUC 
account 380.4 is an aggregate of both treatment plant and effluent 
disposal investment, and the utility did not file a break-out of 
separate investment for all of the facilities in question. For 
Deltona Lakes and Lehigh, the break-out of investment was provided 
and the appropriate percentages were applied to the appropriate 
dollars. For Salt Springs and Zephyr Shores, it was not, and so we 
applied 100 percent used and useful to account 382.4, outfall sewer 
lines, while the treatment plant used and useful percentages were 
applied to account 380.4. 

8. Three of SSU's 
wastewater treatment plants have limited operating capacity because 
of effluent disposal capacity. For Citrus Park and Sunshine 
Parkway, DEP has noted the capacity limitation on the operating 
permits. The permit for South Forty has no such notation; however, 
for consistency, we have utilized the lower capacity as filed by 
ssu . 

Reduced demands. We note that demands on the wastewater 
facilities are lower in several service areas than those recognized 
in Docket No. 920199-WS, including Chuluota, Leisure Lakes, 
Morningview, Salt Springs, and Zephyr Shores. Nevertheless, 
consistent with our finding above, we have authorized in this 
proceeding the used and useful percentages authorized in the 
earlier proceeding. 

-L. 
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u. Used and U s e f u w  

The authorized used and useful amounts on a component basis 
for SSU’s facilities in this proceeding are illustrated in detail 
in Attachment B to this Order. These calculations reflect all of 
the findings made herein with regard to used and useful plant. 

6. Unaccounted-For-Wat.er 

Unaccounted for water (UFW) is non-revenue producing water 
which is not accounted for as sold or used for other purposes such 
as flushing, fire department, or plant use. In this proceeding, we 
took official recognition of Orders Nos. 23511, issued September 
18, 1990, and 24485 issued May 7, 1991. Those orders express, in 
part, our policy of allowing 10 percent of the water available 
(pumped or purchased) as an acceptable level of unaccounted for, 
non revenue producing water. 

Utility witness Denny, citing the American Water Works 
Association’s Manual NE, testified that UFW in a particular system 
might range from as high as 35 percent to as little as five 
percent. Factors such as variable and or high system pressures, 
old piping, extensive piping and distribution systems which serve 
low-usage, residential customers can contribute to a high 
percentage. That manual further stated that an appropriate level 
of UFW could range from ten to 20 percent for fully metered systems 
with adequate meter maintenance and conditions of service. 

The utility c1a:tmed that the explanations and adjustments 
contained in its MFR!; for each plant should be consolidated to 
produce a company-wide: UFW level of 10.9 percent. The utility also 
proposed that no adjustments be made to operations and maintenance 
expense associated with UFW levels. 

SSU witness Denny testified that by looking at the percentage 
on a system-wide basis;, the utility would be encouraged to lower an 
already acceptable percentage at a high-use facility. Mr. Denny 
stated that a one percent reduction to UFW in the high service area 
may represent a much greater water saving than a 10 percent 
reduction to UFW in a low use service area. However, Mr. Denny 
could not provide a specific example of this theory in relation to 
SSU’s plants. 

OPC witness Biddy testified that this Commission should allow 
no more than 10 percent for each water system. Mr. Biddy further 
contended that we should evaluate the level of UFW on an 
individual, by-plant Ibasis. The Nassau Associations and Marco, et 
al, agreed with OPC’s position. 
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We find the position of 0 C and its witness to be the 
appropriate methodology for determining UFW. The appropriate 
percentage of UFW in this proceeding is 10 percent. Moreover, a 
company-wide unaccounted for water percentage does not accurately 
depict a true picture of the utility‘s unaccounted for wate-r, nor 
does it encourage a utility to address plant-specific problerfs. 
Therefore, we have evaluated each service area’s UFW on an 
individual basis. Any facility with UFW of ten percent or above 
shall be considered excessive. Our calculations are set forth in 
Attachment A of this Order. 

In addition to used and useful adjustments to plant made 
herein, we traditionally adjust the chemical, purchased power and 
purchased water expenses where appropriate, such as in Orders NOS. 
23511 and 24485. This is done to compensate f o r  the additional 
chemical, and purchased power required to treat the unaccounted 
for, non-revenue producing water. In the case of purchased water, 
the adjustment disallows expenses for excess water purchased by the 
utility and unaccountably lost. 

SSU contended that an UFW adjustment should not be made for 
several plants where specific meters were registering higher than 
true flows. Mr. Denny also provided specific explanations 
regarding those facilities. Meters have been replaced or 
recalibrated at Amelia Island, Woodmere, and Lehigh resulting in 
lower UFW percentages. At Beecher’s Point, the UFW has decreased 
to 5.7 percent after the utility began purchasing water from the 
town of Welaka. At Valencia Terrace, upon acquiring facility in 
1995, the utility discovered several unmetered sites, and installed 
meters on those sites. We find that the utility has presented 
sufficient explanation of these UFW percentages, and we will not 
make any UFW adjustments for these plants. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified in support of a UFW 
adjustment of $67,121. However, Ms. Dismukes agreed that she had 
used the wrong column from the MFRs to calculate the excess UFW 
adjustment in her schedule. Using the proper column, we have 
recalculated the UFW adjustment as $50,130. Then, subtracting the 
five excluded service areas listed above, we have arrived at a 
total adjustment of $22,774 for UFW. This amount represents an 
adjustment of $4,912 for purchased water, $13,750 for purchased 
power, and $4,112 for chemical expenses. 

7. Infiltration and/or Inflow 

For purposes of determining whether the level of infiltration 
and inflow in wastewater facilities is acceptable, SSU used the 
method set out in EPA handbook 
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and Rehabilitation (EPA/625/6-91/030) at page 7. This method 
provides that no fuxther analysis is necessary if domestic 
wastewater plus non-excessive infiltration does not exceed 120 
gallons per capita pe:r day (gpcd) during periods of high ground 
water. The flow rate of 120 gpcd consists of 80 gpcd domestic 
waste and 40 gpcd of non-excessive infiltration. On this basis, 
SSU presented an infil,tration/inflow analysis of its 45 wastewater 
plants (five nonjurisdictional) that showed eight of them with 
infiltration/inflow in excess of allowance. To apply this method, 
SSU determined the populations for each of the related service 
areas using a factor of 2.7 persons per meter, even though the EPA 
method recognizes the 'use of a factor varying from 2.2 to 3.5. SSU 
stated that the use of this factor for service areas with large 
multi-family condominiums or apartments or commercial or industrial 
complexes, such as Amelia Island, Sunshine Parkway, South Forty, 
Florida Central Commerce Park, and Marc0 Island results in 
understatements of a1:Lowable infiltration and inflow. Moreover, 
SSU stated that for the company as a whole, the level of 
infiltration and inf1,ow is well within EPA guidelines at 26.3 
percent under allowance. 

OPC witness Biddy proposed that the infiltration and inflow 
allowance be determined using a method set out in Ten States 
Standards, R e c o m m e n d e d d  That 
method allows 200 ga1:lons per inch of pipe diameter per mile per 
day as an acceptance guideline. Another allowance guideline is set 
out in Water Pollution Control Federation (WPCF) Manual of Practice 
No. 9. This guideline allows from 375 to 625 gallons per inch 
diameter of pipe per mile per day, depending on the type and the 
age of the collection system. Mr. Biddy acknowledged that the WPCF 
guideline is a more appropriate allowance for old systems, whereas 
the Ten States Standaid guideline is a more appropriate guideline 
for new systems. 

We find that the! EPA population method is appropriate when 
service area populati.ons are known and do not vary seasonally. 
However, the use of the factor of 2.7 to normalize meter 
connections readily leads to overstatements of infiltration and 
inflow allowances in the service areas composed of retired single 
family and/or seasonal residents, as SSU witness Terrero and Mr. 
Biddy acknowledged. Of the 40 jurisdictional plants analyzed for 
infiltration and inflow in this proceeding, as many as eight 
infiltration and inflow allowances appear to be overstated. 

We find that the preferred method for determining the amount 
of infiltration and inflow is to subtract 80 percent of water sold 
from the wastewater flows measured at the treatment plant. This 
method is found at section 3.5.7.4.a in the aforementioned EPA 
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handbook. Mr. Biddy stated that this would produce as accurate.a 
measurement of infiltration and inflow as is possible. Thus, we 
find it appropriate to apply the method of determining infiltration 
and inflow by subtracting 80 percent of water sold from wastewater 
flows measured at the treatment plant to those plants where 
populations are not known with reasonable accuracy or vary 
significantly by season. This method is based on the physical 
attributes of the collection system, and does not require 
consideration of populations. Where populations are known with 
reasonable accuracy and do not vary seasonally, we find it 
appropriate to apply the EPA population method. Furthermore, we 
find it appropriate to apply the WPCF infiltration and inflow 
allowance of 375 to 625 gallons per inch diameter of pipe per mile 
per day, taking into account the type and age of the collection 
system, in the former case to determine whether the amount of 
infiltration and inflow is excessive. 

Based on the methodology of determining infiltration and 
inflow by subtracting 80 percent of water sold from wastewater 
flows measured at the treatment plant, four wastewater facilities 
have excessive infiltration and/or inflow: Burnt Store, Lehigh, 
Holiday Haven and Jungle Den. We have not required adjustments for 
the Burnt Store and Lehigh service areas, because SSU has begun 
corrective action for the infiltration problems in these service 
areas by inspecting collection lines with motorized TV cameras. 
The adjustments for Holiday Haven and Jungle Den were calculated 
first by estimating the infiltration amount as total wastewater 
flows minus 80 percent of potable water, and second by applying an 
allowance of 500 gallons per inch of pipe diameter per mile per 
day. 

Mr. Biddy testified that adjustments should be made for all 
wastewater facilities shown by SSU to have excessive infiltration 
and/or inflow, including Amelia Island, Sunshine Parkway, South 
Forty, Florida Central Commerce Park, Lelani Heights, Beecher's 
Point and Marco Island. SSU stated that the application of the EPA 
allowance of 4 0  gallons per capita per day had understated 
allowances for those seven service areas due to underestimated 
populations. Applying the methodology of subtracting 80 percent of 
water sold from wastewater flows measured at the treatment plant 
and allowing 500 gallons per inch of pipe diameter per mile per 
day, we find no adjustments neeessary for these seven service 
areas. 

In support of SSU's methodology, Mr. Terrero testified that 
the selection of 2.7 from a permissible range of 2.2 to 3.5 persons 
per household represents a reasonable average to use for 
infiltration and/or inflow analysis, inasmuch as this range was 
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derived from nationwide studies. We find that if a single number 
were to be used it wou:ld be much closer to 2.2 because of the large 
number of retirees and part-time residents in Florida as compared 
with the nation as a whole. Also, this number could have easily 
been varied to better approximate populations in discrete service 
areas, rather than using one number for all service areas. 

In consideration of the above, we find it appropriate for 
Holiday Haven to adjust demand for purposes of used and useful 
plant calculations by 3,593.1 g-pd and to adjust lift station power 
and plant operating expenses, power, and chemicals by 16.9 percent. 
With an infiltration and/or inflow allowance of 12.7 percent of 
wastewater flows, we find that Holiday Haven has an 
infiltration/inflow rate of 29.5 percent of total flows, or an 
excessive infiltration. and/or inflow rate of 16.8 percent. .Further 
we find it appropriate for Jungle Den to adjust demand for purposes 
of used and useful plant calculations by 7379.5 gpd and to adjust 
lift station power and plant operating expenses, power, and 
chemicals by 56.5 percent. With an allowance of 25.6 percent of 
wastewater flows, we find that Jungle Den has an 
infiltration/inflow rate of 82.1 percent of total flows, or an 
excessive infiltration and/or inflow rate of 56.5 percent. 

8. Accumulated Deureciation 

a. Deureciation (< 

SSU proposed ta reduce the 1996 beginning balance of 
accumulated depreciation. SSU witness Kimball testified that the 
adjustment intended to address the cumulative effect of 
depreciation taken on non-useful assets for which there was no 
established AFPI tariff, following Dockets Nos. 920199-WS and 
920655-WS. The utility contended that this adjustment related to 
the time period prior to 1991, when no AFPI tariffs were in effect, 
and for non-used and useful water and wastewater mains at Deltona 
Lakes and Marc0 Island for 1992 through 1994. 

OPC witnesses Larkin and Deronne recommended a total 
disallowance of SSU'r3 proposed adjustment, contending that the 
utility's adjustment was retroactive and inappropriate for 
determining a going-forward rate base. Mr. Larkin and Ms. Deronne 
stated that SSU's adjustment seeks to reevaluate a past position 
and remedy the impact of that position by collecting revenues it 
could have collected previously. The OPC witnesses stated that SSU 
had offset depreciathn expense associated with non-useful assets 
in those prior cases and could have requested similar treatment for 
accumulated depreciation. According to OPC, SSU should have known 
which plants had an authorized AFPI tariff. Because accumulated 
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depreciation is a derivative of depreciation expense calculations, 
any offset to accumulated depreciation should have been easily 
determined. The witnesses agreed that it would make no difference 
in determining if the adjustment was retroactive, if the assets in 
the instant case were non-used and useful and had never been 
included in rate base. 

Utility witness Bencini rebutted the testimony of OPC by 
stating that this was the first opportunity SSU had to correct 
errors in previous cases, and the adjustment was not a reevaluation 
of SSU's position. Because the plants did not have approved AFPI 
tariffs prior to Docket No. 920199-WS, an adjustment was necessary 
to reflect the depreciation taken on these assets since January 
1992, at which time the AFPI tariffs went into effect. Mr. Bencini 
explained that SSU had not reflected any non-used and useful 
related to Deltona Lakes and Marco Island and, therefore had not 
requested an AFPI tariff for these plants. 

Mr. Bencini testified that this Commission should have offered 
the utility a rate of return on the non-useful plant through an 
approved AFPI tariff. Mr. Bencini explained that because the 
assets involved in this issue are non-used and useful, thus never 
included in rate base for ratemaking purposes, the adjustment 
cannot be retroactive in nature. The adjustment, he believed, 
simply corrected the impact of prior period errors. Moreover, the 
utility requested that this Commission consider increasing the 
adjustment by $101,950 for depreciation expense related to the 
years 1995 and 1996 for the Deltona Lakes and Marco Island plants. 
Mr. Bencini explained that the original proposed adjustment 
considered expense incurred through 1994; the requested AFPI 
tariffs in this proceeding will not be in effect until January 
1997, thus the additional requested amount. 

The utility contended that it was the Commission's error for 
not establishing an AFPI tariff on non-used and useful plant, even 
though the utility did not request approval of such a tariff. 
Also, we note that the utility did not request reconsideration or 
appeal our decisions in the dockets related to this issue. Mr. 
Bencini also stated that the utility had been working on proposed 
adjustments to accumulated depreciation prior to the end of 1994. 
The utility's support for those adjustments was not ready until 
this current filing. 

The length of time involved in reconciling prior Commission 
orders to rate base is completely irrelevant in our view. It was 
the utility's responsibility to recognize any non-used and useful 
adjustments made in Docket No. 920199-WS. In Order NO. PSC-93- 
0423-FOF-WS, we stated: "In addition, we have only calculated AFPI 
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charges for those systems for which the utility requested an AFPI 
charge." Order at 107'. By merely reading this portion of the 
Order, SSU had enough basis on which to file for reconsideration; 
there were no dollar amounts required to be calculated for the 
utility to take action. 

In Order No. PSC-,95-1376-FOF-WS, issued November 6 ,  1995, in 
the application for a rate increase by Ortega Utility Company 
(Ortega), we denied 13rtega's request for authority to reverse 
depreciation expense as a form of retroactive ratemaking. We found 
that the adjustment was not a prior period adjustment, because the 
service life of plant. was not extended, nor did the adjustment ' 

correct an obvious error. We noted that whether the adjustment is 
titled a correction to accumulated depreciation or a correction to 
CIAC, the impact is the same: rate base is increased to eliminate 
a loss that has already been recorded. 

The utility's adjustment does not qualify as a prior period 
adjustment. Like Ortega, SSU requested that current customers pay 
for past losses or errors, however the adjustment might be defined. 
Contrary to SSU's argument in its brief, the fact that SSU's 
request relates to non-used and useful assets is irrelevant. 

We are not persuaded by SSU's argument that the proposed 
adjustment is consiste,nt with the principles of equity and fairness 
of GTE Florida Inc. v. Clark, 6 6 8  So.2d 971 (Fla. 1996). In that 
decision, the Court found that the Commission had made an error on 
a prior remand decision. The circumstances are completely 
different in this current case. The decisions on the previous rate 
proceedings were not found to be in error on the issue of AFPI, nor 
has SSU demonstrated in this docket that Commission errors were 
made. 

We conclude thtat SSU's request constitutes retroactive 
treatment in that it seeks recovery for depreciation taken on non- 
used and useful plant for which SSU should have requested an AFPI 
tariff. The utility should have taken into account the possibility 
that plant would be found less than 100 percent used and useful. 
SSU had the opportunity to remedy any differences it may have had 
with Commission adjustments in the prior proceedings, either by 
requesting an AFPI tariff, or filing a motion for reconsideration 
once the Commission issued its final order in the prior rate 
proceedings. Therefore, the utility's adjustment is disallowed. 
We have reversed the utility's adjustments to accumulated 
depreciation for the respective plants, thereby increasing 
accumulated depreciation in total by $956,915 and $904,261 for 
water and wastewater, respectively. 
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b. 8 
SSU requested an adjustment to reduce accumulated amortization 

of CIAC to correct what it contended was an incorrect booking from 
two previous rate proceedings. 

Utility witness Kimball testified that for the 1991 test 
year's depreciation rates in Docket No. 920199-WS, the utility used 
the average life rates pursuant to Rule 25-30.140, Florida 
Administrative Code. While this is proper treatment, it should not 
be reflected on the company's books until the revenue associated 
with such expenses can be properly matched. The final rates in 
that docket did not go into effect until September, 1993. The 
utility's proposed adjustment in the current MFRs restates the 
accumulated depreciation beginning points to reflect the 2 .-5 
percentage rate for 1991 and continues through August, 1993 for all 
plants that had not already fallen under Rule 25-30.140, Florida 
Administrative Code. 

The utility also proposed a similar treatment for several of 
the Deltona plants, reverting back to 1989, and to the MFRs 
prepared for Docket No. 900329-WS, which was subsequently 
dismissed. The utility did not change the 1989 rates in keeping 
with new guideline rates; therefore, the MFR workpapers for the 
1991 test year were inaccurate. SSU's net adjustment due to 
changes in guideline depreciation rates decreases accumulated 
depreciation by $717,262. The impact on rate base would be an 
increase of $199,086 and $518,176 for water and wastewater, 
respectively. 

OPC objected to SSU's proposed adjustment. OPC witnesses 
Larkin and Deronne testified that SSU's proposal is a retroactive 
adjustment to its books for items it did not fully recover in rates 
in the past. Consequently, OPC recommended a complete disallowance 
of SSU's adjustment. 

In rebuttal, Ms. Kimball stated that the utility did not 
recover the new depreciation rates in the past. Although the new 
rates were used to calculate depreciation in prior MFRs, the 
accompanying revenues were not in place to recover that expense. 
Ms. Kimball further contended that the utility's restatement of 
accumulated depreciation for the Deltona plants for 1989 and 1990 
was simply correction of an error based on incorrect depreciation 
rates. The error continued to be undiscovered after Docket No. 
900329-WS was dismissed, and affected depreciation expense numbers 
through 1991 in Docket No. 920199-WS. Ms. Kimball also stated that 
while the adjustment to CIAC amortization is appropriate, the known 

.. .. - 
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downward adjustments should be offset against known upward 
adjustments. 

In support of its position, SSU cited Order No. PSC-95-1376- 
FOF-WS (Ortega order) ~ As noted herein, by that order we reduced 
the company's reporteti balances for accumulated depreciation and 
accumulated amortization of CIAC to reflect the increment of 
expense associated with guideline rates going into effect before 
the implementation of increased service rates. Similarly, in Order 
No. 20434, issued on December 0 ,  1988, regarding Orange-Osceola 
Utilities, we held that the utility did not correctly implement the 
depreciation and amortization rates approved under a prior order, 
concluding that the depreciation rates should have been instituted 
when the final service rates became effective. 

We do not agree with OPC's assertion that SSU's adjustment is 
retroactive ratemaking, which results when a utility attempts to 
recover past losses from current and future customers. In this 
instance, the utility's adjustment corrects an error that occurred 
when increased guideline depreciation rates were put into effect 
before the implementat.ion of increased service rates, resulting in 
a mismatching of expenses with revenues. The higher depreciation 
expense is not actually being recovered, as it is being offset 
against the lower service rates. As demonstrated by the orders 
cited immediately above, such an adjustment is not retroactive 
ratemaking. 

Accordingly, we accept the utility's proposed adjustment to 
decrease accumulated depreciation by $199,086 and $518,176 for the 
water and wastewater plants, respectively. We will also make the 
necessary per plant adjustments to CIAC amortization. The 
cumulative decreases to CIAC amortization total $128,751 for water 
and $135,129 for wa,stewater. However, we disagree with Ms. 
Kimball's testimony t:hat the known downward adjustments should be 
offset against known upward adjustments. 

9 .  -id-of -Construction (CIAC) 

a. ImDutation o f 1  

As previously stated, LAC is the sole stockholder of Lehigh, 
which is the developer of land owned in Lehigh Acres. TGI owns 100 
percent of the stock of SSU and approximately 80 percent of the 
stock of LAC. MP&L ohms 100 percent of the stock of TGI. In other 
words, MP&L is in control of the regulated SSU and the nonregulated 
Lehigh. 
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We admitted into evidence a December, 1993, letter written by 
Ms. Laura Holquist of Lehigh, which detailed the company's 
accounting treatment for $5.2 million held in New York and Michigan 
escrowed cash accounts. These funds came from residents in New 
York and Michigan who had purchased lots in Lehigh, Florida, as 
early as 1973. The escrow accounts were established to ensure the 
availability of money for water and wastewater line installations 
at the time the lot owner builds on the property. Originally, it 
was thought that the funds belonged to the lot purchasers; however, 
research performed in the spring of 1993 by Lehigh's law firm 
concluded that the funds actually belonged to Lehigh. Additionally, 
by Order No. PSC-93-0301-FOF-WS, issued February 25, 1993, in the 
Lehigh Utilities, Inc. (LUI) rate docket, we concluded that LUI was 
not a party to the escrowed funds and had no access to the funds. 
Therefore, we made no adjustments to rate base related to the 
escrow accounts. LUI was subsequently merged into SSU. . 

At the time of this letter, these funds still had not been 
recorded on the books of Lehigh, even given the legal opinion which 
concluded months earlier. Lehigh was undergoing extensive research 
and analysis regarding the accounting treatment for the escrowed 
monies. It seems that there was concern over the contingent 
liability attached to the funds when LAC acquired Lehigh (in 1991) 
since, at that time, it was believed that the funds belonged to lot 
purchasers. When it was discovered that the funds belonged to 
Lehigh, there was no longer a question of a contingency. It was 
concluded that Lehigh should report the escrowed monies in its 
financial statements. In fact, Lehigh recorded $5.2 million in 
restricted cash, offset by a $ . 7  million contingent future 
obligation, for a $4.5 million adjustment to net income. The 
contingent liability related to Lehigh management's intention to 
offer credit to New York and Michigan lot purchasers as part of 
Modified Escrow Agreements with these states. 

On March 31, 1994, Lehigh executed Modified Escrow Agreements 
with the states of New York and Michigan which gave Lehigh access 
to the escrowed funds. In turn, Lehigh agreed to grant a credit to 
each New York and Michigan purchaser based on the balance of the 
escrowed monies (including interest) at the modified contract date. 
The credit would be applied to service availability charges as New 
York and Michigan lot purchasers hooked up to SSU's water and 
wastewater plants at Lehigh Acres'. Apparently, Lehigh's access to 
the escrow funds is restricted such that any funds drawn must be 
for the construction of major utility assets in the Lehigh Acres 
development. 

It appears that during the time that the escrow agreements 
were being modified, Lehigh was also entering into a Modified 
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Developer's Agreement with SSU. The modified agreement provided 
that Lehigh will construct major utility plant and advance these 
assets to SSU. In turn, SSU will reimburse Lehigh as customers 
connect to the plant,. Essentially, Lehigh will be selling the 
facilities to SSU. The developer's agreement allows all advances 
to become contributed plant to SSU if not used and useful within 10 
years, 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes pointed out that as a result of 
the Modified Escrow Agreements, New York and Michigan customers 
will no longer earn interest, as of March 31, 1994, on funds that 
they paid to Lehigh to construct utility assets. She asserted that 
final treatment of the escrowed funds was structured so that the 
customers of SSU would receive no benefit, and consequently, all 
benefits would "inure to Minnesota Power's unregulated operations. " 

Ms. Dismukes argued that we should investigate whether this 
treatment is equitable to SSU's customers. Ms. Dismukes testified 
that MP&L recognized i3 $4.5 million windfall profit from Lehigh's 
recording of income related to the escrowed funds. She asserted 
that as Lehigh constructs assets in Lehigh Acres it will increase 
the value of the developer's lots. Further, Lehigh is reimbursed 
by SSU through SAC collected from near term customers, for which 
the developer has cont.ributed nothing to be rewarded this benefit. 

Ms. Dismukes pr'oposed that we impute CIAC on all assets 
constructed by Lehigh, as each future customer connects to SSU 
facilities. For the projected test year ending 1996, SSU will have 
repaid Lehigh $769,000 for assets constructed by Lehigh. She added 
that these assets are used and useful in SSU's rate base. 

Ms. Dismukes stated that many of the assets being constructed 
by Lehigh are non-used and useful. She assumes a scenario in which 
Lehigh continues to construct water and wastewater treatment 
facilities to serve adlditional customers coming on-line. If Lehigh 
over-builds larger facilities with the argument that it is less 
expensive to do so now, rather than build several smaller plants 
over time, SSU will then likely contend that it was prudent to 
build a larger faci1it.y because of the economies of scale involved, 
and that the entire plant should be considered 100 percent used and 
useful. Ms. Dismukes asserted that this is routinely a contention 
of SSU's and that this Commission often adopts such logic. She 
stated that if this scenario should evolve and we find the plant to 
be 100 percent used and useful, that customers will be penalized by 
paying for plant that should be non-used and useful. Consequently, 
the entities benefiting would be SSU and Lehigh. Based on payments 
already made by SSU t.0 Lehigh, as discussed above, Ms. Dismukes' 
proposed adjustment is to impute CIAC in the amount of $769,000. 
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In rebuttal, utility wi less Scot Vierima stated hat 
escrow funds at issue are-the same funds reviewed by the Commiss 

he 
on 

in the 1993 LUI rate case. He contended that the Commission found 
the escrow funds to be unrelated to rate base since LUI was not a 
party to the agreements and did not have access to those monies. 
Ms. Dismukes did not point out that the assets are already offset 
in rate base calculations either as refundable advances or, 
ultimately, as CIAC when the charges are collected from the 
customer and used to refund the developer. Additionally, he stated 
that any advances which remain unfunded at the end of the ten-year 
recoupment period automatically convert to CIAC. 

Mr. Vierima explained that assets are originally transferred 
to ssu as "non-used and useful property funded by "no cost" 
developer advances, which are then converted to either in-service 
assets funded by customer contributions, or remain unused assets 
funded by developer contributions." He asserted that "at no point 
are the assets included in rate base without the offsetting no-cost 
funding, either CIAC or advances." 

Mr. Vierima emphasized that the New York and Michigan 
customers are not paying twice for utility extensions. When a New 
York or Michigan customer connects to assets constructed by Lehigh, 
a credit will ensue, as provided for in the Modified Escrow 
Agreements. Finally, Mr. Vierima rebutted Ms. Dismukes' Lehigh 
construction scenario as irrelevant. The sizing of plants and the 
additions to be included in used and useful is something that is 
thoroughly reviewed by qualified engineering experts in each rate 
proceeding. 

In its brief, SSU stated that Ms. Dismukes proposed the same 
adjustment in the LUI rate case and her adjustment was rejected. 
The utility contended that there is no basis in the current record 
to modify the past Commission decision. SSU explained that it is 
not a party to the escrow agreement and cannot access the funds in 
the escrow account. Facilities constructed by Lehigh Corporation 
which will be transferred to SSU (beginning in 1996) have no rate 
base impact as they are treated as refundable advances. Once a New 
York or Michigan customer pays the service availability charge, 
such advances are returned to Lehigh and the money paid by the 
customer is booked as CIAC. When a New York or Michigan customer 
requests service from SSU, the customer is given a credit against 
the service availability charge in the amount of the customer's 
individual escrow payment, plus interest, through March 31, 1994. 
Finally, the utility asserted that an imputation of CIAC on top of 
the service availability charge would result in a double counting 
of CIAC. 
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SSU refuted Ms. Dismukes' contention that by imputing CIAC, 
the customers will be left whole by the escrow agreements. SSU 
reiterated that the New York and Michigan residents are reimbursed 
escrow funds with interest. SSU contended that as the installation 
of facilities and the sale of lots in the future enhance growth, 
customers will benefit. through the economies of scale. Secondly, 
SSU stated that Ms. Dismukes' proposal to adjust CIAC levels to 
compensate for the double collection of CIAC at the present would 
result in confiscation of the utility's rate base. Further, SSU 
argued that her recommendation has no basis or precedent in utility 
ratemaking and, accordingly, should be rejected. 

This very issue was brought forward by OPC in the last LUI 
rate case docket. Circumstances have not changed at all with 
respect to SSU's access to the escrow funds or SSU not being a 
party to the escrow a.greements between Lehigh and the states of 
Michigan and New York. However, we are aware that SSU and Lehigh 
have a developer's agreement whereby utility assets are advanced to 
SSU, and Lehigh is subsequently reimbursed through customer 
connection charges. I:n this case, the information presented does 
illustrate that the business transactions are seemingly less than 
arm's length in nature. However, the fact remains that, with 
regard to the escrow agreements with the states of Michigan and New 
York, SSU is not a party. SSU does not have access to the escrow 
funds. We are persuaded by SSU's argument that such an adjustment 
would be a penalty by double counting CIAC. There has been no 
basis provided in the current record to modify our past decision. 
Therefore, we will make no adjustment to CIAC related to the escrow 
funds at issue. 

b. -1: Non-Used and Useful Offsets to Plant 
Capacitv F e e 6  

OPC witnesses H q h  Larkin and Donna DeRonne stated that SSU 
applied average non-used and useful percentages on a service area 
basis to certain CIAC 'classifications. SSU reduced the CIAC offset 
to rate base, in order to account for the fact that a portion of 
the assets being supported by the CIAC were removed from rate base 
via the non-used and u,seful calculations. The CIAC classifications 
affected are plant capacity fees, line and main extensions, 
contributed lines, and contributed property other than lines. Mr. 
Larkin and Ms. Deronnie agreed that it was proper to offset CIAC 
associated with contributed lines and contributed property other 
than lines by a non-used and useful factor. Contributed property 
which is non-used and useful is removed from rate base; thereby, 
the portion removed does not earn a return on investment dollars. 
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However, these witnesses asserted that it was not appropriate 
to apply a non-used and useful factor to plant capacity fees and 
line and main extension fees. They explained that plant capacity 
fees and line and main extension fees are typically cash provided 
by a utility's customers. It makes no difference where the funds 
are invested or if the funds actually go into plant that i's am- 
used and useful; the entire amount of money received by the utility 
remains a cost free source of capital. Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeroMe 
further stated that unless the utility reimburses a portion of cash 
contributions to its customers for CIAC which may relate to non- 
used and useful assets, these customers should receive the benefit 
of their contribution by a complete offset to rate base. OPC 
proposed an adjustment to decrease rate base by $2,315,994 to 
remove SSU's inappropriate non-used and useful offsets to plant 
capacity fees and line and main extension fees. 

In rebuttal, SSU witness Kimball stated that the OPC witnesses 
assumed that the plant capacity fees and line and main extension 
fees represent cash provided by utility customers, and that SSU 
applied the non-used and useful percentages to CIAC in all service 
areas. Ms. Kimball contended that the only plants that have had 
non-used and useful applied to plant capacity fees and line and 
main extension fees are Burnt Store, Deep Creek, and Sugar Mill 
Woods. These plants are referred to as the PGI plants because they 
were acquired from Punta Gorda Isles, Inc. 

MS. Kimball explained that SSU applied a non-used and useful 
percentage to these two categories of CIAC only for the PGI plants 
because non-used and useful existed at the time SSU acquired the 
plants. She asserted that the non-used and useful assets were 
funded by prepaid CIAC advanced by the developer (1986/1987) in 
order to avoid the federal tax on CIAC, which was about to be 
passed into law. Ms. Kimball argued that SSU never acquired the 
cash, as it was spent to build lines prior to SSU ownership, and 
that prepaid CIAC should be fully offset against the non-used and 
useful assets. She further argued that SSU's treatment of prepaid 
CIAC was consistent with Docket No. 920199-WS for Burnt Store and 
Sugar Mill Woods, and the last rate proceeding before Charlotte 
County for Deep Creek. 

Ms. Kimball explained that the non-used and useful percentage 
applied to the CIAC dollars was the same percentage developed for 
the related plant in service non-used and useful calculations. In 
summary, the utility asserted that there should be no adjustment to 
remove the non-used and useful CIAC related to prepaids, and no 
related adjustments to accumulated amortization of CIAC. 
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MS. Kimball's point that SSU never acquired the cash because 
it was spent prior to SSU's ownership in the PGI plants was 
irrelevant, as this would have been taken into consideration in the 
acquisition adjustment. However, we are persuaded by the argument 
that prepaid CIAC should be fully offset against non-used and 
useful assets. The argument made by Mr. Larkin and Ms. Deronne 
with regard to the cash nature of plant capacity fees and line and 
main extension fees was not valid or supported by the record. In 
the instant case, the prepaid CIAC was not funded by the customers, 
but by the developer. SSU's treatment in the instant case was 
consistent with that followed in Docket No. 920199-WS. 
Accordingly, no adjust.ment shall be made for non-used and useful 
offsets to plant capacity fees or line and main extension fees as 
it relates to this issue. 

c. Marco Island P & t  

As a result of a cooperative agreement between SSU and the Big 
Cypress Basin Board, the utility received $225,100 for partial 
funding of the Marco Island ASR project. The utility did not 
include the contributed funds in its rate base, but did include the 
cost of the project. OPC witness Dismukes recommended an 
adjustment to increase! CIAC by $225,100, thus reducing SSU's rate 
base by the same amourit. 

Utility witness B'encini agreed with OPC's proposed adjustment, 
to the extent that related 1995 project costs would be included in 
rate base. In its post-hearing filing, SSU stated that actual 
total project costs through 1995 increased beyond the cost 
projected in the MFRs. SSU contended that the proposed adjustment 
to CIAC, without an adjustment to the utility's plant for increased 
costs, would be inequ:ttable and should be rejected. 

The utility received contributions to fund the ASR project 
plant additions, but did not include the appropriate off-set to 
CIAC. Accordingly, WE! shall increase CIAC by $225,100, the amount 
of the cost share funds received. We will not grant SSU's request 
to adjust for increased costs, as those costs were not part of the 
record. 

10. -2 to Offset Marsin Reserve 

In its filing, the utility did not impute CIAC or service 
availability charges anticipated to be collected in the future to 
offset that portion of the plant investment designated as margin 
reserve. SSU witness Hugh Gower testified that the inclusion of 
the margin reserve pla.nt investment in rate base without the offset 
of anticipated future post-test period collections of service 
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availability charges was the appropriate method to allow SSU. a 
return on its investors' capital. M r .  Gower further stated that 
this method would not change the recovery of the capital, only 
provide the opportunity for a return. 

Mr. Gower contended that the imputation of CIAC against margin 
reserve, which this Commission has made in a number of previous 
cases, improperly insulated present customers completely from any 
responsibility whatsoever for return on investor capital which 
financed the plant. He further testified that this treatment is 
inconsistent with our treatment of electric, gas or telephone 
companies whose plant has the capacity to serve future increases in 
sales. 

OPC witnesses Larkin and DeRonne stated that if a margin 
reserve is included in the used and useful calculations, an amount 
of CIAC equivalent to the number of ERCs represented by the margin 
reserve should be reflected as a rate base offset to achieve proper 
matching. They testified that the application of the CIAC that 
will be collected from future customers would at least serve to 
partially offset, the impact on the existing customers resulting 
from their inappropriately allocated responsibility to pay for 
plant that will be utilized to serve future customers. 

Sugarmill Woods witness Hansen testified that there was no 
reason to change the standard practice of the PSC. If CIAC is not 
imputed, the existing customers are charged with paying for future 
growth which is contrary to County Comprehensive Plans in 
conformance with the Growth Management Act. 

SSU witness Hartman testified in rebuttal that approximately 
a decade ago margin reserves were considered on a case-by-case 
basis. He stated that imputation of CIAC on the margin reserve 
basically negates the margin reserve. Because a margin reserve 
covers a particular period of time, he testified that imputing the 
CIAC results in very little benefit from the margin reserve. 

In rebuttal, Mr. Gower stated that new customer connections do 
not decrease the margin reserve plant investment. As the number of 
customers increase, it would be likely that the required margin 
reserve would increase. Mr. Gower testified that when new 
customers hook up, the plant which was previously considered margin 
reserve plant is committed to serving existing customers. The 
margin reserve plant is replaced by a plant which is either under 
construction or in the account called, "Plant Held for Future Use.'' 
Also, he stated that present customers benefit directly when margin 
reserve plant is available to meet their peak demands which they 
place on the facility. He testified that present customers also 
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benefit when new customers can be added without degrading the 
service to the existing customers. 

We find it appropxiate to offset margin reserve to account for 
the anticipated collection of CIAC from future ratepayers. While 
the utility contended that imputation of CIAC against margin 
reserve negates the margin reserve and is counter to economic 
construction of facilities, the imputation recognizes that future 
customers will hook up to the facility with contributions in hand. 
We are not persuaded by the utility's arguments that our practice 
of imputing CIAC on margin reserve should be changed. Therefore, 
in those facilities where a margin reserve has been approved and 
the appropriate CIAC exists, an imputation of CIAC shall be made. 

However, we do find it appropriate to deviate from our long- 
standing policy of imputing the full amount of CIAC. We recognize 
that CIAC will be collected evenly throughout the margin reserve 
period. Therefore, we find it appropriate to impute half of the 
associated CIAC. 

11. Actmisition Adiust- 

An acquisition adjustment represents the difference between 
the purchase price and the rate base at the time of purchase. 
Absent any extraordinaq circumstances, a subsequent purchase of a 
utility facility at a premium or discount does not affect the rate 
base calculation. We have approved acquisition adjustments for 
twelve of SSU's water facilities and six of SSU's wastewater 
facilities in the past, resulting in net negative acquisition 
adjustments of ($64,578) for regulated water facilities, and 
($519,787) for regulated wastewater facilities. On cross- 
examination, OPC witness Donna DeRonne stated that SSU recorded 
approved net negative acquisition adjustments of $331,000 for the 
regulated facilities. Both Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeRonne agreed that 
$551,000 was the total company negative acquisition adjustment at 
the end of 1995. The MFRs reflected total net negative 
acquisition adjustments of $37,052 and $294,232 for water and 
wastewater, respectively. 

Mr. Larkin testified that all of the negative acquisition 
adjustments recorded on SSU's books should be reflected in its 
filing. On a facility by facility basis, Mr. Larkin showed SSU's 
total negative acquisition adjustments to be $13,060,124. His 
schedule included previously approved acquisition adjustments and 
his proposed acquisit:ion adjustments to the Lehigh and Deltona 
facilities. He stated that he disagreed with SSU's calculation of 
acquisition adjustments for those two purchases. The amortization 
of the additional acquisition adjustments would reflect an increase 
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to accumulated amortization of $2,240,626 and amortization expense 
of $327,051. 

a. Lehiah 

Mr. Larkin testified that SSU/TGI purchased $99 million in 
Lehigh Acquisition Corporation (LAC) assets for $40 million, 
resulting in a potential negative acquisition adjustment of $59 
million or approximately a 60 percent discount. In Docket No. 
911188-WS, SSU took the position that the 60 percent discount 
related only to non-utility assets. Mr. Larkin recommended that 
the discount in purchase price be applied to Lehigh's utility 
assets based on the percentage of LUI assets to total assets 
purchased. Multiplying the $59 million total purchase acquisition 
adjustment times the 6.567 percent attributed to LUI's ass.ets, Mr. 
Larkin calculated a $3,873,763 negative acquisition adjustment to 
LUI'S rate base. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes stated that the reasons why 
LUX'S purchase price was not discounted by 60 percent were unclear. 
She stated that TGI hired Raymond James & Associates, Inc. (RJA) to 
check the reasonableness of the allocation for the 60 percent 
discount only to the non-utility functions, using a review of 
recent comparable utilitypurchases, relevant comparable valuations 
of other publicly traded companies, and other traditional utility 
company valuation benchmarks. The RJA report endorsed the 
allocation of the 60% discount to the non-utility functions and not 
LUI because MP&L agreed that it would have purchased LUI at book 
value and that there were numerous uncertainties and contingencies 
associated with the non-utility assets of LAC. As a result, Ms. 
Dismukes testified that the discount was associated with the non- 
utility operations in Docket No. 911188-WS. 

Ms. Dismukes testified that the actual fair market value of 
the non-utility assets was $96 million instead of the discounted 
$34 million as originally argued by SSU. She explained that the 
1992 income tax returns of TGI included the TGI financial 
statements and accompanying notes. Specifically, Note 5 stated 
that the actual fair value of the net assets acquired by LAC 
exceeded the purchase price by $62 million. This $62 million above 
purchase price was assigned to various assets such as receivables, 
land and land improvements. During 1992, TGI/MP&L recognized $7 
million of this $62 million bargain purchase amount and will 
continue to recognize the $7 million per year until the amount is 
amortized. 

In addition, Ms. Dismukes discovered a draft of a due 
diligence study which compared the purchase price of Lakeside Golf, 
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Inc. to LUI. The draft showed that the Lakeside Golf purchase 
price was .41 times book value while the LUI purchase price was .45 
times book value. Even though the final report had the reference 
to Lehigh removed, MS. Dismukes contended that the Company showed 
that Lehigh was purchased at 45 percent of book value, not the 100 
percent of book value alleged in Docket No. 911188-WS. 

Ms. Dismukes concluded that the support for the Commission's 
decision in Docket No. 911188-WS was either factually inaccurate, 
or the facts changed dramatically at about the time the decision 
was made in that docket. The differences between the facts as 
stated in Docket No. 911188-WS and the actual fair market value of ' 

the non-utility assets was substantial and extraordinary. As such, 
she proposed that the issue of a negative acquisition adjustment 
for LUI should be reevaluated. She asserted that the facts today 
do not support the allocation of the full discount of the purchase 
price to the book value of the non-utility assets, and therefore, 
Ms. Dismukes supported Mr. Larkin's and Ms. DeRonne' s $3,873,763 
negative acquisition adjustment to Lehigh's rate base. 

On cross-examination, Ms. Dismukes testified that the 
Resolution Trust Corporation could have sold the real estate assets 
to others for more than the purchase price to MP&L. Ms. Dismukes 
then clarified her statement to admit that she did not know the 
exact details of the transaction, but she believed the transaction 
was a distress sale. She was unsure whether LAC, subsequent to 
the purchase, added any assets which might have raised the value of 
the net assets, but stated that such additions were irrelevant. 
MS. Dismukes also acknowledged that the decision not to make an 
acquisition adjustment was because the purchase of Lehigh was a 
stock transfer. She further agreed that we have consistently not 
made acquisition adjustments when there was a stock transfer in the 
purchase of the utility. 

In opposing a negative acquisition adjustment for LUI, SSU 
witness Scott Vierima noted that Mr. Larkin had provided no 
evidence to support his presumption that all assets acquired in the 
purchase would command identical discounts or premiums, if 
purchased separately. Mr. Larkin's proposed negative acquisition 
adjustment methodology relied on the premise that all assets should 
have had identical adjustment. 

Mr. Vierima testified that, based on the following facts, the 
discount should not have been allocated evenly: an outside 
investment bank opinion was provided to the contrary; in Docket No. 
911188-WS the issue 'was thoroughly reviewed and no acquisition 
adjustment was made; the assets involved are from two totally 
different industries; this Commission's consistent acquisition 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 98 

adjustment policy is to value assets at original cost; the 
acquisition of Lehigh was a stock transfer; and that no new 
evidence has been offered to prove that the facts have changed. 
Mr. Vierima questioned whether we would be addressing this issue if 
Lehigh was purchased at a premium. .. .. - 

b. Deltona 

Mr. Larkin testified that there should be a $7,571,712 
negative acquisition to Deltona's rate base. Mr. Larkin removed 
$11,305,000 in non-cash outlays and organization costs, and $7 
million related to a lawsuit settlement from the $40,305,000 
purchase price. Because the acquisition consisted of a stock 
purchase, SSU assumed $30 million in debt. Mr. Larkin then added 
this to reflect a net purchase price of $52 million. The total 
assets at the time of purchase were $59,571,172 which resulted in 
a potential acquisition adjustment of $7,571,712. On cross- 
examination, Mr. Larkin admitted that the unpaid dividends on the 
Series A stock from 1985 through 1989 exceeded the proposed 
negative acquisition adjustment. He also agreed that Deltona was 
required to pay the dividends on the Series A stock issued in 1995. 
Both Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeRonne agreed that the accumulated 
dividends would exceed the negative acquisition adjustment. 

Mr. Vierima disagreed that a negative acquisition adjustment 
should be applied to Deltona because the removal of non-cash 
outlays from the purchase price was not appropriate. He explained 
that the value of the original investment, plus the liability of 
Deltona Corporation for accrued dividends payable at the time of 
stock conversion, was called the exchange value. The exchange 
value, along with the $7 million settlement payment and the 
assumption of $30 million in utility debt made up the underlying 
purchase price. The non-cash accrued dividends represented the 
time value of money for the four-year period prior to purchase. He 
stated that the transaction could have been structured for Deltona 
to have paid the dividends to Topeka at closing and then Topeka 
would have used the money to buy the utility stock, but the end 
result would have been the same. 

Mr. Vierima further disagreed with the removal of the $7 
million settlement payment from the purchase price. When TGI 
exercised its conversion rights, the purchase was challenged by the 
Deltona Corporation. The settlement agreement required the payment 
of $7 million as additional compensation for the utility purchase, 
including the real estate received by the utility from the 
purchase. After including the accrued dividends and the settlement 
payment in the purchase price, there would be no negative 
acquisition adjustment. Regardless, Mr. Vierima added that since 
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Deltona was acquired through a stock transfer, no acquisition 
adjustment would be appropriate. 

c. -- 
OPC contended that the acquisition adjustment policy needs to 

be looked at on a compxehensive basis, and that this is the perfect 
opportunity for this Commission to address the issue of negative 
acquisition adjustments for SSU. 

Mr. Larkin argued that we should recognize negative 
acquisition adjustments in rate base because SSU chose to invest in 
these facilities, and in an arms-length transaction, was able to 
purchase these facilities at a price below depreciated original 
book cost. According to Mr. Larkin, this suggested that the true 
value of the assets acquired was less than the net book value. He 
contended that the investors will earn an overall rate of return on 
assets which are not supported by their actual investment. Mr. 
Larkin explained that the large level of increases requested by SSU 
justified consideration of these adjustments. Mr. Larkin further 
explained that utility assets generally sell for less than 
depreciated value either because the assets deteriorated through 
normal wear and tear at: a rate greater than indicated on the books, 
or because they were not properly maintained or installed because 
the original owner wis:hed to keep rates low in order to sell lots. 

Based in part o:n the potential for future abuse by assets 
being artificially wri,tten up through utility transfers, Mr. Larkin 
testified that our positive acquisition policy should not be 
changed except where there are extraordinary circumstances. On 
cross-examination, Mr. Larkin stated that the ratepayers are 
entitled to the premium paid for the utility when those assets are 
sold. Further, a premium paid on non-utility assets should not 
increase the value of the utility and the cost of service should be 
based on the original cost of the plant when dedicated to service. 

Utility witness Vierima stated that SSU agreed with the 
current Commission policy. He believed that an acquisition policy 
should provide an incentive for larger, qualified utilities to 
purchase assets from less efficient and less capable owners. The 
acquiring company and the customers should not be adversely 
affected by the numerous factors that could produce a purchase 
price discount or premium in an arms-length transaction. Mr . 
Vierima pointed out that Mr. Larkin agreed that the SSU 
acquisitions were arms-length transactions. He pointed out that in 
Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS there were no extraordinary 
circumstances to support a further negative acquisition adjustment 
to rate base. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 100 

Mr. Vierima disagreed with Mr. Larkin's testimony that a large 
revenue requirement should justify the consideration of including 
a negative acquisition adjustment and Mr. Larkin's theory that poor 
maintenance of a utility would justify a negative acquisition 
adjustment. Mr. Vierima stated that none of OPC's witnesses 
identified any facts showing that any of utilities that SSU 
purchased had negative acquisition adjustments because of these 
points. 

Mr. Vierima testified that the acquisition of small systems by 
larger utilities provides the following benefits: improved service, 
ability to attract capital at a lower cost, professional and 
experienced managerial, financial, technical and operational 
resources, and the ability to make improvements so that the utility 
is in compliance with regulatory requirements. Mr. Vierima 
testified that there are a number of opportunities available to SSU 
and similarly situated utilities which offer a utility and its 
customers growth and benefits from such acquisitions. To impose 
negative acquisition adjustments would not promote regionalization 
or privatization of small utilities. 

Mr. Vierima pointed out that other jurisdictions have 
recognized similar benefits, and specifically referred to the New 
York Public Service Commission (NYPSC). The NYPSC originally did 
not allow positive acquisition adjustments and imposed negative 
acquisition adjustments. While the former policy was designed to 
protect the ratepayers from excessive charges, it had the effect of 
acting as a significant disincentive to small water company 
acquisitions. In order to develop policy to consolidate small 
water companies through acquisitions and mergers, the NYPSC 
investigated acquisition incentive mechanisms and issued a 
Statement of Policy on Acquisition Incentive Mechanisms For Small 
Water Companies, on August 8 ,  1994. 

Mr. Vierima testified that SSU did not receive a windfall of 
money because negative acquisition adjustments were not made. Each 
time SSU purchases a plant, the risks increase to SSU. The 
tightening water quality standards makes compliance more demanding 
and costly, adding the possibility of fines. The increased costs, 
and also the increased risk, must be borne by the stockholders 
until rate relief is obtained. 

Mr. Vierima stated that this Commission found that both the 
Lehigh and the Deltona acquisitions were in the public interest. 
We found that both acquisitions included certain amounts of non- 
used and useful assets and to the extent that these are funded by 
cost of capital, the cost of these non-used and useful assets can 
be viewed as further premiums paid by TGI for the utilities. 
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Therefore, a negative $acquisition adjustment for the above reasons 
would be a “double hit” because then there would be a non-used and 
useful adjustment. 

This Commission has acknowledged that absent extraordinary 
circumstances, the purchase of a utility system at a premium or 
discount should not affect rate base. This has created an 
incentive for larger utilities to acquire small, troubled 
utilities. In fact, many small utilities, have been acquired by 
larger utilities, and we have changed rate base in only a few 
instances. 

We examined acquisition adjustments in our Order No. 25729, 
issued February 17, 19!32. We acknowledged that we had consistently 
interpreted the “investment of the utility“ as contained in Section 
367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes, to be the original cost of the 
property when first dledicated to public service, and would not 
deviate from that interpretation. We held that the policy provided 
a much needed incentive for acquisitions. While the buyer earns a 
return on the purchase price and the entire rate base and receives 
the benefit of depreciation on the full rate base, without these 
benefits, large utilities would have no incentive to acquire small, 
troubled systems. The customers of the acquired utility are not 
harmed by this policy because, generally, rate base and rates do 
not change, so rates have not changed, and customers often receive 
a better quality of service. 

In addition, we find it important to recognize that the issue 
of acquisition adjustments for all of SSU’s facilities have 
previously been addressed by this Commission in other proceedings. 
We do not find that, with respect to either the Lehigh or the 
Deltona purchases, circumstances have changed sufficient to warrant 
making a change in this docket. 

In Docket No. 911.188-WS, we reviewed the issue of a negative 
acquisition adjustment for LUI for the second and third times. 
(The first time was :in the transfer docket in Order No. 25391, 
issued on November 25, 1991). Order No. PSC-93-1023-FOF-WS, issued 
on July 12, 1993, described in detail the procedures on 
reconsideration that we undertook to make sure that the decision 
should be maintained. 

Ms. Dismukes‘ argument that the Commission’s decision in the 
Lehigh rate case was factually inaccurate or that the facts have 
dramatically changed is not convincing. Ms. Dismukes contended 
that the fact that the fair market value of the non-utility assets 
was not what the utility purported it to be at the time of the our 
decision was substantial and extraordinary. However, the record 
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reflects that the RJA report indicated that SSU's utility assets 
should not be discounted by 60 percent. Regardless of the reason 
why the change occurred, the fair market value of non-utility 
assets is irrelevant to the decision of making an acquisition 
adjustment. 

Even if a write-down of utility assets were to occur, our 
policy is not to recognize negative acquisition adjustments unless 
extraordinary circumstances exist at the time of transfer. Even a 
possible showing that LUI's assets were purchased at 45 percent of 
book value does not demonstrate that extraordinary conditions 
exist, or that we erred in not recognizing extraordinary 
circumstances in our prior decisions. 

With respect to the Deltona sale, we are persuaded by Mr. 
Vierima's argument that the purchase price should not be reduced by 
the non-cash items. The dividends payable were real obligations 
that either had to be adjusted in the purchase price or paid after 
the sale. The $7 million settlement was a real cost which had to 
be paid before the sale could be completed. To disallow non-cash 
items in the determination of purchase price would be illogical. 
To force an unnecessary cash transaction would most likely increase 
the ultimate cost for both buyer and seller for no gain. Further, 
Mr. Larkin agreed that if the dividends payable were added to his 
calculation of purchase price, no negative acquisition would 
result. Accordingly, the utility's calculation of the purchase 
price is accepted, resulting in no negative acquisition adjustment 
if one were to be calculated. 

The acquisition adjustment issue for all of S S U  facilities has 
previously been addressed by this Commission in other proceedings. 
No new evidence has been presented in this case which demonstrated 
that we erred in those proceedings. Even if the issue were to be 
re-addressed, negative acquisition adjustments for Lehigh and 
Deltona would not be appropriate. The Lehigh and Deltona 
transactions were sales of stock, not assets; thus no acquisition 
adjustment would be warranted. 

12. w- a ita 

Pursuant to Rule 25-30.433, Florida Administrative Code, as a 
Class A utility, SSU utilized the balance sheet approach to 
calculate the working capital allowance. The utility requested a 
total company working capital allowance of $7,154,992, which 
reflects the 13-month average balance. According to Mr. Vierima, 
all accounts related to plant and cost of capital have been 
excluded from SSU's working capital calculation, as well as all 
deferred tax accounts, interest bearing assets and all non-utility 
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accounts. The remaining balance of accounts, assets net of 
liabilities, have been included as a rate base component. We find 
the balance sheet approach to be appropriate, but also find it 
necessary to make the adjustments set forth below. 

a. Adjustments to PS&I Account 

SSU included $2,737,272 in its working capital allowance for 
Preliminary Survey anti Investigation (PS&I) charges for the 1996 
projected test year. Staff witness Charleston Winston indicated 
that the utility used internal projections to determine the 1995 
PS&I balance of $2,737.272, with no additional amounts projected 
for the 1996 test year. Mr. Winston's comparison of the actual and 
projected amounts for the 13-month average balance as of September, 
1995, revealed a variance of $1,849,076, indicating an error in the 
utility's projection. Mr. Winston testified that the utility's 
supporting documentation was internally generated without outside 
verification. Based on his audit analysis, Mr. Winston recommended 
that we reduce the utility's 1996 working capital allowance by 
$1,849,076. OPC, Mairco, and Nassau Associations supported Mr. 
Winston's proposal. 

SSU did not provide any evidence on this point. However, in 
its brief, SSU pointed. out that the MFRs only reflect the budgeted 
amounts of PS&Is for 1995, with no additional projected amount for 
spending in 1996. The utility argued that any variance in the 1995 
balance for PS&Is should be offset by the actual 1996 spending. 

Because of the wide variance in PS&I spending as of September, 
1995, and the lack of support regarding the utility's projections, 
we find it appropriate to reduce SSU's 1996 working capital 
allowance by $1,649,076. The utility provided no evidence that 
actual 1996 spending levels will meet or even come close to the 
level projected in the MFRs. We hereby deny SSU's proposal to 
offset the variance by actual 1996 spending. 

b. 

SSU recorded $7!5,000 in its 1995 budget for the cost of 
aquifer performance testing (APT) at Keystone Heights in Account 
No. 186.2 - Other Deferred Debits, which is included as a component 
of SSU's total company working capital calculation. The SJRMD 
required this testing in order to evaluate the ability of the 
Floridian aquifer to adequately supply the Keystone Heights service 
area to evaluate the potential for adverse impacts on the water 
resource. Utility witness Denny indicated at the technical hearing 
that the original budget amount of $75,000 was subsequently reduced 
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to $24,300 as a result of a change in the 
performed . 

cope f tests to be 

OPC witness Dismukes testified that test year expenses should 
be reduced by $3,214, based on a seven year amortization period, to 
reflect the reduced cost estimate. Ms. Dismukes' expeme 
adjustment reflects a reduced budgeted cost of $30,000, based on 
SSU's budget variance comparison for the month of June 1995. Ms. 
Dismukes agreed that a more recent update, if available, should be 
used to calculate the adjustment, and that total company working 
capital should be adjusted to reflect the revised unamortized 
balance. In its brief, OPC contended that SSU's total company 
working capital should be reduced by $43,454, and test year 
amortization expense for Keystone Heights should be reduced by 
$1,990. Marco and Nassau Associations adopted similar positions. 

In response to Ms. Dismukes' adjustment, SSU witness Bencini 
testified that it would be appropriate to make an adjustment, and 
he agreed with the monthly amortization amount of $357 calculated 
by Ms. Dismukes. However, he disagreed with the total expense 
reduction calculated by Ms. Dismukes. Mr. Bencini stated that Ms. 
Dismukes' adjustment of $3,214, only reflects six months of test 
year amortization expense. The six-month period Ms. Dismukes used 
to formulate her adjustment was the amortization expense included 
in the 1995 budget. Mr. Bencini testified that since the projected 
1996 test year was prepared by using the 1995 budget increased by 
the 1.95 percent escalation factor, without adjustments to 
annualize partial year expenses, the amortization expense for the 
APT test should be annualized to reflect twelve months of 
amortization expense in the test year. Consequently, based on the 
monthly amortization calculated by Ms. Dismukes, Mr. Bencini 
proposed that the appropriate amount of test year amortization 
expense should be $4,204, resulting in a decrease to test year 
expenses of $1,073. 

Based on the testimony of Mr. Denny and MS. Dismukes, we find 
that any adjustment for the Keystone Heights APT test should be 
calculated based on the revised cost estimate of $24,300. We agree 
with SSU that the revised amortization expense for the APT test 
should be annualized to reflect twelve months of amortization 
expense in the test year. Using the utility's amortization period 
of seven years, the annual amortization based on the revised cost 
is $3,471. Therefore, total company working capital shall be 
reduced by $43,454. In addition, a corresponding adjustment shall 
be made to reduce test year amortization expense for Keystone 
Heights by $1,990. 
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c. defer red.^ for SDrina Hill WWTP Emansion 

Staff witness Winston testified that SSU recorded $55,361 in 
Account No. 186.2 for charges related to an abandoned 2 MGD 
addition at the Spring Hill Wastewater Treatment Plant. The 
utility subsequently began amortizing these costs over a four-year 
period to Account No. 731.5, Contractual Services - Engineering. 
The Spring Hill facility and related expenses are not included in 
this proceeding and have no impact on the revenue requirement. 
However, the unamortized balance related to this project is 
included in total company working capital, which is allocated to 
all plants. Mr. Winston concluded that the utility should be 
required to write off these costs to either Account No. 426, 
Miscellaneous Nonutility Expense, or Account No. 775, Miscellaneous 
Expenses. OPC, Marco, and Nassau Associations contended that SSU's 
total company working capital should be reduced by $17,615 .in order 
to remove the deferred debits associated with the abandoned project 
at Spring Hill. 

SSU witness Bencini did not specifically address this point in 
his testimony, but contended that expenses related to abandoned 
PS&I projects should not be disallowed from rate recovery. Mr. 
Bencini contended that all of the studies and investigations which 
ssu undertakes are based upon "irrefutable and prudent assumptions" 
which should not be disallowed unless the staff auditors prove the 
project was imprudent. The utility also argued that we should not 
disallow these costs even though the Spring Hill facility is not 
included in these proceedings, because of the general corporate 
nature of these charges as reflected in SSU's balance sheet. 

We first note that contrary to Mr. Bencini's contention, it is 
the utility's burden to prove that its investments and expenses are 
prudent and reasonable!. However, we do agree with the utility that 
these costs should not. be disallowed because of the jurisdictional 
status of the Spring Hill Plant, because total company working 
capital is allocated to all plants. 

While the four-year amortization period for these deferred 
debits began in September of 1993, no costs have been incurred 
since December of 1988. Moreover, all costs were incurred prior to 
SSU's ownership of the Spring Hill facility. While SSU deemed the 
project abandoned in September of 1993, the utility provided no 
evidence to indicate why the project costs remained on the books 
for almost five years before the amortization period began. SSU 
has indicated that an abandonment of a project takes place only 
after it is determined to be no longer feasible. However, there is 
no evidence in the record to indicate that the utility attempted to 
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make this type of determination prior to the ultimate abandonment 
of the project. 

W e  therefore find that SSU inappropriately retained these 
project costs on its books before beginning the amortization 
period. The costs associated with this project should have been 
completely written off prior to the 1996 test year. Therefore, the 
utility's total company working capital shall be reduced by $17,615 
to remove the 13-month average unamortized balance of the Spring 
Hill deferred debits. 

d. -n 

Based on the adjustments detailed above, as well as other 
adjustments and stipulations which have been approved herein, we 
find it appropriate to approve a working capital allowance of 
$4,702,087 allocated to the total company based on number of 
customers. This represents a decrease of $2,452,905 from the 
utility's original request. 

13. Deferred Debits for Marco Island Water SUDD~V 

SSU witness Morris Bencini testified that since SSU acquired 
the Marco Island facility in 1989, the utility attempted to secure 
raw water from four separate sources. First it tried to 
renegotiate the lease for its raw water source of supply with the 
Barron Collier family (Collier Property), which expired on December 
31, 1994. These efforts proved unsuccessful through early 1994, at 
which time condemnation proceedings began. In 1995, a settlement 
price of $8,000,000 was reached. The utility deferred $59,639 in 
consultant and legal fees for that purchase. SSU then negotiated 
for a new water source with the Dude family (Dude Property). 
Several legal issues arose over the proposed purchase of that land, 
which was subsequently bought by another party. SSU deferred 
$886,409 in consultant and legal fees related to those acquisition 
efforts. Thirdly, the utility was involved in the design and 
permitting of a new wellfield. SSU deferred $30,279 relative to 
its efforts to permit and construct the wellfield. Finally, the 
utility began negotiations with the City of Naples in 1993, in 
order to interconnect to the City's raw water source. Late in 
1994, SSU realized that this alternative was not economically 
feasible and abandoned negotiations. Consultant and legal fees 
related to the project were deferred and totaled $489,481. 

Based upon these four situations, SSU deferred a total of 
$1,465,808 through December 31, 1994. The utility requested to 
defer these costs to be amortized over a five-year period, 
beginning January 1996. We have approved the deferral of three of 
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the four projects and find it appropriate to amortize these costs 
over ten years. However, we recognize that the amortization should 
begin at the conclusion of the projects, or at the time the 
projects were terminated. Because these projects were terminated 
as of December, 1994, the amortization shall begin January, 1995. 
Our analysis and findings are set forth below. 

a. Collier ProDeru 

OPC witnesses Larkin and Deronne testified that SSU attempted 
to renegotiate the Col.lier lease prior to its expiration. It was 
after SSU determined that the Collier family would not renegotiate 
the lease that SSU attempted to purchase the Collier property. Mr. 
Larkin and Ms. Deron:ne argued that because the renegotiations 
failed, the costs should have been treated as an expense during the 
period the costs were incurred. The OPC witnesses contend that SSU 
had no basis for treating the lease renegotiation costs differently 
than it would treat any other costs incurred for legal matters. 

Witnesses Larkin and Deronne contend that SSU did not obtain 
specific Commission permission to defer these costs, which were 
incurred during 1992: and 1993. They maintain that it is 
inappropriate for SSU to begin to amortize these period costs in 
1996, over three years subsequent to when the actual costs were 
incurred. 

Utility witness Teasley stated that SSU's attempt to 
renegotiate the lease on the Collier property was initiated in 
1990, over four years before the lease was scheduled to expire. 
She contended that it would not have been prudent for SSU to 
attempt to acquire .the property either through a negotiated 
purchase or through condemnation proceedings without first pursuing 
a long-term lease arrangement. Over the course of the next two 
years, SSU attempted t,o renegotiate the lease utilizing both short 
and long-term alternatives and a variety of terms, without success. 
Approximately $60,000 was incurred in these efforts, including 
expenses necessary to define the leased property, evaluate 
financial terms for the proposed lease, and draft and negotiate a 
lease agreement. ME;. Teasley maintained all such costs were 
prudently incurred and could not have been avoided in attempting to 
find the least cost al.ternative to obtain a permanent water supply 
source for Marco Island. 

Ms. Teasley further contended that although these negotiations 
were not successful, they were a necessary precursor to the 
ultimate acquisition of the Collier property. If the negotiations 
had been successful, a lease extension would likely have been the 
least cost alternative for Marco water supply, at least based upon 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 108 

the terms proposed by SSU at the time. Therefore, expending such 
costs was clearly prudent and in the best interest of SSU's 
customers. Under these circumstances, she testified that it was 
not unreasonable for SSU to defer such costs until obtaining the 
permanent water supply source and then request recovery of such 
expenses from its customers. 

Utility witness Morris Bencini rebutted OPC's claim that SSU 
did not obtain specific Commission permission to defer these costs, 
by stating that no rule on this topic exists, nor was the utility 
aware any such request had been made in other instances. He 
contended that the amount of cost and administration would make 
this level of review non-economical. He testified that the 
deferral of these costs is consistent with SSU's policy of 
deferring and amortizing any non-recurring expense items which 
exceed $10,000 and do not recur for at least three years.. 

Mr. Bencini testified that SSU considered capitalizing the 
costs to the Collier water supply purchase because the studies were 
all related to the ultimate water source for Marco Island. 
However, because the final resolution was to condemn the water 
supply source, and the fact that land was not depreciated and 
perpetually remained in rate base unless it was disposed of, SSU 
determined that a more prudent course would be to defer these costs 
and amortize them over the prescribed five year period. 

According to Mr. Bencini, due to the materiality of the 
project cost, it was determined that the costs should be included 
as an "other" rate base item for purpose of segregating the costs 
associated with service to Marco Island. He maintained that 
because SSU has proposed a separate reverse osmosis treatment rate 
for Marco Island customers and the cost associated with obtaining 
a water source for that class of customers should appropriately be 
borne by those customers. Mr. Bencini agreed that an alternative 
treatment would be to include this project as a deferred debit in 
Account No. 186.2 and amortize the project cost over a certain 
period of time. He asserted that SSU selected five years because 
it did not have a better position for amortization purposes. 
However, a longer amortization period could be used as long as the 
unamortized balance remains either in an other rate base category 
or in the working capital component. 

Marco Island Civic Association witness Woelffer, testified 
that the amortization period used by the utility would not result 
in fair and equitable rates for the customers. He argued that 
because SSU has expended funds developing the long term asset of a 
water supply, the costs attributed to the asset should be included 
in the total asset and depreciated over forty years. Mr. Bencini 
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agreed that rate base treatment may pose an equitable alternative 
rate treatment for both the utility and the Marco Island customers. 
He proposed that the project could be reclassified as intangible 
plant and amortized over twenty-five years. 

Based on Ms. Teasley's testimony, we conclude that the utility 
acted prudently in its attempts to renegotiate the lease on the 
Collier property. A lease extension would have been the least 
costly alternative. Accordingly, the costs related to the attempts 
to renegotiate the lease on the Collier property shall be amortized 
above the line. We also accept the explanation of Ms. Teasley that 
it was not unreasonab1.e to defer the costs related to the Collier . 
Property lease until obtaining the permanent water supply source. 
Mr. Bencini correctly stated that we do not require a utility to 
request permission prior to deferring costs. 

We do not agree that it would be appropriate to change the 
treatment, used by the utility in its MFRs, to record these costs 
as an intangible asset. As evidenced by the record, these costs 
reflect non-recurring charges and pursuant to Rule 25-30.433 (8), 
Florida Administrative Code, must be amortized. We find it to be 
more reasonable to amortize the costs over ten years, rather than 
the five year period proposed by the utility. We note that while 
the utility proposed a five year period, utility witness Bencini 
agreed that a longer period could be used, as long as the 
regulatory treatment remained the same. Therefore, we authorize 
the utility to amorti-ze the $59,639 related to the attempts to 
renegotiate the Collier Property lease over a ten year period. 

b. Dude Propertv 

Mr. Larkin and Ms. DerOMe questioned the charges for Image 
Marketing Associates related to the Dude property. They argued 
that at the time the negotiations were in progress, the property 
was in foreclosure, with SSU required to pay half of the $180,000 
foreclosure charge. The charge was nonrefundable unless the 
property was actually purchased by SSU. The utility ended up 
paying the full amount contingent on future reimbursement from 
another party for the other $90,000. SSU included the total 
$180,000 in its deferral, which OPC contended should be disallowed. 

Mr. Bencini asserted that there is only one invoice included 
in the project from Image Marketing, totalling $3,053. He argued 
that any other services provided by Image Marketing were not 
included nor relevant to this project. Ms. Teasley testified that 
SSU pursued the use of this property from 1990 to 1994 for a water 
supply source for Marco Island. In August of 1990 an initial lease 
agreement was negotiated with Southfield Farms, the owner of the 
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property, to supplement other Marco water sources. During the 
remainder of 1990 and 1991, SSU conducted hydrogeological studies 
to support proposed water withdrawals, began preliminary design of 
pump structures and pipeline, and pursued acquisition of easements 
and permits for the project. Although SSU experienced some 
permitting delays in late 1991, it continued to receive necessary 
permitting approvals through April of 1992. The Collier County 
Commission declined to grant necessary conditional use permits for 
the property. This denial was issued despite the fact that all 
other permitting agencies had approved the project. 

During the pendency of Collier County hearings, May to August 
1992, SSU and Southfield Farms agreed to jointly defer a pending 
foreclosure action on the property by the payment of $180,000 to 
Barnett Bank. Pursuant to the agreement, SSU advanced $90,000 on 
behalf of Southfield Farms to the Bank which was to be repaid at a 
later time. Although the foreclosure’ action was delayed until 
October 1992, SSU and Southfield Farms were unsuccessful in 
obtaining the necessary permits from Collier County to use the 
property as a water supply source. A subsequent appeal of the 
County decision and related litigation with the adjacent 
agricultural property owners was likewise unsuccessful. The 
adjacent property owners eventually purchased the property from 
Barnett Bank and SSU entered into a settlement agreement with them 
by which SSU received certain easement rights over the property. 
In a separate action against Southfield Farms and its principal, 
Harold Dude, SSU has obtained a judgement for the $90,000 it paid 
to Barnett Bank on behalf of Southfield Farms ahd is attempting to 
collect on this debt. 

Ms. Teasley affirmed that all of SSU’s activities to negotiate 
the Dude water purchase agreement, as well as to design and permit 
the project, were prudently incurred to obtain an additional water 
supply source for Marco Island. From project inception through the 
summer of 1992, SSU believed that the project was viable and cost- 
effective. Based on the perceived strength of SSU’s legal 
position, the utility appealed the County Commission decision and 
pursued additional litigation with the property owners into 1994. 
However, when it became clear that SSU was going to be unsuccessful 
in any further attempts to utilize the property as a water supply 
source, it entered into a settlement agreement with the property 
owners. SSU did not voluntarily abandon the water supply project, 
but instead pursued it prudently to its logical conclusion. 

Ms. Teasley further testified that outside legal counsel 
advised SSU that relevant legal authority supported the position 
that SSU was entitled to receive permits for the project. Despite 
this, however, the opposition prevailed. It is Ms. Teasley‘s 
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contention that SSU should not now be denied recovery of the 
amounts prudently incurred because it was unsuccessful in 
permitting what appeared to be the most viable and cost-effective 
water supply project. Furthermore, the sums paid to Barnett Bank 
were necessary to retain SSU's interest in the property during the 
pendency of the Collier County conditional use proceedings. 
Contrary to the testimony of witnesses Larkin and DeRonne, SSU did 
not and should not be expected to accept the risk that the Dude 
property would not be permitted as a water supply source and not be 
allowed to recover its, costs which were prudently incurred. For 
the reasons stated above, Ms. Teasley stated that the utility 
believes it should be permitted to recover its costs associated 
with this project in current rates. 

Staff witness Dodrill proposed reclassifying the $886,409, the 
utility included in deferred debits for the Dude property, to 
"miscellaneous non-utility expense. " He maintained that an 
appraisal of the property stated that a portion of the property was 
available for pit mining. Additionally, other sources indicated 
that a portion of the! water source was sold to a golf course. 
Because the golf course is out of the utility's service area, the 
revenue would be non-utility income. For these reasons, he 
recommended reclassifying the costs to non-utility expense. 

Ms. Teasley rebut.ted Mr. Dodrill's testimony on this issue. 
She testified that the agreement between SSU and Southfield Farms 
provided that Southfield would conduct mining activities on the 
property and SSU would lease the property based on charges for the 
amount of water withdrawn. It was never anticipated that SSU would 
conduct or pay for any mining activities on the property, and none 
of the $086,409 expended by SSU related to studies, design or 
permitting activities for the proposed mining. In fact, all of the 
SSU expenditures related to obtaining permits and conducting 
related activities were to use the property for water supply. 
Southfield expended funds to permit the mining activities. She 
argued that any allocation and disallowance of SSU costs based on 
acres available for pit mining on the property is totally 
inappropriate. SSU did not stand to gain financially from any 
mining activities based on its agreement with Southfield Farms, and 
therefore, should not l~e denied recovery of its prudently incurred 
expenses because the owner had a proposed dual use for the 
property. 

Ms. Teasley disagreed with Mr . Dodrill's proposed disallowance 
of costs related to a portion of the water from the Dude property 
to provide raw irrigation water to the Massachusetts Mutual Golf 
Course. She contended that it was not clear that if such water had 
been sold by SSU to the golf course that it would not have been 
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regulated by this Commission as a bulk sale and treated as utility 
income. Furthermore, the amount of water which was anticipated for 
sale to the golf course in the draft agreement, 350,000 gpd, was in 
fact less than nine percent of the 4,000,000 gpd that was estimated 
to be available from the Dude property. The balance of the water 
supply, or 94 percent of the water, would have been available as a 
water supply source for SSU's Marco Island customers. Therefore, 
disallowing SSU' s prudently incurred expenses to obtain this source 
of water for its customers, according to Ms. Teasley, would be 
inappropriate. 

The utility has presented sufficient evidence to support its 
argument that the costs should not be reclassified to non-utility 
expense. We accept Ms. Teasley's explanation that it was never 
anticipated that SSU would conduct mining operations, it would only 
lease the property based on charges for the amount of water 
withdrawn. If the utility had received revenues from water sales 
to the golf course, it would have been appropriate to include the 
revenues in setting rates. 

Based on Ms. Teasley's testimony, that at the time the 
utility believed the Dude property was the most viable and cost 
effective alternative, we conclude that the utility acted prudently 
in its attempts to secure a raw water lease on this property. 
Therefore, the costs related to the attempts to secure a lease on 
the Dude property shall be amortized above the line. However, an 
adjustment will be made to remove the $90,000 foreclosure charge 
paid by the utility on behalf of Southfield Farms, as the utility 
is attempting to collect the debt. Therefore, the deferred costs 
for the Dude property shall be reduced by $90,000, with the 
remaining $796,000 amortized over ten years. 

c. New Wellfield 

SSU also included $30,279 in costs associated with its design 
and permitting of a new wellfield on its 160 acre land parcel. Mr. 
Larkin and Ms. Deronne argued that these costs consisted primarily 
of charges for a raw water source alternative analysis conducted by 
Hartman and Associates during September 1992 through 1993. These 
witnesses contended the costs should have either been expensed 
during the period or should have continued to be deferred and 
ultimately charged to the new Qellfield. In either case, OPC 
proposed removing $30,279 from amortization expenses. Utility 
witness Bencini agreed with this proposal. Therefore, we shall 
remove $30,279 in costs related to the design and permitting of a 
new wellfield. 
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d. Citv Of NaDl€s 

OPC witnesses Lairkin and Deronne testified that SSU incurred 
legal and consulting costs of $409,482 associated with its 
attempted interconnection with the City of Naples' raw water supply 
source. The costs were incurred from October 1992 through December 
1994. They contended that SSU did not obtain specific Commission 
permission to defer these costs, nor did it present any evidence 
that these costs should be treated as anything other than normal 
period expenses. Accordingly, SSU should have charged the costs to 
expenses during 1992 through 1994 and not recover costs which it 
"arbitrarily" deferred to 1996. Further, SSU should not have 
allocated overhead costs to its attempted interconnection efforts. 

As stated above, we agree with the utility that it. did not 
require our permission to defer the costs. Ms. Teasley argued that 
the OPC witnesses did not present any evidence that the costs 
related to the attempted interconnection with the City of Naples 
were not prudently incurred or were unreasonable in amount. She 
contended that the project was pursued in good faith. At the end 
of 1992, after the renegotiations with the Collier family failed, 
SSU pursued an interconnection with the City of Naples, as a 
prudent alternative to the uncertainties of condemnation. 
Preliminary indications in early 1993 were that adequate capacity 
was available from the city at a cost less than the expected 
outcome under the Collier Condemnation proceedings. Additionally, 
SSU believed additional water for future needs could be obtained 
through the city due to its projected wellfield expansion. 

During 1993, a significant amount of work relating to studies, 
preliminary design, permitting and agreement negotiation with the 
city took place. Ms. Teasley contended that these activities were 
necessary to confirm available capacity, determine if necessary 
permits could be obt,ained and to make final cost estimates. When 
the final studies were completed in December of 1993, it became 
clear that several va.riables made the interconnection a more costly 
alternative than costs associated with the Collier condemnation 
proceedings. 

Approximately $490,000 was spent to pursue the above- 
referenced activities relating to the project so that the 
interconnection would be able to provide water to Marco Island by 
January 1995. However, once the necessary studies were completed, 
and all the costs were fully explored, SSU determined that the 
interconnection was not the least cost alternative available as was 
originally anticipat:ed. According to Ms. Teasley, it was no 
longer prudent to pursue this water supply alternative, and 
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preparations were made to pursue the acquisition or condemnation of 
the Collier property. 

Ms. Teasley argued that these costs were not "arbitrarily 
deferred" as stated by OPC. They were prudently incurred by Ssu in 
seeking the lowest cost alternative for a Marco Island water supply 
source. As soon as the necessary studies and negotiations were 
completed, SSU discontinued this project and pursued another least 
cost alternative. She maintained that such costs should be borne 
by the ratepayers as part of the ultimate cost of securing a 
permanent water supply source for Marco Island. If the Naples 
interconnection project had been completed, such costs would 
certainly have been charged to the interconnection capital project 
and included for recovery in the current rate case. Therefore, 
these costs are properly includable in customer rates as part of 
this rate proceeding. 

Contrary to SSU's assertion, it is not OPC's burden to prove 
the costs were unreasonable. It is the utility's burden to 
demonstrate the costs were reasonable and prudent. We accept the 
explanation of Ms. Teasley that SSU acted prudently in that it 
sought the lowest cost alternative for a water source and as soon 
as the cost studies were complete, the utility abandoned the 
project for another least costly alternative. SSU has also 
justified its decision to defer the costs until the negotiations 
were complete and a water source had been obtained. Based on the 
above, the costs related to the attempts to secure a lease on the 
Dude property shall be amortized above the line for a period of ten 
years. 

e. Marc 1 and Debits: umma 

Based upon our findings, we have decreased the utility's test 
year amortization amount by $158,609 and decreased the unamortized 
amount included in rate base by $175,527. 

14. Total Test Year Rate Base 

Based upon 13-month average test year balances and the 
adjustments made herein, we find the appropriate rate base in total 
to be $78,916,790 for water and $50,440,146 for wastewater. The 
schedules for water and wastewater rate base are attached to this 
Order as Schedule Nos. 3-A and 3-B for each individual service area 
in alphabetical order. The schedules of adjustments to rate base 
are attached as Schedule No. 3-C following the rate base schedules. 
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VIII. COST OF CAPITAL 

Our adjustments and calculation of the appropriate cost of 
capital are depicted on Schedule No. 1-A, attached to this Order. 
Those adjustments that are self-explanatory or which are 
essentially mechanical in nature are reflected on that schedule 
without further discussion in the body of this Order. The major 
adjustments are discussed below. 

1. 

OPC witness Dismukes testified that SSU‘s common equity should 
be reduced by $4.8 million to reflect the reduction to 1996 net 
income caused by the refund mandated by Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF- 
WS, issued October 19, 1995 in Docket No. 920199-WS. SSU.offered 
no argument in its brief regarding this specific adjustment. Order 
No. PSC-95-1292-FOF-WS required SSU to refund approximately $ 8 . 2  
million, which would logically reduce net income and common equity 
during 1996. We have affirmed that order and continue to require 
the utility to make this refund. Accordingly, we find it 
appropriate to reduce SSU‘s common equity by $4.8 million. 

Ms. Dismukes advocated two other specific adjustments, which 
we reject. First, if we deny her primary recommendation that gains 
on sales of utilities be amortized above the line, she recommended 
that we reduce common equity by $8,940,411 to reflect the gains as 
non-utility investment. We have determined in this Order that we 
will not amortize gains on sale of the Venice Gardens facility 
above the line. We typically remove non-utility investment from 
common equity because it is generally considered more risky than 
utility investment. Also, as SSU witness Gower suggested, a 
company’s use of funds cannot be traced to a specific source such 
as common equity. 

Secondly, M5 Dismukes recommended that we reduce equity by 
$203,924 to reflect the utility’s investment in general plant 
associated with gas operations. Ms. Dismukes agreed that the 
general plant allocated to gas operations is no more risky than 
that allocated to water and wastewater operations, but argued that 
if the gas operations were on a stand-alone basis and had their own 
general plant it would be removed from the capital structure. 
However, we find that the general plant does not carry greater 
risk. 

Ax”l 
1 2 .  -v 

Pursuant to Section 367.081 (4) (f) , Florida Statutes, a utility 
may present evidence as to its appropriate rate of return on common 
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equity, or may request that we adopt the reasonable range which we 
have established for that year by using a leverage formula. In 
this proceeding, SSU has elected to propose a rate of return on 
equity which differs from the established leverage formula rate. 
SSU, OPC and our staff presented considerable evidence on this 
subject . 

SSU witness Roger Morin testified that, under normal 
circumstances, he would employ several cost of equity models along 
with his assessment of SSU's risk circumstances to estimate the 
return required by investors on equity capital. However, in this 
instance, he used our 1994 leverage formula, which was in effect at 
the time that his direct testimony was filed, and recommended 
modifications to it. 

The 1994 leverage formula was established by Order No. PSC-94- 
1051-FOF-WS, issued August 29, 1994. Mr. Morin believed that this 
formula was unresponsive to the risks faced by Florida water and 
wastewater (WAW) utilities. Mr. Morin stated that while the 1994 
leverage formula relied solely on the DCF model, the CAPM model 
would be more useful in quantifying risks faced by Florida water 
utilities. Mr. Morin further proposed to modify the 1994 leverage 
formula to correct a minor "computational blemish" or averaging 
error in the DCF model. He also proposed adding 30 to 35 basis 
points to the 1994 leverage formula's risk premium model because 
the model used natural gas companies, which Mr. Morin believes are 
less risky than water companies. 

The models in the 1994 formula used a national index of 
companies, but recognized the additional business risk faced by 
Florida water utilities by increasing the yield spread between Baa2 
rated bonds and A rated bonds. Witness Morin recommended widening 
this spread by using the spread between Baa3 rated bonds and A 
rated bonds. He also recommended the addition of 50 basis points 
as a liquiditypremium since Florida water utilities have privately 
placed debt. Finally, Mr. Morin noted that the cost of debt in the 
1994 formula is constant over the range of equity ratios, from 40 
percent to l o o  percent, and that the cost of debt should vary over 
this range. He also testified that the range of allowable equity 
ratios should be from 30 percent to 100 percent. 

Mr. Morin's amended 1994 ieverage formula yields a 12.58 
percent cost of equity at a 40.7 percent equity ratio. He 
testified that because SSU is somewhat less risky than other 
Florida water utilities, the liquidity adjustment should be reduced 
from 50 to 20 basis points. With rounding, this yields his 
recommended 12.25 percent cost of equity with the company-proposed 
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weather normalization clause (WNC) and 12.50 percent without the 
WNC . 

Staff witness Andrew Maurey proposed using the 1995 leverage 
formula, which was in effect at the time of the filing of his 
prefiled testimony. We approved that leverage formula in Order No. 
PsC-95-0982-FOF-WS, issued August 10, 1995. Using this 1995 
formula and the 40.7 percent equity ratio indicated in SSU's MFRs, 
witness Maurey recommends an 11.83 percent cost of equity for SSU, 
with a range of plus or minus 100 basis points. 

Mr. Maurey explained that the 1995 leverage formula has four 
parts. First, a 10.78 percent return on equity is derived from two 
DCF models, a risk premium model, and a CAF'M analysis. Second, a 
bond yield differential of 51 basis points is added to reflect the 
difference in risk between the companies used in the four models 
and an average WAW utility in Florida. Third, a private placement 
premium of 25 basis points is added to recognize that Florida WAW 
utilities do not have access to the public capital markets. 
Finally, an adjustment of 34 basis points is added to reflect the 
required return on equity at a 40 percent equity ratio. 

Mr. Maurey testified that there were several differences 
between the 1994 and 1995 leverage formulas. The minor averaging 
error noted by witness Morin has been corrected in the new formula. 
The risk premium model uses an index of publicly-traded natural gas 
utilities. Because the index of WAW utilities is more risky than 
the index of natural gas utilities, a premium of 18 basis points is 
added to the risk premium model. Furthermore, the 1995 formula 
includes a prospective CAPM. 

OPC witness James Rothschild stated that the 1995 formula from 
Order No. PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS would suggest a cost of equity which 
is considerably higher than SSU's current cost of equity. Mr. 
Rothschildproposed 10.10 percent as the appropriate cost of equity 
for SSU. Mr. Rothschild based his recommendation on DCF models, 
using a risk premium model and a CAPM as a check of the DCF 
results. 

Mr. Rothschild employed a constant growth DCF model as his 
primary method, using a growth rate based on earnings retention. 
He used a two-stage DCF model, and the water and natural gas 
utilities reported in Value Line. His risk premium model used a 
group of electric utilities. Mr. Rothschild had reservations about 
the risk premium model because it does not remain constant and can 
be affected by changes in the tax law. Though he presented a CAPM, 
he also had similar reservations about this method. Mr. Rothschild 
favored a geometric average, rather than an arithmetic average, in 
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calculating historical returns that are an input for the CAPM. He 
found flaws with Mr. Morin's CAPM. his assessment of risk faced by 
Florida WAW utilities, his addition of a liquidity premium, and the 
weather normalization clause. He does not believe that market-to- 
book value ratios above 1.0 hinder a DCF model. 

In rebuttal, Mr. Morin contended that Mr. Rothschild 
understated SSU's cost of equity and underestimated the risks faced 
by SSU and other water utilities. Specifically, he stated that 
OPC's witness inappropriately relied solely upon a DCF model using 
the "retention growth" method, and that the models do not have an 
allowance for flotation costs. In rebuttal to Mr. Maurey's 
testimony, Mr. Morin repeated his concern that the cost of debt 
should vary over a range of equity ratios and that the 40 percent 
floor on common equity ratios should be lowered to 30 percent. 

Our findings as to the individual elements of the formulas 
recommended by the witnesses are set forth below. 

a. Market Risk ere miums 

Mr. Morin employed historical and prospective market risk 
premiums in his recommended CAPM. The 1995 leverage formula 
includes a prospective CAPM. We agree with Mr. Maurey's testimony 
that realized returns can be substantially different from 
prospective returns. Therefore, the CAPM should not use 
historical, earned returns. Further, a prospective CAPM avoids the 
controversy over geometric versus arithmetic averaging raised by 
Mr. Rothschild. 

b. ComDarative Risk 

A comparison of the financial statistics for water utilities 
and natural gas utilities shows that the latter is somewhat less 
risky. Though the benchmark Standard and Poor's interest coverage 
and equity ratios for an A rating are lower for water than for 
natural gas, the other financial statistics cited by witnesses 
Morin and Maurey suggest natural gas has lower risk. Mr. Maurey 
stated that the 1995 leverage formula has a premium of 18 basis 
points for this effect. We find that this amount is conservative 
and reasonable. 

c. Private Placement Premium 

The bond yield differential for the 1995 leverage formula is 
the spread between the yields on Al-rated bonds and Baa3-rated 
bonds. The 1995 leverage formula includes a private placement 
premium, or liquidity premium, of 25 basis points to recognize that 
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Florida WAW utilities do not have access to the public debt afid 
equity markets. Though this is less than the 50 basis points Mr. 
Morin recommends, it is based on a survey of the private placement 
market. Mr. Rothschild believes this adjustment is inappropriate 
in this case because SSU is owned by MP&L. Mr. Morin rebuts this 
by stating that SSU must be treated as a stand-alone entity and 
that it is intuitive that investors require a higher return from an 
illiquid investment. Upon review of these considerations, we find 
that Florida WAW utilities do not have ready access to the public 
debt and equity markets. Therefore, the private placement premium 
of 2 5  basis points is appropriate. 

d. Variable Cost of Debt 

Utility witness Morin contended that the cost of debt should 
vary over a range of equity ratios. Staff witness Maurey stated 
that a variance in the cost of debt would be burdensome because it 
would require a recalculation of the leverage formula for various 
interest rates. Mr. Maurey also stated that the cost of debt will 
not vary up to the maximum debt ratio of 60 percent. Based on the 
evidence, we find that the assumption of a constant cost of debt is 
reasonable. 

e. Eauitv Floor 

Mr. Morin stated that there is "nothing magical" about the 40 
percent common equity floor in the 1995 leverage formula. He 
advocates a 30 percent floor as being prudent. Mr. Maurey stated 
that the average equity ratio for publicly traded WAW utilities is 
42 percent, and further noted that Florida WAW utilities are more 
risky than the publicly traded utilities. Moreover, the Standard 
& Poor's benchmark equity ratio for BBB-rated water utilities is 
approximately 4 0  percent. For these reasons, we find the 40 
percent floor to be reasonable. 

f. 

Witness Morin testifies that a revenue adjustment mechanism, 
such as SSU's proposed weather normalization clause (WNC), reduces 
a utility's risk and, therefore, its cost of equity. We have 
disallowed the WNC, as detailed below, and therefore do not rule 
upon Mr. Morin's proposal. However, we note that even if the WNC 
had been approved, a review of the record does not support adequate 
evidence for an adjustment. 
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g. Cost of Eauitv: Conclusion 

The 1995 leverage formula incorporates several but not all the 
modifications that Mr. Morin recommends. It also partially 
addresses Mr. Rothschild's concern that the leverage formula has 
only a prospective CAPM and a liquidity premium of 25 instead a f 5 0  
basis points. We agree with Mr. Morin that Mr. Rothschild's 
testimony relies too heavily on a DCF model with an earnings 
retention growth rate. Therefore, we conclude that the 1995 
leverage formula set forth in Order NO. PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS is the 
appropriate method for determining SSU's cost of equity. 

We have adjusted SSU's common equity, resulting in an equity 
ratio of 39.24 percent. With this equity ratio and the 1995 
leverage formula, the resulting cost of equity is 11.88 percent. 
Allowing a range of reasonableness, we find that the appropriate 
return on equity for SSU is 11.88 percent, with a range of plus or 
minus 100 basis points. We note that elsewhere in this Order, we 
have adjusted SSU's return on equity by 50 basis points for a 
period of two years. During that two year period, SSU's adjusted 
return on equity will be 11.38 percent, with the range remaining 
from 10.88 percent to 12.88 percent. 

3. Accumulated Deferred Income Taxeg 

SSU identified total company debit accumulated deferred income 
taxes (ADITS) of $4,784,352. In preparing jts MFRs, SSU made 
numerous additions and adjustments to its rate base, several of 
which had ADIT consequences. These adjustments and additions 
included a correction to depreciation expense, Lehigh lines, 1995 
plant interconnections, and unclaimed CIAC gross-up. Our review of 
related documents indicated that SSU did not reflect the 
appropriate ADIT consequences in the MFRs. SSU witness Bruce 
Gangnon agreed with this finding. Therefore, we find it 
appropriate to reduce the total company debit ADITs by $287,390 to 
$4,496,962 to properly reflect the ADIT consequences. 

In addition to making an adjustment to the ADIT amount, we 
found it necessary to review the utility's allocation methods. We 
find that the allocation methods are reasonable, with one 
exception: the allocation of CIAC-related ADITs in Account 190 on 
the basis of 1996 CIAC activity. A comparison of the cumulative 
CIAC activity by plant in Exhibit 125 to the 1996 CIAC activity by 
plant in the relevant MFR schedule indicates a significant 
variation. In 1986, Section 118(b) of the Internal Revenue Code 
(IRC) was amended to make all CIAC taxable. We find that the CIAC- 
related ADITs in Account 190 should be allocated to the individual 
plants on the basis of the test year average balance of taxable 
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CIAC activity since 1986. This method more closely aligns the CIAC 
ADITS with the CIAC that created the CIAC-related ADITS. This 
method is consistent with the method authorized in SSU's previous 
rate proceeding. Witness Kimball acknowledged that she saw no 
reason for departure from the decision in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

Therefore, we find it appropriate to approve SSU's allocation 
methods as filed in its MFRs, with the exception of the CIAC- 
related deferred taxes, which should be allocated to the plants on 
the basis of the average 1996 balance of the 1987 through the 1996 
projected CIAC activity, rather than on the basis of 1996 CIAC 
activity. The debit deferred taxes are reflected for individual 
rate bases on Schedules Nos. 3-A and 3-B. 

4. 

In calculating the revenue requirement in this proceeding, SSU 
used total company Investment Tax Credits (ITCs) prior to 
reconciliation to rate base of $1,335,813, whereas SSU's income tax 
calculation used the "per books" and "utility adjusted" ITC 
amortization of $78,697. According to SSU witness Gangnon, this 
mismatch occurred because the ITC amortization in its income tax 
expense calculation is based upon the carry-forward of the MFRs of 
rate proceedings held prior to MP&L's acquisition of the Deltona 
entities. However, SSU's capital structure ITC is based upon what 
is actually recorded on SSU's books and ledgers. In the capital 
structure, SSU used the ITCs that it has been able to use to offset 
its currently payable taxes. 

Based on the utility's assertion regarding the Deltona 
adjustment, we find the "Per Rate Purposes" amortization to be 
appropriate. Furthermore, because SSU used the "Per Rate Purposes" 
ITC amortization of $78,697 as a reduction to its cost of service 
income tax expense, "Per Rate Purposes" ITCs of $1,933,972 should 
have been used in its capital structure. This results in 
consistent treatment of the ITCs in the capital structure with the 
ITC amortization included in income tax expense and recognizes past 
Commission-ordered adjustments, which have been carried forward. 
Therefore, unamortized ITCs  shall be increased by $598,159, from 
$1,335,813 to $1,933,972. 

5. Weiqhted Averaae Cost Rate of ITCs 

Pursuant to Section 46(f) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code 
(IRC), an Option 1 utility assigns a cost rate of zero for ITCs in 
its capital structure and reflects the amortization of the ITCs 
below-the-line for ratesetting purposes. An Option 2 utility 
pursuant to Section 46(f) (2), IRC, assigns the weighted cost of 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 122 

investor sources of capital as the cost rate for ITCs in Yhe 
capital structure and reflects the amortization of the ITCs as a 
reduction to above-the-line income tax expense. A utility's option 
status is usually not at issue. However, because SSU has purchased 
Option 1 facilities, we must address whether Option 1 should be 
used for ratesetting purposes for those facilities. 

In Docket No. 920199-WS, SSU proposed to treat all of its 
facilities as Option 2. However, by Order No. PSC-93-0424-FOF-WS, 
we approved a mix of Option 1 and Option 2 in the consolidated 
capital structure, resulting in a 2.22 percent cost rate. In this 
proceeding, SSU's has assumed Option 2 status for all facilities, 
resulting in a calculated cost of ITCs in its capital structure of 
9.68 percent. 

SSU acknowledged that its proposed treatment is inconsistent 
with Docket No. 920199-WS. However, Mr. Gangnon testified that a 
company should have only one method of accounting for an item. 
When two companies with different methods of accounting are merged, 
a choice must be made as to the appropriate method on a going 
forward basis. This is normally the accounting method followed by 
the dominant company. Mr. Gangon stated that, based on this 
technique, each time a company is merged with SSU, Option 2 status 
should be applied. To further support its position, SSU submitted 
IRS Regulation 1.381(c) (4)-l(c) (2) and several IRS letter rulings. 
Mr. Gangnon stated that while he could not cite a specific 
statement in the letter rulings which would require the use of 
Option 2, he believed that the Commission should use a consistent 
method. 

Our review of the IRS documentation did not reveal language 
that mandates Option 2 treatment for all companies for ratesetting 
purposes. We agree with SSU that it is preferable for the book and 
the ratesetting treatment to be consistent. For the reasons stated 
herein, and based upon the evidence presented, we find SSU's 
proposed Option 2 approach, wherein all ITCs are treated in 
accordance with Section 46 (f) (2) of the IRC, to be reasonable and 
acceptable. Based on our adjustments to rate base and capital 
structure, the weighted average cost of the ITCs is 9.97 percent, 
using an 11.38 percent return on equity and 10.17 percent, using an 
11.88 percent return on equity. 

6. Overall Cost of Cauital 

Through witness Vierima, SSU presents a consolidated capital 
structure as the basis for its proposed 10.32 percent overall rate 
of return. In recent SSU rate applications, we have approved the 
use of a consolidated capital structure. Mr. Vierima testified 
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that, with the exception of the Marco Island Industrial Development 
Bonds and the Hernando and Volusia Private Activity Bonds, the 
majority of SSU's debt and all of its equity financing are done on 
a utility-wide basis. SSU's cost of debt is significantly lower on 
a consolidated basis. Tax-exempt financing, market recognition, 
administration of funds, access to credit support, availability of 
longer maturities, less restrictive loan covenants, and access to 
public and private markets also benefit from unified financing 
programs. 

Marco Witness Woelffer contended that the debt attributable to 
the Marco Island facilities should be calculated separately to 
match the source of long-term debt with specific assets, resulting 
in 10.11 percent cost of capital. Otherwise, those customers pay 
higher rates and subsidize other customers. Mr. Woelffer also 
noted that SSU has tax-exempt bonds associated with Collier, Lee, 
and Volusia counties. 

In rebuttal, Mr. Vierima testified that although private 
activity bonds such as the Collier County bonds are related to a 
specific project, SSU's creditors look to the entire company and 
its parent when deciding to lend funds. Mr. Vierima opined that 
Marco Island could not obtain the terms and rates that SSU got for 
the Collier County bonds on its own. 

We agree that SSU's entire company is considered as legal 
obligor for credit rating purposes, and that SSU can obtain debt at 
a lower cost on a-consolidated basis. Therefore, we find it 
appropriate to calculate one overall cost of capital for SSU based 
on its consolidated capital structure. Based upon our adjustments 
and findings herein, we find the appropriate cost of capital to be 
10.13 percent, based on an 11.88 percent return on equity as 
discussed herein. We have adjusted SSU's return on equity to 11.38 
percent, based upon our review of the company's quality of service 
and management. With the adjustment to an 11.38 percent return on 
equity, the resulting overall cost of capital is 9.94 percent. 

IX. m- 
Our calculations of net operating income are depicted on 

Schedules Nos. 4-A for water and on Schedules Nos. 4-B for 
wastewater. Our adjustments are itemized on Schedule No. 4-C. 
These schedules are grouped by system, in alphabetical order. 
Those adjustments which are self -explanatory or which are 
essentially mechanical in nature are reflected on that schedule 
without further discussion in the body of this Order. The major 
adjustments are discussed below. 
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1. ODeratina Revenues 

The utility and other parties proposed several adjustments to 
the calculation of operating revenues. These adjustments included 
weather normalization, repression adjustments, adjustments for the 
effects of conservation, billing and consumptions adjustments, and 
adjustment to specific plant revenue amounts. We have addressed 
each in detail below. 

a. Proposed Normalization Adjustments Based on 
Weather/Rainfall 

SSU projected its 1996 water consumption and bills by first 
taking the average of the consumption experienced at each plant 
during the years 1991 through 1994, then applying a plant-specific 
compound growth rate for the 1991-1994 period to estimate iiills and 
gallons for 1995 and 1996. The utility's projections for 1996 
wastewater consumption were calculated in a slightly different 
manner, by taking the actual 1994 bills and gallons multiplied by 
the plant-specific four-year compound growth rate for 1995 and 
1996. SSU used the four-year average consumption method not only 
to normalize consumption variations due to weather, but also to 
normalize consumption variations due to elasticities of demand and 
the Company's conservation efforts. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that the utility's 
proposal understated projected test year consumption and revenue. 
She stated that the primary flaw in SSU's methodology was the 
failure to take into consideration the effect of weather, in 
particular, rainfall. She found SSU's management reports to be 
replete with references to the abnormal level of rainfall 
depressing 1994 revenue. She also pointed out that the MFRs 
indicated the costs for several systems were either higher or lower 
due to the heavy rainfall experienced during the 1994 historical 
test year. 

Ms. Dismukes analyzed rainfall data for the period of 1960 to 
1994. Her analysis revealed that in almost all of SSU's service 
areas, the rainfall experienced in 1991 and 1994 was abnormally 
high, and in several instances the rainfall experienced in 1992 was 
unusually high as well. Ms. Dismukes recommended that the 
Commission reject SSU's method of projecting its 1995 and 1996 
billing determinants and projected test year revenue. Rather, Ms. 
Dismukes advocated weather normalizing the billing data for 
residential customers for 1996. This method would produce an 
increase in projected 1996 residential consumption of 1,227,876,000 
gallons, and an increase in test year revenues of $1,937,947. The 
associated expense adjustment to account for the increased 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 125 

consumption and related costs would be an increase of $515,332. At 
the hearing, Ms. Dismukes corrected the test year revenue figure to 
$1,189,444. 

If her weather normalizing method were not accepted, Ms. 
Dismukes recommended in the alternative to exclude 1991 and 1994 
data from the calculations, using instead only 1992 and 1993 data. 
Based on this data, she recommended an increase in total 
consumption of 318,515,813 gallons and a test year revenue increase 
of $428,398, with a corresponding increase to expenses of $130,000. 

SSU witness Morris Bencini stated that projected 1995 
consumption was 3.2 percent greater than actual 1995 consumption in 
the MFRs. He also stated that SSU's projections were conservative 
and resulted in an under-projection of 1995 revenues by $1,053,802. 
Further, he asserted that had actual 1995 consumption been taken 
into account as part of the five-year average, projected 
consumption would have been even lower than that reflected for 1996 
in the MFRs. 

SSU witness Whitcomb testified in rebuttal that Ms. Dismukes 
had an incomplete view of how weather affects water use because she 
ignored evapotranspiration (ET), a measure of the water evaporated 
and transpired from a vegetative surface such as turf grass. 
Witness Whitcomb explained that the net effect from weather can be 
calculated using a net irrigation requirement (NIR) variable, 
defined as ET minus effective rainfall (ER). He further argued 
that Ms. Dismukes ignored the water price elasticity repression 
caused by the 1991 rate case in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

In its brief, OPC argued that we should ignore any suggestion 
that SSU's methodology was appropriate because 1995 actual billing 
units were close to the utility's projections. OPC stated that 
1995 was not only a wetter year than 1994, it was one of the 
wettest of the five-year period. To include 1995 in the projection 
averaging pot would further exacerbate the understatement of 
consumption due to abnormally high levels of rainfall. Further, 
OPC argued that while NIR was an interesting statistic, we should 
reject any conclusions drawn from it because SSU did not provide 
the information to evaluate Dr. Whitcomb's calculations, and that 
NIR measures how much irrigation is required, not how much 
customers actually irrigate. 

SSU argued in its brief that the rate level and rate structure 
adjustments in the utility's prior cases most directly caused the 
reduction in 1994 water use levels, not the level of rainfall in 
1994 as claimed by Ms. Dismukes. SSU pointed to MS. Dismukes' 
previous support of the five-year average approach advocated by an 
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OPC witness in Docket No. 920655-WS. SSU also criticiz d the 
alternative approach proposed by Ms. Dismukes as simply a me1 lod to 
increase SSU's projected revenues by eliminating the consumption 
numbers from 1991 and 1994, the two years in the 1991-1994 time 

We are not persuaded that there is a direct correlation 
between rainfall and consumption. The weather normalizing method 
advocated by Ms. Dismukes compared the average rainfall in SSU's 
service areas during the 1991-1994 period to the average rainfall 
in the service areas during the 1960-1990 period. The four-year 
average rainfall in the service areas during 1991-1994 was 
approximately 14.85 percent greater than the average for the period 
1960-1990. The average rainfall factor was apparently applied to 
SSU's calculated average consumption per bill for the service areas 
resulting in "normalized" consumption per bill. This method 
implicitly assumed that the reduced consumption levels were related 
entirely and directly to reduced outdoor water needs from the 
increased rainfall. We do not agree with this implicit assumption. 
As Mr. Bencini testified, there is a weak correlation between SSU's 
average monthly consumption compared to rainfall for the 1991-1995 
period, which demonstrates that rainfall is not a good indicator of 
consumption levels. 

Instead, we are persuaded that a better indicator of outdoor 
water use is the NIR advocated by SSU. As discussed above, the NIR 
is defined as ET less ER, representing the average amount of water 
required to prevent stress on turf grass. Effective rainfall, the 
precipitation that directly offsets ET requirements, is generally 
recognized as less than actual rainfall. Some rain is lost as 
runoff or percolates into the ground past the turf grass root zone 
and is therefore not effective in offsetting ET, which is mainly a 
function of air temperature and incoming solar radiation. As ET 
increases, the amount of water needed by residents to irrigate 
tends to increase. For example, in 1994, while rainfall was above 
normal, ET was above normal as well. The NIR for 1994 was only 3 
percent below normal, making 1994 the most otnormaltq year in the 
1991-1994 group. When comparing the variations in monthly 
residential water use to weather (NIR) during the 1991-1994 period, 
a positive correlation is apparent in most months, especially 
during 1992-1994. 

There are numerous other factors affecting fluctuations in 
consumption in addition to weather, e.g., the price changes caused 
by the 1992 rate case. Due to the combination of factors affecting 
consumption, SSU witness Whitcomb testifiedthat at least six years 
of data is needed to disentangle the effects of the various factors 
before the weather-only effects on consumption can be isolated. 

period with the lowest consumption. .. .- - 
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Based on the foregoing, we conclude that the 1991-1994 period 
is a reasonable period upon which to base SSU's 1996 consumption 
projections, and, therefore, no revenue or expense adjustments are 
necessary. Furthermore, 1994 is a rlnormal" year upon which to 
apply the consumption projections. However, because we recognize 
weather as one of the components affecting consumption, our finding 
in this regard does not preclude the consideration of weather- 
normalized consumption in future cases. 

b. A I  

Ssu projected that in 1996 it would be providing effluent 
reuse to both Hideaway Beach and the Tommie Barfield School from 
its Marco Island plant. Because both facilities are presently 
water customers, the utility decreased its water billing analysis 
by 62.1 million gallons, the projected usage to be provided through 
reuse. We then added 54.75 million gallons to the effluent billing 
analysis to reflect the Hideaway Beach usage. No adjustments were 
made for the Tommie Barfield School as service will be provided at 
no charge in exchange for an easement. 

OPC contended that these projections were inappropriate 
because these projects will not be implemented in 1996. OPC 
quantified this adjustment by applying the rates which were in 
effect prior to the granting of interim rates. OPC asserted that 
the billing determinants and corresponding revenue adjustments 
proposed by SSU should not be allowed and proposed to reverse SSU' s 
adjustment. 

While these two reuse projects were proposed for 1996, there 
was no evidence in the record that either project will be on line 
in 1996. SSU indicated that it did not expect reuse to be 
available to Hideaway Beach prior to December 31, 1996. The 
utility could not state when the reuse conversion for the Tommie 
Barfield school would be completed. Because neither project will 
be completed in 1996, the utility's test year water revenues for 
Marco Island shall be increased by $183,668 and wastewater revenue 
shall be decreased by $13,688. 

c. 8 
Marco Island Witness Michael Woelffer stated that SSU provided 

conflicting data in the MFRs for projecting Marco Island's 1996 
revenues. Mr. Woelffer stated that if the $216,657 in unbilled 
revenue was not attributed to ERCs and gallons in 1994, then all 
projections based on this 1994 data would understate future 
revenue. Mr. Woelffer discovered a discrepancy between SSU's 
engineering schedules and its rate schedules of 29,677,000 gallons 
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of water sold. In addition, he believed that SSU should use the 
actual number of ERCs instead of the number of bills to project 
growth. Mr. Woelffer recommended adding 313 ERCs and additional 
gallonage to the 1995 and 1996 revenue projections. This 
adjustment would increase test year revenue by $174,741. While Mr. 
Woelffer stated that he would submit a late filed exhibit of a 
revised schedule for Marco Island water revenue upon receipt of 
discovery documents, he did not submit such an exhibit. 

SSU witness Morris Bencini stated that SSU used the annual 
number of bills to project growth because revenues are collected 
from bills and not ERCs. According to Mr. Bencini, the rate 
schedules predict, in essence, the revenues expected from a given 
service area. Because revenues are collected through bills, this 
is the appropriate methodology for a growth projection. Mr. 
Bencini stated that Mr. Woelffer's second discrepancy is the result 
of mixing engineering data with rate data. Mr. Bencini stated that 
this data should be treated significantly different and should not 
be interchanged when projecting revenue. In its brief, SSU stated 
1996 revenues were not understated because, based on actual 1995 
data, SSU over-projected revenues in 1995 for Marco Island. Actual 
1995 water revenues for Marco Island were $907,305 less than the 
amount projected in the MFRs. 

We agree with Mr. Bencini that comparing rate schedules to 
engineering schedules can lead to erroneous conclusions and those 
schedules should not be used interchangeably in projecting revenue. 
We agree with Mr. Woelffer's concerns over unbilled revenue. 
However, because we have projected 1996 ERCs and gallons for all 
plants including Marco Island, and given the fact that actual 1995 
revenues for Marco Island were $907,305 less than the amount 
projected in the MFRs, an adjustment is not necessary at this time. 

AS stated below, Marco Island's 1996 water revenues shall be 
projected on 179,945 total ERCs and 2,236,503,459 total gallons, 
excluding bulk water gallons. Based on these billing determinants, 
test year water revenue shall be increased by $33,274. 

d. ProDosed Repression Adiustment 

SSU proposed a repression adjustment of 935,641,435 gallons to 
the water gallonage component of its projected test year billing 
determinants. The direct expenses impacted by this adjustment 
would be purchased water, purchased power and chemicals. 
Consistent with its proposed repression adjustment, SSU decreased 
expenses by $287,585. 
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In its brief, the utility argued that because no other party 
took a position on this issue in its post-hearing filing, under the 
express language of the Order Establishing Procedure, the other 
parties have waived the entire issue arid the issue should be 
dropped from this proceeding. In the alternative, SSU stated that 
its position on this issue should be approved. 

While OPC addressed this issue in its argument on another, 
related issue, none of the intervenors addressed this specific 
topic in its post-hearing statement. OPC's post-hearing statement 
did not conform to the requirement of Order No. PSC-96-0549-PHO-WS, 
the Prehearing Order issued in this docket, or to Rule 25- 
22.056(3), Florida Administrative Code. The Prehearing Order 
reflects that OPC took no position on this issue prior to the 
hearing, nor did OPC conform with the requirement of Order No. PSC- 
95-1208-PCO-WS that if a party's position in its post--hearing 
statement differs from its prehearing position, the position should 
be marked with an asterisk. By failing to identify this issue in 
their pre- or post-hearing statements, the intervenors, including 
OPC, waived this issue. See Order No. PSC-95-1208-PCO-WS at 5; and 
Rule 25-22.056(3) (a), Florida Administrative Code. Moreover, Rule 
25-22.056(3) (b), requires that if a brief is filed, each argument 
must be identified by the issue number to which it relates. 

However, this does not necessarily result in this issue being 
dropped from this proceeding or automatically approved. Because 
the utility has proposed the repression adjustment, it is the 
utility's burden to demonstrate the reasonableness of implementing 
it. F-, 413 So. 2d 1187, 1191 (Fla. 
1982). Section 367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes, requires us to 
consider, inter alia, the cost of providing service in fixing rates 
which are just, reasonable, compensatory, and not unfairly 
discriminatory. It would be an abuse of discretion to approve the 
utility's proposed repression adjustment simply because the 
intervening parties have not taken issue with it. Further, "the 
Commission is clearly authorized to utilize its staff to test the 
validity, credibility and competence of the evidence presented in 

So.2d 695, 678 (Fla. 1988). Therefore, we have reviewed and made 
findings on this issue in detail. 

support of an increase. 'I 5, 534 

SSU's witness, Dr. John Whitcomb, was subcontracted by Brown 
and Caldwell from 1992 to 1994 to perform studies of water 
conservation rate structures for the SWFWMD, specifically, price 
elasticity and rate structure impacts on water consumption. The 
outcome of his studies were two reports: "Definition of Water 
Conservation Promoting Rates" (Conservation Rate Structure Study) 
and "Water Price Elasticity Study" (Elasticity Study). The 
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Elasticity Study attempted to quantify the relationship between 
water price and water demand for customers within the S W F m  
service area. In addition, Dr. Whitcomb developed a software 
program known as WATERATE, which utilized the results of the 
Elasticity Study to simulate how changes in water and wastewater 
prices impact water revenues and water demand. 

Dr. Whitcomb testified that the results of the Elasticity 
Study were applicable to SSU for several reasons. The Elasticity 
Study allowed price elasticity to vary with both the gallonage 
charge and property value to make the results more applicable to 
varying conditions. Second, given the geographic and demographic 
diversities of both the SWFWMD and SSU's service areas, it was 
reasonable to assume a similarity between the respective customer 
bases. Third, SSU was one of ten utilities which participated in 
the Elasticity Study. Finally, Dr. Whitcomb stated that SSU has 24 
water service areas serving an estimated population of 125,000 
within the SWFWMD. 

Dr. Whitcomb testified that using the elasticity study model 
(WATERATE) to estimate the level of reductions in water consumption 
that would result under the utility's proposed rate structure 
resulted in a consumption reduction of 877,203,435 gallons, or 
approximately 11 percent for the conventional treatment service 
class, and 58,438,000 gallons, or 2.7 percent for the reverse 
osmosis service class. The direct expenses impacted by this 
adjustment were purchased water, purchased power and chemicals. 
Consistent with Dr. Whitcomb's proposed repression adjustment, SSU 
proposed to decrease these expenses by $287.585. Dr. Whitcomb 
stated that these adjustments were reasonable and necessary in 
order to provide SSU the opportunity to earn the Commission- 
approved revenue requirement. 

On cross-examination, Dr. Whitcomb testified that he co- 
authored an article entitled "New Directions in Mapping Water 
Demand Curves" for scholastic publication in Water Resources 
Research, an academic theoretical journal that covers science 
issues in the water field. After the article was evaluated in a 
peer review process, it was sent back for revisions, and was 
subsequently not accepted for publication. 

OPC witness Dr. David Dismukes stated that the repression 
adjustment should not be accepted because the utility's Elasticity 
Study did not meet adequate standards for regulatory use. First, 
Dr. Dismukes did not believe the Elasticity Study accurately 
represented SSU's service territory, and that there was no attempt 
to reconcile the demographic and usage characteristics between the 
SWFWMD and SSU's service areas. Moreover, there are different 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 131 

price structures between the SWFWMD and SSU, and customers under 
different pricing structures face different demand curves and 
different price elasticities of demand. This is the primary reason 
Dr. Dismukes argued against using the SWFWMD specific price 
elasticities in this proceeding. He also asserted that because 
SSU'S customers faced neither increasing nor decreasing block 
rates, the concept of "ramped rates" would not be applicable. 

Dr. Dismukes further testified that the statistical model 
should be parsimonious, intuitive and straightforward. He pointed 
to several problems with the model, most notably that relaxing the 
zero price elasticity constraint at $7.05 per 1,000 gallons 
resulted in an upward-sloping demand curve. This violated the 
first law of demand, which states that there is an inverse 
relationship between price and quantity demanded. 

Finally, Dr. Dismukes testified that the model should have a 
significant degree of explanatory power if it is to be used in a 
regulatory proceeding. He testified that, based on a low R2 value 
(the variation explained by the model) and marginally significant 
parameter estimates, SSU's price elasticity estimates should not be 
accepted. Dr. Dismukes also stated that the commercial models 
lacked statistically powerful results. He also commented that, for 
SSU's service areas receiving rate decreases, stimulation would be 
the appropriate adjustment. Although SSU proposed rate decreases 
for three of its service areas, it nevertheless applied a negative 
factor to those service areas' billing determinants without any 
explanation. 

Dr. Dismukes offered two alternative recommendations if we 
agreed that the results from the Elasticity Study were 
inappropriate, but still found some type of repression adjustment 
to be appropriate. If we approved the utility's proposed WNC, 
there would be an opportunity for the utility in the long run to 
recover lost revenues associated with repression. Therefore, he 
recommended that the short run elasticity estimate used by SSU be 
split on a 50/SO basis between SSU and its ratepayers. If we 
choose not to approve the utility's proposed WNC, there would be no 
opportunity to recover lost repression-related revenues over the 
long run. Therefore, Dr. Dismukes' second alternative 
recommendation would be to split the difference in the long-run 
elasticity estimate on a 50/50 basis between SSU and the 
ratepayers. Dr. Dismukes agreed that the concept of elasticity 
applies to water rates, and that the only question is the level of 
elasticity. 

Marco witness Michael Woelffer testified that actual 
historical data contained in SSU's MFRs should be used to forecast 
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1996 gallons. He argued that there was an increase in gallons sold 
per ERC after the rate increase resulting from Docket No. 920655- 
WS. Based on his analysis of historical data, Mr. Woelffer 
believed SSU's proposed elasticity adjustments for Marco Island 

Mr. Buddy Hansen testified on behalf of Sugarmill Woods. He 
stated that, while a price elasticity adjustment may have merit, 
SSU's proposal was inequitable, would impose hardship on low income 
customers, and would be in addition to conservation rates already 
established in Docket No. 920199-WS. Mr. Hansen noted that, 
despite usage and income differences among SSU's service areas, the 
same elasticity factors were applied to all service areas. He 
believed the elasticity factors should vary by service area. 
Second, he stated that SSU' s proposed repression adjustments seemed 
like a ploy to increase the gallonage charges. Finally, he 
testified that the price of selling water should equal the true 
cost of supplying water; there should be no subsidies. 

Dr. Whitcomb testified in rebuttal of Dr. Dismukes' discussion 
as to the standards for evaluating a statistical model for 
regulatory use. First, regarding the applicability of the SWFWMD 
Elasticity Study model to SSU, because SSU's wastewater quantity 
charge is capped at 6,000 gallons per month in most service areas, 
when wastewater price is considered with water price, SSU has a 
combined water and wastewater declining block rate structure. 

Dr. Whitcomb also testified that differences in income from 
different rate structures have been accounted for in the model by 
subtracting those differences from the wealth, or property value, 
variable. He argued that, even in the most extreme SWFWMD case, 
the change in disposable income from alternative rate structures is 
less than one percent of disposable income and is trivial. 
Regarding Dr. Dismukes' criticism of the inapplicability of ramped 
rates to SSU, Dr. Whitcomb stated that, based on using both 
marginal and average price specifications, the resulting price 
elasticity curves were almost identical, with results that do not 
vary significantly with price specification assumption. 

Regarding the parsimony of the Elasticity Study model, Dr. 
Whitcomb contended that Dr. Dismukes did not realize that the 
coefficients in these nonlinear models are multiplicative rather 
than additive. In particular, with respect to relaxing the zero 
price elasticity constraint and the resulting upward-sloping demand 
curve, Dr. Whitcomb contended that the range of prices in the 
SWFWMD study was from $.40/1,000 gallons to $7.05/1,000 gallons 
and, over this range of prices, a negatively sloped demand curve 
results, which is consistent with the first law of demand theory. 

were not supported. .. .. - 
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For prices greater than $7.05/1,000 gallons, WATERATE was 
programmed not to use the SWFWMD elasticity algorithm, so the shape 
of the demand curve is unknown. 

Third, regarding the explanatory power of the statistical 
model, Dr. Whitcomb argued that an R' value of 0.59 is typical if 
not relatively high compared to other similar studies on water 
demand estimation. Dr. Whitcomb provided a list of comparable R2 
values, ranging from 0.11 to 0.69. He testified that cross- 
sectional models of this type have inherently lower R2 values than 
models of aggregate water consumption or time-series models. 
Regarding Dr. Dismukes' statement that SSU's proposed elasticity 
adjustments not be accepted due to "marginally significant 
parameter estimates", Dr. Whitcomb asserted that Dr. Dismukes 
needed to conduct a J-test, rather than a T-test. Results of a J- 
test would show that the demand curves are in fact highly 
significant. In response to Dr. Dismukes' criticism of the 
commercial models, Dr. Whitcomb explained that the commercial 
database was smaller and was given less priority than that for 
single family homes. As a result, although the results for 
commercial users was mixed, it nevertheless showed strong evidence 
that commercial customers are modestly sensitive to price. 

Dr. Whitcomb also rebutted Dr. Dismukes' alternative 
recommendations on this issue. He defended his selection of a 
short-run elasticity adjustment of 75 percent by stating that 
interim rates would significantly increase the price signal sent to 
customers and begin to set in motion the long-run price elastic 
effect. Further, the price elastic adjustment in this rate case 
will occur over a multi-year period. Therefore, he asserted that 
over a longer period a higher short-run adjustment factor was 
warranted. Dr. Whitcomb believed the proposed 50 percent 
adjustment offered by Dr. Dismukes was arbitrary and not supported 
by evidence. Dr. Whitcomb believed that if a WNC is implemented, 
the best estimate of the short-run price elastic water use 
adjustment would be 100 percent, rather than the 50 percent 
proposed by Dr. Dismukes. Dr. Whitcomb stated that, from a 
statistical viewpoint, the real price elastic response is equally 
likely to be over or under the 100 percent value. Dr. Whitcomb 
asserted that Dr. Dismukes' proposal to allow 50 percent of the 
long-run price elastic adjustment in the event we do not adopt the 
utility's WNC proposal was arbitrary as well. 

In its post-hearing filing, SSU asserted that Dr. Whitcomb was 
an expert in water use and water demand forecasting, having 
conducted numerous studies and authored several articles on the 
subject. SSU argued that every witness on this issue agreed that 
price elasticity was a valid economic concept, applicable to water 
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consumption; the question in this case is the level of elasticity. 
SSU pointed to Kimberly Dismukes' statement that a repression 
adjustment would be appropriate if properly calculated. 

SSU further argued that the WATERATE 2.1 program was an 
appropriate basis for the elasticity adjustments proposed by Dr. 
Whitcomb. SSU pointed out that the focus of Dr. David Dismukes' 
testimony and OPC's cross-examination of Dr. Whitcomb was the 
revised WATERATE 2.2 program, rather than the WATERATE 2.1 program. 
SSU further contended that Dr. Dismukes' inability to distinguish 
between the two versions of the WATERATE program underscored his 
lack of competence to analyze water demand studies. 

SSU summarized several points to support its contention that 
the Elasticity Study was applicable to all of SSU's service areas: 
SSU has 24 water service areas which service an estimated 
population of 125,000 persons within the SWFWMD; approximately 80 
percent of the service areas are located in either the SWFWMD or in 
the abutting SJRWMD; SSU's combined water and wastewater rate 
structure represents a declining block rate structure similar to 
those of some of the utilities included in the SWFWMD study; the 
variation in net irrigation requirement between the ten utilities 
in the SWFWMD study and SSU's service areas is almost identical; 
and the climatic conditions of the ten SWFWMD utilities versus 
SSU'S service areas are similar. In conclusion, SSU argued that 
there was overwhelming support for its proposed price elasticity 
adjustments. 

While we agree that price elasticity is a valid economic 
concept, worthy of consideration, we nevertheless find that a 
repression adjustment is not appropriate in this proceeding. We 
first note that the ten utilities participating in the Elasticity 
Study are all located within the SWFWMD. While SSU was one of the 
ten utilities that participated in the SWFWMD study, none of SSU's 
service areas included in this rate case were included in the 
SWFWMD study. 

We also question short run price elastic responses. Changes 
in water use result from a combination of behavioral and structural 
changes. Therefore, while price increases may induce some 
customers to react to price changes sooner, it may take some 
customers years to complete desired changes. It may also take a 
customer a number of billing cycles merely to understand the 
ramifications of a rate structure change. Based on a review of the 
available literature, the WATERATE user's manual suggested a short- 
run half life of one year. However, Dr. Whitcomb did not use those 
values for SSU's WATERATE runs. Instead, he assumed that the price 
elastic response would be 7 5  percent in year one, rather than 50 
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percent. Dr. Whitcomb was unable to provide a convincing 
explanation as to why the figure of 75 percent was chosen. 

Dr. Whitcomb contended that, given the geographic and 
demographic diversities of both the SWFWMD and SSU's service areas, 
it would be reasonable to assume a similarity between the 
respective customer bases. However, he was unable to indicate how 
the SWFWMD's area was geographically comparable to SSU's service 
areas located in other WMDs. This was troublesome, particularly 
because Dr. Whitcomb used the SWFWMD-based default values regarding 
the percentage of single-family property values in the low, medium 
and high categories and assumed these values are consistent with 
the percentages in all of SSU's service areas. However, he was 
unaware of the actual comparable percentages of those single family 
customers for service areas located in other WMDs in Florida. To 
the extent the that the property values for service areas' located 
outside of the SWFWMD are different than the values used by Dr. 
Whitcomb in this case, these differences would affect the results 
of the calculated repression estimates. 

Finally, we also note that applying WATERATE to a water rate 
structure other than the uniform rate structure proposed by SSU 
would affect the results of the analysis. As discussed below, we 
have approved a capped, banded rate structure, rather than the 
uniform rate structure proposed by SSU. Therefore, the repression 
adjustment proposed by SSU is not applicable in this instance. 

Based upon our consideration of the evidence in the record, we 
conclude that a 0.0 price elasticity adjustment shall be used in 
this proceeding. Although a repression adjustment may be 
reasonable, the record is silent not only regarding other methods 
of calculating a repression adjustment, but regarding criteria and 
parameters that could be used to determine an alternative 
adjustment. Absent an alternative methodology supported by the 
record to calculate a repression adjustment, we shall not make an 
adjustment to the water service areas' billing determinants to 
reflect the effects of repression. Therefore, no additional 
expense adjustments are necessary. 

However, in order to monitor the effect of the overall 
approved revenue increase has on customers' consumption, we find it 
appropriate to order SSU to compile monthly reports that detail the 
number of bills and gallons sold. This information shall be 
provided, by customer class, meter size, and service area, for both 
the water and wastewater systems. These monthly reports shall be 
filed quarterly, for a period of two years, commencing on the first 
billing cycle the revised rates go into effect. 
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e. Billina and Consumntion Proiections 

SSU utilized the historic 1991 through 1994 bills and gallons 
for water billing determinants. The utility calculated the growth 
rates for its water bills by using the compound growth rate from 
1991 through 1994 on a per plant basis. The 1994 base number of 
water bills was adjusted to reflect "zero bills", which more 
accurately reflects the number of customer bills. Other 
adjustments to 1994 bills included a limit on number of available 
lots, trimming of start-up plants, zeroing-out negative growth 
rates, and recalculating the future compound growth rates for 
hyper-growth areas. 

SSU Witness Bencini testified that to project 1996 water 
consumption, SSU used a simple four-year average (1991-1994) of 
consumption by plant to determine the base year. This base year 
was then factored up in 1995 and 1996 for each plant's respective 
growth rate in bills to determine the 1996 gallons. SSU used this 
methodology in an effort to normalize the variability in 
consumption due to weather patterns, elasticity of demand from rate 
increases, and the Company's conservation efforts. 

SSU made an adjustment to reflect an overall 10.9 percent and 
2.6 percent decrease in consumption related to the elasticity of 
demand of conventional treatment and reverse osmosis treatment 
customers, respectively, based upon the requested revenue increase 
and conservation rate structure. The utility also made an 
adjustment to reflect an annualized decrease of 62.1 million 
gallons at Marco Island for multi-family and commercial customers 
related to the offset of reuse wastewater projected to be used at 
Hideaway Beach and the Tommie Barfield School beginning in 1996. 
Finally, the utility made adjustments for six jurisdiction plants 
(excluding Valrico Hills) to reflect the effect of SSU's water 
conservation plan, totalling a decrease of approximately 58.2 
gallons for conventional treatment plants and 79.0 million gallons 
for reverse osmosis treatment plants. 

For projecting 1996 wastewater bills and gallons, SSU used 
historic 1991 through 1994 bills and gallons. Effluent and bulk 
wastewater determinants were omitted due to the material skewing 
effect these classes have on their respective plants. Actual 1994 
bills and gallonage were used as base determinants from which to 
project 1995 and 1996. The compound growth rates for wastewater 
bills were calculated using the compound growth rate from 1991 
through 1994 for bills on a per plant basis. This method was 
consistent with the way SSU projected water bills. In other words, 
actual 1994 bills and gallons were used as base determinants from 
which to project 1995 and 1996. 
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OPC Witness Kimberly Dismukes advocated the incorporation Of 
With that actual 1995 results for projecting 1996 bills. 

modification, OPC did not object to the method used by SSU. MS. 
Dismukes found the appropriate test year water gallons for 
residential customers to be 9,501,263,000. These were weather 
normalized gallons for the projected test year ending 1996. MS. 
Dismukes contended that SSU's methodology understated projected 
test year consumption because it used consumption data during a 
time period when rainfall was abnormally high. Ms. Dismukes 
indicated at hearing a corrected, proposed 1996 normalized water 
consumption of 9,026,200,000. Ms. Dismukes did not take issue with 
the methodology used by SSU to project wastewater usage. 

We find that the methodology chosen by SSU to project 1996 
number of water bills is appropriate, with three adjustments. 
First, we recognize that four plants exceeded SSU's projected 
number of maximum bills in 1995. The approved maximum number of 
bills for Beacon Hills, Imperial Mobile Terrace, Pine Ridge 
Estates, and Woodmere is determined by the number of adjusted 1995 
bills, because those figures exceeded their respected maximum bill 
caps. 

Secondly, we adjusted the number of 1996 bills for the Beacon 
Hills plant to include two executed developer agreements which will 
bring an additional 60 customers per year, or 720 bills. Because 
this planned development was scheduled to start in June, 1996, and 
not a l l  homes expected to be built will be built in the first six 
months of this projected test year, we find it reasonable to assume 
that 20 of the 60 homes will be built in the Beacon Hills service 
area and therefore, will include them in the projected test year. 

Our final adjustment to the projected 1996 water bills is to 
apply the growth rate of 3.35 percent to Buenaventura Lakes, 
Lakeside, Spring Gardens, and Valencia Terrace. This growth rate 
is related to the composite growth rate for only the jurisdictional 
plants in this proceeding. SSU used the growth rate of 3.17 
percent, which was the composite of all the plants' growth rates, 
including the non-jurisdictional plants, to project 1996 bills for 
these plants, on the grounds that there was insufficient historic 
data to calculate their own growth rate. We find it appropriate to 
use the composite growth rate for only the jurisdictional plants of 
3 . 3 5  percent for these plants. 

We find it appropriate to make two adjustments to the 1996 
wastewater bill projections. First, consistent with our adjustment 
to water bills, we have used the jurisdictional total growth rate 
for Buenaventura Lakes, Spring Gardens, and Valencia Terrace 
instead of the total company-wide rate. Second, we find it 
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necessary to include wastewater-only customer's bi Is in the 
calculation of the rates. Each residential wastewater-only 
customer represents one ERC in the calculation of the rates. 
Furthermore, we find it appropriate to add the average residential 
consumption of the respective plant for each residential wastewater 
customer to that respective plant's total gallons. In other -words, 
each residential wastewater-only customer should be included in the 
ERC calculation and likewise those customers will assumedly use the 
average usage for their respective plants when determining total 
gallons. 

We have found it appropriate to base 1996 water and wastewater 
consumption on the actual average usage in 1994. As shown on 
Attachment C, appended to this Order, the average usage per plant 
in 1994 was determined by dividing the total gallons by the total 
number of bills for each plant, excluding private fire protection. 
After applying the appropriate 1995 and 1996 growth rates to the 
number of 1994 adjusted bills, we determined the 1996 projected 
number of gallons by multiplying the projected 1996 bills by the 
average usage in 1994. A similar methodology was used for 
projecting wastewater gallons, except effluent and multi-family 
non-metered customers were excluded from the calculation. 
Additionally, only capped wastewater usage was applied to the 
number of 1996 wastewater bills to project 1996 wastewater usage. 
Buenaventura Lakes, Deep Creek, Marco Island, and Valencia Terrace 
have different wastewater caps than the current 6,000 gallons. 
Therefore, we used the current caps to calculate test year revenue. 
However, for determining final rates, capped Consumption will be 
adjusted down to reflect the new 6,000 gallon cap for these plants. 
This adjustment will rely on the same percentage used by SSU to 
project 1996 capped usage for these plants. 

We therefore find that the appropriate projected number of 
water ERCs, wastewater ERCs and wastewater consumption used to 
calculate revenue for the 1996 projected test year and to calculate 
rates for service are 1,316,154 ERCs for the water system, and 
614,793 ERCs and 3,202,582,931 gallons for the wastewater system. 

f. Inmact of Conservation Proarams on ConsumDtion 

We have approved herein the recovery of $343,412 in 
conservation expenses associated with the utility's conservation 
programs. We also find it necessary to address the anticipated 
gallons which will be saved as a result from those conservation 
programs. 

SSU witness Carlyn Kowalsky testified that the utility 
adjusted 1996 consumption by 142,788,000 gallons per year to 
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reflect SSU's estimate of reduced water consumption resulting from the conservation programs in the specific communities. The 
estimated water savings expected for each community is based on one 
year's use of retrofit kits, low-flow -toilets and irrigation 
shutoff devices. However, during cross-examination, Ms. Kowalsky 
was unable to answer questions not only regarding how the utility 
chose the communities targeted for SSU's enhanced conservation 
program, but how SSU arrived at its estimated participation levels 
as well. 

Not even SSU's witnesses from the WMDs proyided definitive 
answers regarding the estimated water savings. While witness Bruce 
Adams, Conservation Coordinator of the SFWMD, testified that the 
anticipated results of SSU's program are consistent with the 
anticipated and actual results of many other programs throughout 
the nation, witness Harold Wilkening, Assistant Director of the 
Department of Resource Management of the SJRWMD, testified that his 
district did not have adequate data to demonstrate the per capita 
benefits of each conservation practice for utilities. 

This proceeding represents the first time we have addressed 
the question of anticipated gallons saved due to conservation. 
Moreover, we find SSU's testimony on this issue to be marginally 
persuasive. Therefore, a more conservative approach regarding the 
estimate of water savings is warranted. Accordingly, we have 
adjusted SSU's projections as discussed below. A detailed analysis 
of gallons saved due to conservation is presented on Attachment E. 

R e t r o f i t .  Each retrofit kit included a low-flow 
showerhead, two faucet aerators, and a 1/2 gallon toilet tank bag. 
The manufacturers suggested that 50 percent of utility customers 
who are offered free kits will participate in the conservation 
effort. SSU stated that it will actively encourage customer 
participation through public workshops and advertising promotions, 
and therefore believed a 50 percent participation level may be 
expected. Because the selected communities consist predominantly 
of single family homes, the utility assumed 2.5 persons per 
household. Based on our review of information in the record, we 
find the estimated participation level percentages and number of 
persons per household to be reasonable. 

As to low-flow showerheads, according to the AWWA, the average 
person takes one shower per day, lasting from 5-15 minutes. ssu's 
estimated 7 . 5  minutes per shower was consistent with a retrofit kit 
manufacturer's estimate. However, we find five minutes per shower 
is reasonable, which is within the range suggested by the AWA. 
SSU reported that retrofit kit manufacturers and the AWWA estimated 
a savings between two and five gallons per minute using a low-flow 
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showerhead. The SWFWMD estimates are slightly higher, ranging from 
3.6 to 6.6 gallons per minute. While SSU estimated a savings of 
three gallons per minute per showerhead, we find a savings of 2.5 
gallons per minute to be appropriate. 

The AWWA estimated that the average person uses water from the 
bathroom faucet between 1/2 minute and three minutes each day, 
while usage from the kitchen faucet is slightly greater, ranging 
from 1/2 minute to five minutes each day. While SSU assumed a 
usage of four minutes per person per day, we find a usage of two 
minutes per person per day to be reasonable. SSU cited an AWWA 
article to estimate the savings for faucet aerators. According to 
the article, a savings between .75 gallons per minute and five 
gallons per minute can be expected. SSU assumed a savings of one 
gallon per minute per faucet aerator. We agree with this 
assumption. 

The AWWA estimated that each person in the household will 
flush a toilet between four and six times per day. Each toilet 
tank bag will displace (and therefore save) approximately 1/2 
gallon per flush. While SSU estimated the average frequency of 
toilet flushing to be five times per day per person, we find four 
flushes per person per day to be reasonable. 

Low Flow Toilets. Consistent with findings made by the City 
of Tampa and Hillsborough County, SSU estimated a participation 
level of ten percent may be expected for low-flow toilets, and we 
find this estimation to be reasonable. SSU cited figures published 
by the SJRWMD which reported estimated savings between two gallons 
and four gallons per flush. SSU also cited estimated savings 
published in an AWWA journal between 1.9 gallons and 5.4 gallons 
per flush. SSU assumed a savings of three gallons per flush. 
However, we believe a lesser savings of two gallons per flush to be 
reasonable. 

Irriaation S hutoff Devicea. According to the SWFWMD, 
annroximatelv 50 percent of a customer's water use is for outdoor 
&Gigation. - SSU- determined that because the average customer 
located within the targeted communities uses approximately 15,000 
gallons per month, 7,500 gallons per month is used for outdoor 
irrigation. SSU cited manufacturers' claims that irrigation 
shutoff devices can result in water savings of five percent to 25 
percent of the total irrigation' demand. While SSU estimated a 
reduction of 15 percent, we find that a reduction of ten percent is 
appropriate. This monthly savings equated to approximately 22.5 
gallons per day. 

Based on the adjustments made above, we find the appropriate 
anticipated gallons saved due to conservation is 90,661,168. As 
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discussed in detail herein, we have denied SSU's request to 
implement a price elasticity adjustment to the billing determinants 
of the water system. Therefore, the appropriate billing 
determinants to be used to calculate rates for the water gallonage 
charge are 10,222,626'547 gallons. A detailed schedule of 
anticipated gallons saved due to conservation is included as 
Attachment E. 

g. MJ 

OPC Witness Kimberly Dismukes recommended increasing test year 
wastewater revenue by $50,595 for wastewater provided free of 
charge or at a discount, because these revenues should be borne by 
the stockholders, not ratepayers. In addition, Ms. Dismukes 
advocated increasing test year revenue by $7,000 for. revenue 
recorded below the line. This revenue was associated with billing 
customers for electricity use at the Palm Terrace plant. SSU 
charged customers that take street lighting service a fixed charge 
for electricity which is greater than the cost of providing the 
service. Although it is a non-utility function, Witness Dismukes 
believed SSU's employees provide this service and the full cost of 
their salaries were included in test year expenses. Finally, Ms. 
Dismukes proposed to increase test year income by $8,474 for 
several miscellaneous items recorded below the line for rate making 
purposes. She recommended that all the associated income should be 
moved above the line for ratemaking purposes because those items 
are either related to the utility's operations, or provided by the 
employees of SSU. 

SSU agreed that test year revenue should be increased by 
$50,595 for the wastewater provided free of charge. However, it 
disagreed with increasing test year revenues by $7,000 to reflect 
the billing of customers for electricity use because the cost of 
adding the fixed electricity charge was de minimis and it already 
incurs the administrative costs for those bills. The utility 
revised its adjustments reflecting increases to test year revenue 
of $50,595 and to test year income of $ 8 , 3 5 1 .  Utility witness 
Morris Bencini stated that the difference between Witness Dismukes 
recommended adjustment of $8,474 and his adjustment of $8,351 was 
due to Ms. Dismukes erroneous use of a different allocation factor. 
He stated that it would be inappropriate to use the factor which 
considers allocation to gas customers for expense allocations, but 
excludes allocations to gas customers for income allocations. 

We conclude that test year wastewater revenue shall be 
increased by $50,595 for wastewater provided free of charge or at 
a discount, as this choice should be borne by shareholders. 
Therefore, test year revenue was increased by $1,025 for Tropical 
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Isles and $49,570 for University Shores. Furthermore, test year 
revenue shall be increased by $7,000 for the revenue received from 
the customers for street lighting service which was recorded below 
the line. Although SSU believed that there was no marginal cost to 
the ratepayers, allowing SSU to charge for non-utility services 
while utilizing its employees would send the wrong signal to 
utilities. Therefore, test year income shall be increased by 
$7,000 for Palm Terrace. Finally, we concur with the utility in 
that we should use a consistent allocation factor to arrive at the 
adjustment of $8,351, instead of $8,474 recommended by Ms. 
Dismukes, for several miscellaneous items recorded below the line 
for rate making purposes. 

h. Operatincr Revenues: Conclusion 

In consideration of the adjustments and conclusions made 
herein, we find SSU's final operating revenues to be $33,389,617 
for water and $24,701,470 for wastewater. These amounts take into 
account the two-year adjustment to ROE made herein. At the end of 
the two-year adjustment period, operating revenues will be 
$33,645,255 for water and $24,864,844 for wastewater. 

2. ODeration and Maintenance ( O W )  Emenses 

a. Salarv Adjustment Base d on the Hewitt Study 

The utility requested recovery of a 4.77 percent market-based 
pay adjustment for the employees of SSU and Buenaventura Lakes. 
For the service areas included in the current rate proceeding, the 
proposed market adjustments totaled $271,491 for water and $190,776 
for wastewater. 

In support of the proposed adjustment, utility witness Dale 
Lock presented an external market compensation study conducted by 
Hewitt Associates. Ms. Lock testified that the Hewitt study found 
the pay rates for plant operators, plant maintenance, rate 
department and customer service personnel to be significantly below 
market pay rates. According to Ms. Lock, these particular 
positions constitute over 60 percent of the positions at SSU. 
Overall, for the job categories included in the study, Hewitt found 
that SSU's pay rates were on an average basis 17.3 percent below 
the market surveyed. However, because the pay rates for the rate 
department turned out to be far below the comparison market, the 
market to average comparison was recalculated excluding these 
positions, so as to not skew the study results. By excluding the 
rate department, on a company-wide basis SSU's average pay rates 
are 12.9 percent below the market rates. According to Hewitt 
Associates, pay levels can be considered fully competitive when 
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they are within a range of five percent. As a result of these 
findings, SSU requested a market increase of 4.77 percent to 
achieve a portion of the balance of the adjustments needed to bring 
its pay levels into a competitive market position. 

Ms. Lock testified that SSU's salary structure and average 
salaries are considerably below market, while at the same time 
employee turnover rates exceed the market significantly. SSU'S 
salary structure was originally established based upon 1988 salary 
survey data, and was last revised in 1990 by a two percent increase 
in the salary ranges. Survey data from Hewitt Associates indicated 
that between 1992 and 1994, Florida employers increased their. 
salary ranges by an average of 7 . 0  percent, while during the same 
time period, SSU's salary structure remained constant. 

In addition to the survey data on salary structures, Ms. Lock 
testified that the Hewitt survey provided information on average 
salary increase budgets for Florida employers. According to the 
Hewitt data, from 1993 to 1994, on average, employees in Florida 
received an 8.57 percent compound increase in salaries. On the 
other hand, Ms. Lock testified that SSU's salary increase budgets 
reflected a compound growth rate of 7.2 percent during the same 
time period, with an actual average growth of 1.44 percent. 
Further, Ms. Lock professed that although SSU has attempted to keep 
pace with the external market increases, the utility has not been 
financially able to implement salary adjustments on a company-wide 
basis. Thus, the utility's pay rates still lag behind the external 
market. 

Ms. Lock attributed SSU's turnover rate to the utility's 
level of wages and salary scale discussed above. High turnover can 
result in higher recruitment costs, reduced productivity by 
employees and increased training costs. Ms. Lock concluded that if 
trained employees cannot be retained, this will have a negative 
impact on the utility's customer service and operating efficiency. 

SSU has also attempted to control payroll costs. Ms. Lock 
testified that the 1995 labor budget was reduced by $600,000 as a 
result of a hiring freeze that went into effect at the beginning of 
1995. All 1995 vacancies were subject to review and re- 
justification. In an effort to account for turnover and ongoing 
vacancies, additional adjustments have been made to the labor 
budget each year. In 1995, this reduction totaled $125,000. 

The utility contended that in order to mitigate these problems 
it must begin implementing the salary adjustments identified in the 
Hewitt Study. At some point in the future, SSU intends to pay its 
employees within five percent of the comparable external labor 
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market. Ms. Lock stated that SSU began to implement pay 
adjustments of 1.5 percent in 1995 in order to accomplish a portion 
of the competitive market adjustments indicated in the Hewitt 
Study. 

In response to Ms. Lock's testimony, OPC witness Paul R&z 
asserted that the salary surveys used by SSU were non-comparable, 
and that the utility had misused the data. Thus, Mr. Katz opined 
that no weight should be given to the conclusions reached by the 
utility. Mr. Katz stated that although the utility's pay grades 
have not increased during the same time period that other employers 
have raised their structures by 7.0 percent, this does not support 
SSU's conclusion that its salary structure is non-competitive. Mr. 
Katz testified that a company's salary structure, which symbolizes 
the minimum and maximum pay rates for a particular job or pay 
grade, has little to do with actual pay. Increases in salary 
structures and increases in salaries can be completely different. 
As such, a company can increase employees' pay substantially within 
a pay grade, without making adjustments to its salary structure. 
Mr. Katz contended that SSU's ability to compete fairly with the 
external market was not hampered by the fact that the utility has 
not increased its salary structure. 

Mr. Katz also disagreed with Ms. Lock's testimony regarding 
SSU's salaries. For example, he asserted that Ms. Lock erroneously 
concluded that budget increases equaled actual increases. Mr. Katz 
testified that budgeted increases are merely pr.ojections a company 
makes with regard to its employees' salaries, which are not 
necessarily the actual increases granted by a company. 

Mr. Katz disagreed with Ms. Lock's testimony that because 
SSU's average actual raises increased by 1.44 percent from 1993 to 
1994, as opposed to its budgeted increase of 7.2 percent, SSU is 
filling more lower paid operator, maintenance and customer service 
classifications than higher paid positions. He argued that the 
utility provided no evidence or analysis which would indicate any 
correlations which supported Ms. Lock's conclusions. Mr. Katz also 
disputed Ms. Lock's testimony that SSU's average base salary was 
significantly lower than those of investor-owned water utilities in 
the South and nationally. According to those figures, SSU's 
salaries would be behind by 44 percent. He indicated that average 
salaries do not usually vary by such a large amount. He concluded 
that these significant differences reported by the utility indicate 
a problem with data comparability. 

Mr. Katz further alleged that the utility also erred in its 
analysis of turnover, in that SSU did not prove any correlation 
between non-competitive pay and high turnover and recruitment 
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difficulty. Other factors such as management, working conditions or 
"hiring the wrong people" can contribute to these problems. In 
fact, he contended that compensation is rarely a critical factor 
for employees voluntarily departing. Furthermore, using data 
provided by SSU, Mr. Katz testified that SSU's turnover rate would 
also be at the national average of 10.8 percent, if eight fewer 
employees departed. Mr. Katz declared that the data provided by 
sSU did not support Ms. Lock's assertions that the utility's 
turnover rates are "abysmal" and substantially higher than the 
national average. 

Mr. Katz testified that SSU failed to adequately compare its 
salaries to the local labor market, or consider local factors such 
as unemployment rates, wage rates, skill and education levels, and 
the availability of workers. Mr. Katz also criticized the use of 
the Florida League of Cities Wage Survey within the Hewitt Study, 
as not being indicative of local, or non-urban area pay. He also 
produced an analysis of the relationship of SSU's payroll to the 
utility's revenues and customers, which compared SSU with other 
utility companies included in the 1994 National Association of 
Water Companies survey. SSU ranked 98 out of 101 for payroll 
dollars spent per revenues, and 88 out of 101 for payroll dollars 
per customer. 

Mr. Katz concluded that SSU had not supported its requested 
salary increase. He further suggested that this Commission should 
require SSU to provide a valid compensation survey that is 
indicative of the specific local markets in which the utility 
operates. He also proposed that SSU should implement a 
performance-based incentive pay program in which employees would be 
rewarded with a portion of the utility's financial gain, and thus, 
not require increased funding from customers. 

Based on the testimony provided by Mr. Katz, OPC witnesses 
Larkin and DeRonne proposed a reduction to SSU's 1996 projected 
test year expenses of $593,755 and $433,297 for water and 
wastewater, respectively, and a corresponding adjustment to reduce 
payroll tax by $82,164. These adjustments would remove SSU's 
requested test year salary increases in their entirety. 

SSU provided extensive rebuttal to OPC's witness. Utility 
witness Frank Johnson, a principal with Hewitt Associates, provided 
a detailed description of the procedures that Hewitt observed in 
order to ensure that the market data utilized was relevant, valid, 
and comparable with respect to analyzing the competitiveness of 
SSU's salaries and salary structure. Ms. Lock further alleged that 
Mr. Katz did not review or analyze the Hewitt Study data, since he 
made no mention of the study in his testimony. Thus, she concluded 
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that Mr. Katz's testimony and conclusions were flawed. Mr. Johnson 
argued that it appeared that Mr. Katz only selectively looked at 
the data included in the Hewitt Study, and therefore, did not have 
a balanced view of all the information. 

Ms. Lock asserted that Mr. Katz erred in his analysis of the 
National Association of Water Companies (NAWC) survey data which he 
used to compare SSU's revenues and customers to payroll dollars, 
with other water utility companies. MS. Lock testified that while 
Mr. Katz included wastewater payroll dollars in his comparison, he 
failed to also include wastewater revenues or customers. She 
contended that it is inappropriate to compare SSU, a water and 
wastewater utility, to other utilities that have only water 
operations, in part because higher labor costs associated with the 
wastewater operations distort payroll comparisons with water 
utilities. The utility performed a payroll analysis using water 
and wastewater payroll costs and revenue based on average pay per 
employee for both 1993 and 1994. SSU's average pay per employee 
was $25,216 in 1993 and $27,269 in 1994, compared to the NAWC 
averages of $37,876 and $39,694, for 1993 and 1994, respectively. 

In response to Mr. Katz's assertions that the salary survey 
information utilized by Hewitt was non-comparable to SSU, Ms. Lock 
disagreed by stating that the surveys used were "highly relevant 
and represented the exact jobs which SSU employs." In addition, 
she explained that the data contained within the surveys included 
salary information from many of the cities and counties in which 
SSU conducts business. Mr. Johnson also concluded that the survey 
data used in the study is comparable to SSU's, and that the 
application of the salary survey data provided a representative 
external market comparison. 

Ms. Lock further disagreed with Mr. Katz's criticism of Hewitt 
Associates' use of the Florida League of Cities Survey (FLCS) as a 
comparison market for certain plant personnel jobs. She maintained 
that the FLCS survey contains an exact geographic match of many 
rural areas in which SSU operates. She stated that because SSU's 
largest competitors for labor are county and municipal entities, 
the study properly included them. Mr. Johnson echoed Ms. Lock's 
testimony regarding the appropriateness of Hewitt's use of the FLCS 
survey. 

In response to Mr. Katz's testimony concerning SSU's salary 
structure, Ms. Lock testified that due to the utility's pay 
practices for new hires, the minimums assigned to each pay range 
influence SSU's ability to attract new employees. Therefore, SSU's 
salary structure does have an impact on individual employee 
salaries. Ms. Lock further maintained that the utility's testimony 
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regarding its current pay ranges does, in fact, support SSU'S 
proposed market-based pay increase. On this same point, in theory, 
Mr. Johnson agreed with Mr. Katz's assertion that salary Structure 
does not necessarily dictate salaries. However, in reality, Mr. 
Johnson explained that they are closely integrated and the salary 
structure has a direct impact on salary levels. 

Mr. Katz's testimony referenced Ms. Lock's statements that SSU 
budgeted increases of 7 . 2  percent in 1993 and 1994, while the 
utility's average actual raises were 1.44 percent. However, Ms. 
Lock affirmed that her testimony actually stated "actual average 
pay" which she defined as total payroll divided by the total number 
of employees. In response to Mr. Katz's criticism that the utility 
provided no evidence to indicate that this percentage difference 
was a result of filling more lower paid than higher paid positions, 
Ms. Lock suggested that these differences demonstrated that 
although SSU has granted pay increases, this same percentage growth 
is not reflected in SSU's average pay. Further, Ms. Lock insisted 
that turnover is the only explanation for the differences 
calculated in percentage increases and growth in average pay. 

In response to Mr. Katz's assertion that compensation is 
rarely a critical factor for employees departing voluntarily, Ms. 
Lock pointed out that the motivation study was more than 40 years 
old, and thus did not address many significant changes in the 
workforce. Ms. Lock reported that based on exit interviews 
conducted by SSU, the percentage of departing employees who cited 
better paying jobs as a reason for leaving increased from 11.8 
percent in 1992 to 40.7 percent in 1995. 

Ms. Lock testified that water and wastewater employees are 
skilled workers, who must be compensated for higher training and 
licensing costs. Ms. Lock maintained that it is not satisfactory 
for SSU to have a turnover rate equal to the national average, 
which includes employers which traditionally experience very high 
levels of turnover. She indicated that a shortage of licensed 
individuals who are qualified to operate water and wastewater 
facilities in compliance with DEP requirements further supports the 
utility's need for market-based pay adjustments. She also 
contended that Mr. Katz's suggested performance based incentive 
program would be a major disincentive for hourly employees, unless 
they are paid at market-level. 

SSU questioned the credibility of Mr. Katz's ability to 
provide expert testimony in the area of corporate compensation 
practices, since a majority of his experience has been in the 
government arena. On cross-examination, however, Mr. Katz listed 
a number of companies he has been hired to testify for or against, 
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concerning pay and personnel practices. We have accepted Mr. Katz 
as an expert in this field, and have given his testimony the weight 
it deserves. 

In its post-hearing filing, SSU argued that Mr. Katz's 
analysis of SSU's payroll costs compared to the NAWC survey should 
be disregarded, because Ms. Lock demonstrated that his comparison 
included water and wastewater payroll dollars, but only water 
revenues and customers. Ms. Lock testified that payroll per 
customers and revenues were far below average when both water and 
wastewater revenues and customers are analyzed. We observe that 
using Ms. Lock's calculation of revenues generated per dollar of 
payroll, SSU would be ranked 71 out of 101, which is still 
considerably above the average. On the other hand, SSU would be 
ranked 39 out of 101 with respect to payroll per customer. SSU 1s 
below average regarding the amount of payroll burden placed on the 
utility's ratepayers. 

In its brief, OPC argued that the utility did not meet its 
burden of proof regarding the need for the proposed test year 
salary increases. OPC argued three major points of concern 
regarding SSU's assertions of an exact geographic match, that the 
utility's salaries are 17.3% below market, and SSU's claims that 
its turnover rates are excessive and are a direct result of its 
salary levels. 

OPC pointed out that SSU has placed a great deal of emphasis 
on the FLCS survey, however, the utility failed to be aware of and 
provide all of the relevant data to Hewitt Associates for use in 
the competitive pay survey. We are also concerned over the 
exclusion of this data. Although Ms. Lock insisted that the FLCS 
survey was the single most important data base regarding pay data 
for operations and maintenance personnel, SSU excluded a portion of 
the survey as irrelevant to its analysis. 

OPC criticized SSU's failure to include the third volume of 
the FLCS survey which addressed populations of less than 10,000, 
because many of the municipalities included in the survey had 
populations around 2,000 or less. We disagree with the utility's 
rationale that this volume was less relevant than the information 
regarding larger populations. While only three jurisdictional 
water and wastewater plants serve over 10,000 total customers, 83 
out of 101 water and/or wastewater plants have less than 1,000 
total customers, and 69 of these ranged from a total of two 
customers up to 280. We are not persuaded by the utility's 
contention that the date should be excluded because the utility's 
operators would not likely leave SSU's employ to be among the 
lowest paid operators in the state. It is possible that SSU might 
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recruit from these areas. When p rforming a market comparison, it 
is important to consider not only where employees may go when they 
leave, but also where new employees are likely to be recruited. 
Moreover, Ms. Lock stated that averaging together the lowest and 
highest payers results in an average that is indicative of the 
overall market. Based on these inconsistencies, the utility's 
argument against including the third FLCS is not supported. 

OPC asserted that while the utility's requested 4 . 7 7  percent 
increase was applied to total company salaries, SSU's calculation 
leading to a 17.3 percent salary increase inappropriately excluded 
executive level salaries, as well as the lower level positions ' 

included in the Hewitt Study whose pay was above the market. OPC 
argued that if the positions which are paid above the market are 
included, SSU's salaries would be only 10.8 percent below market, 
and excluding the rate department positions, this figure would drop 
to 7.8 percent. Moreover, because Ms. Lock stated that salaries 
can be considered fully competitive when they fall within five 
percent of the market, OPC argued that SSU's salaries are within 
2.7 percent of being fully competitive, before any adjustments. 

OPC argued that SSU's executive level salaries were excessive. 
While OPC presented information regarding compensation for SSU's 
Vice President of Finance and Administration, it does not 
automatically follow that all executive level salaries are 
excessive. 

OPC also pointed out that, contrary to SSU's assertions, 
turnover can be caused by a multiplicity of factors, and that SSU's 
turnover data includes losses for layoffs, downsizing, temporary 
employees, and losses transpiring within six months of the date of 
hire. Regarding losses of newly-hired employees, OPC argued that 
since these individuals are aware of their starting salaries, it 
does not appear that this would be a leading cause of turnover for 
this group. 

Based on the evidence presented in the record, it appears that 
SSU has experienced a relatively high turnover rate over the last 
few years. However, we are not convinced that this is indicative 
of non-competitive salaries, nor that it is a direct result of the 
level of salaries paid. The utility did not present any evidence 
to indicate a direct correlation between pay levels and turnover 
rates. While a percentage of departing employees have cited better 
pay as the reason for leaving, "better pay" does not necessarily 
equate to better pay for the same type of job. Other factors can 
also contribute to high turnover. 
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Although the evidence presented by the utility in support o f  
its salary increases is less than overwhelming, we acknowledge that 
the utility has adequately demonstrated the need for some level of 
increase. In consideration of the discrepancies regarding the 
exclusion of relevant market data, as well as the calculat-ion of 
the percentage needed to bring salaries to the market level,-rhe 
utility has not adequately justified the need fo r  a 4.77 percent 
increase of total payroll. As OPC presented in its brief, the 
utility's salaries are within 2.7 percent of being fully 
competitive with the market. Therefore, we approve a market 
adjustment of 2.7 percent. Consequently, SSU's projected 1996 
salaries will be reduced by 2.07 percent, or $117,655 and $86,143 
f o r  water and wastewater, respectively, to indicate the reduction 
to SSU's requested amount. 

b. Salarv Adjustment f o r  Merit. Promotion, License Attainment, 
Market and Eauity 

For the 1996 test year, SSU budgeted merit increases of three 
percent, promotional increases of one percent, and .25 percent for 
license attainment increases. These percentages are separate and 
distinct from the Hewitt study. They represent the actual spending 
for 1994, and the amount budgeted for 1995, for each classification 
of salary adjustments. According to SSU witness Dale Lock, as of 
March, 1995, the utility phased out its step adjustment program, 
and replaced it with market and equity adjustments. In 1995 and 
1996, SSU budgeted increases of 1.5 percent to reflect market and 
equity increases. 

In consideration of the evidence we have reviewed regarding 
all salary issues, we find the utility's proposed salary increases 
for  merit, promotion, license attainment, and market equity 
adjustments to be prudent and reasonable. Therefore we approve the 
utility's 1996 projected salary increases totaling 5.75 percent. 

c. Salaries an d Benefits As so c i  'ated w' it h L o bb vinq ' 

OPC witness Kim Dismukes testified that SSU did not record any 
salary expenses related to lobbying efforts below-the-line for the 
1996 projected test year. Although SSU indicated that it did not 
record any salaries in the test year related to Mr. Tracy Smith, 
the employee responsible for public and governmental relations and 
registered lobbyist, SSU did identify $92,000 of lobbying costs 
included below-the-line in the 1995 budget. 

Based on her evaluation of the utility's 1995 travel vouchers 
and of the correspondence between Mr. Smith and SSU's lobbying 
consultant, Capital Strategies, Ms: Dismukes concluded that Mr. 
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Smith is a primary connection between SSU and the Legislature. Ms. 
Dismukes testified that with rare exception, throughout 1995 Mr. 
smith's travel related primarily to lobbying efforts. Likewise, 
Mr. Smith's role as a lobbyist was substantiated by the 
correspondence between Mr. Smith and the utility's lobbying 
consultant. Ms. Dismukes further testified that this Commission 
has not permitted recovery of expenses related to lobbying and 
public relations from ratepayers, as these efforts have been deemed 
to benefit only the stockholders. In support of this contention, 
OPC's post-hearing filing cited Commission Order Nos. 7669 at page 
10, Order No. 11307, and Order No. 24049 at page 28. Ms. Dismukes 
recommended that an adjustment should be made to remove Mr. Smith's 
salary and related payroll costs in the amount of $65,661. 

Ms. Dismukes also advocated the removal of miscellaneous costs 
from test year expenses, related to public relations, government 
relations, and image enhancement. Specifically, she proposed to 
remove expenses for association dues, Florida Leadership training, 
legal-public relations, public relations memberships, and corporate 
image. She applied the 1.95 percent attrition factor to the 
initial total of $20,183 to calculate the 1996 expense amount. She 
recommended a reduction to test year expenses of $15,626, which 
reflected the portion allocated to the plants included in this 
proceeding. 

In response to Ms. Dismukes' adjustments, SSU witness Lock 
testified that a 100 percent disallowance would be inappropriate, 
and that any disallowance should instead be based on the job 
functions associated with Mr. Smith's position. Ms. Lock contended 
that only 50 percent of Mr. Smith's salary should be recorded 
below-the-line because 30 percent of the job functions are related 
to lobbying efforts, and another 20 percent are related to public 
relations advertising and company image enhancement. She 
maintained that at least 50 percent of Mr. Smith's duties include 
internal communication, media liaison, and external customer water 
supply and conservation education. Ms. Lock stated that onlythree 
of the 13 duties listed on Mr. Smith's job description relate to 
lobbying activities, and that during 1995, his communication 
efforts were expended in large part to educate and inform employees 
and customers on issues critical to utility operations and customer 
service. 

In its brief, SSU contended that OPC only focused on travel 
reimbursement forms, and failed to address timesheet or 
correspondence and activities with persons other than SSU's 
lobbyist. SSU maintained that Ms. Lock's suggested 50 percent 
disallowance should be adopted based on her testimony that only 
three out of 13 responsibilities listed on Mr. Smith's job 
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description are related to lobbying. In support of this argument, 
SSU cited two Commission orders. In Order No. PSC-93-0295-FOF-WS, 
Docket No. 910637-WS, we removed a portion-of an employee's salary 
based on the number of nonrecurring responsibilities on a list of 
work duties. In Order No. PSC-92-1197-FOF-EI, Docket No. 910890- 
EI, we allowed a portion of expenses related to a government 
liaison to be included in above-the-line expenses. 

It appears that SSU has suggested that it was OPC's burden to 
prove that a specific expense was unreasonable. As we have noted 
herein, it is the utility's burden to prove that .its expenses are 
prudent and reasonable. The utility has provided inconsistent 
information with regard to this issue. In a response to OPC'S 
discovery request, SSU indicated that there were no salaries 
related to lobbying included in the 1995 budget, and therefore, 
none included above-the-line for the 1996 test year. However, the 
utility conceded that it would be appropriate to remove 50 percent 
of Mr. Smith's salary based on his job description. It is apparent 
that salary expenses related to Mr. Smith's position were, in fact, 
included in test year O&M expenses. 

While Ms. Lock testified that Mr. Smith's job description 
indicated that external and internal communications are the primary 
functions involved in his position, that does not necessarily 
equate to allowable expense items. The general purpose of Mr. 
Smith's job, as detailed in the job description, overwhelmingly 
suggests that his position is concerned with government and public 
relations. While only three of the 13 duties listed on Mr. Smith's 
job description are related to lobbying, a number of duties relate 
to public relations advertising and image enhancement. It is 
difficult to determine which duties relate to communications 
regarding education of utility issues, as opposed to advertising 
and image building. 

In the order cited by SSU, Order No. PSC-93-0295-FOF-WS, we 
disallowed a portion of an employee's salary because many of the 
work duties listed for that employee were nonrecurring. We 
distinguish that case from the current proceeding in that Mr. 
Smith's salary is in question with relation to what portion of his 
responsibilities appertain to items allowable as above-the-line 
expenses, as opposed to what should be disallowed for ratemaking 
purposes. 

In Order No. PSC-92-1197-FOF-E1, we allowed a portion of 
expenses related to a government liaison to be included in above- 
the-line expenses. That order, however, required that the utility 
justify any amounts charged to jurisdictional expenses. The only 
support provided by the utility to advocate including 50 percent of 
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Mr. Smith's salary was the description of his position, which was 
unconvincing. 

Based on the above, we find that SSU has failed to meet its 
burden to demonstrate by a preponderance of the evidence that all, 
or even part of Mr. Smith's salary should be included above-the- 
line. We are persuaded by OPC's testimony, and find it 
appropriate to remove the utility's expenses related to lobbying 
and public relations. Therefore, test year expenses shall be 
reduced by $65,661 for salaries and $15,626 for related expenses. 

d. Salaries and E menses Related to Accruisitions 

SSU recorded an estimate of $30,585 below-the-line for the 
1996 projected test year salary expenses related to the utility's 
acquisition efforts. OPC witness Kim Dismukes asserted that 
because this estimate is substantially lower than the amount 
recorded below-the-line in 1994, the utility failed to recognize a 
sufficient amount of acquisition-related salaries for the projected 
test year. Therefore, Ms. Dismukes proposed reducing test year 
salaries by $175,928. 

Ms. Dismukes utilized the actual percentages for each employee 
who spent time related to acquisitions in 1994, and applied those 
percentages to the employee's base salary for 1996. With respect 
to the corporate development department, which is predominately 
responsible for the utility's acquisition efforts, Ms. Dismukes 
applied a current estimate to reflect time currently spent related 
to acquisitions. Based on an estimate by Mr. Charles Sweat, SSU's 
Vice President in charge of corporate development, Ms. Dismukes 
removed 90 percent of that department's salaries. Ms. Dismukes 
stated that her adjustment to disallow these additional salaries 
was probably on the conservative side because, although SSU intends 
to increase its acquisition efforts compared to 1994, her 
adjustment did not reflect increased percentages for the other 
employees who spend time on acquisition efforts. 

Ms. Dismukes also recommended removal of some of the test year 
expenses charged to that responsibility center. She concluded that 
because a preponderance of Mr. Sweat's time is related to 
acquisition efforts, the same percentage of expenses should also be 
charged below-the-line. These expenses were for materials and 
supplies, transportation, and miscellaneous expense, totalling 
$15,417. After applying the 1.95 percent attrition factor to 
calculate the 1996 expense amount, Ms. Dismukes recommended a 90 
percent reduction to test year expenses of $10,742, which reflected 
the portion allocated to the plants included in this proceeding. 
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SSU witness Scott Vierima testified that it would be 
inappropriate to disallow 90 percent of the resources from Mr. 
Sweat's department. Ms. Dismukes' recommended percentage 
disallowance was derived from Mr. Sweat's statements taken from a 
deposition in which he indicated that approximately 90 percent of 
his present time related to acquisitions and divestitures. Mr. 
Vierima pointed out that at the time Mr. Sweat made that statement, 
he was actively involved in the acquisition of OOU. He contended 
that because the corporate development department spends a varied 
amount of time on acquisitions, it would be incorrect to conclude 
that throughout the year Mr. Sweat's department spends 90 percent 
of its available time on acquisitions and divestitures. Mr. 
Vierima concluded that 50 percent would be a reasonable estimate 
for time spent by the corporate development section on activities 
related to acquisitions. 

SSU argued in its brief that we should evaluate time sheets in 
order to determine the actual time spent on acquisition related 
activities, and make any adjustments based on that evaluation. SSU 
contended that not only did OPC fail to present the historical time 
sheets, OPC also failed to present any credible evidence to support 
the adjustment. 

Based on Ms. Dismukes' testimony, there is sufficient evidence 
in the record to indicate that the amount of acquisition related 
salaries recorded below-the-line was considerably lower than what 
should have reasonably been recorded. In effect, SSU conceded to 
this point in that the utility only disagreed with the portion of 
OPC's adjustment related to the percentage disallowance associated 
with Mr. Sweat's department. We do not find SSU's proposal to 
record 50 percent of this department's salaries and related 
expenses below-the-line to be reasonable. We note that 50 percent 
of Mr. Sweat's salary alone is more than what the utility 
originally recorded below-the-line. The record indicated that the 
level of effort expended on acquisitions has increased over 
previous years, but the amount of salaries SSU recorded below-the- 
line has decreased. We also note that SSU provided no evidence to 
support how its recommended 50 percent disallowance was determined, 
or any substantive basis as to why that percentage would be 
reasonable. 

As in the case of salaries and expenses related to lobbying, 
SSU has shifted the burden of proof onto OPC to disprove the 
reasonableness of SSU's expenses by arguing that because OPC did 
not present historical time sheets or any other evidence, we should 
adopt the utility's suggested alternative. We reiterate that in a 
rate proceeding, it is the utility's burden to prove. that its 
expenses are prudent and reasonable. Based on SSU's concession 
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that the amount of acquisition related salaries recorded below-the- 
line was insufficient, in addition to the preceding discussion, we 
find that SSU has not met its burden of proof, While SSU argued 
that time sheets should be used as the determining factor, SSU did 
not adequately support its original estimate nor its proposed 
estimate with regard to the salaries for the corporate development 
section. Considering that Ms. Dismukes used a conservative 
estimate to calculate the disallowance for all other employees who 
spend time related to acquisitions, we find that proposed 
adjustment to be reasonable. Therefore, test year expenses shall 
be reduced by $175,928 for salaries and $10,742 for related 
expenses. 

3 .  -m 

The utility included $16,312 in its 1996 budget for a newly 
implemented Hepatitis Immunization Program to immunize 200 
employees. Staff auditor Small calculated a per employee expense 
of $82, and further determined that in 1996 an additional 22 
employees would be vaccinated due to SSU's 11 percent employee 
turnover rate. Mr. Small recommended that $1,804 should be the 
adjusted annual expense in 1996, resulting in a $14,508 decrease to 
test year expenses. Mr. Small testified that the cost of the 
immunization cycle should be amortized over a five-year period in 
accordance with Rule 25-30.433 (81, Florida Administrative Code, 
which requires non-recurring expenses should be amortized over five 
years unless a shorter or longer time period is justified. On 
cross-examination, Mr. Small reviewed Exhibit No. 193, which 
indicated that the cost for immunization to be $160 per employee 
rather than $80. Mr. Small stated that the information in that 
exhibit was not made available during the field audit, but that the 
new amount was reasonable. 

We find the $160 cost per employee to be the appropriate 
amount. We have not applied an attrition factor to that amount, as 
no evidence was presented on that point. Multiplying $160 by the 
222 employees participating in the program results in a total cost 
of $35,520. We further find the appropriate amortization period to 
be five years, resulting in an annual expense of $7,104. Test year 
expenses shall be reduced by $9,208. 

4. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that the utility did 
not adjust its projected test year expenses to remove Operations 
and Administrative Project (0s) expenses which will be fully 
amortized by the end of 1996. She proposed an adjustment to reduce 
test year expenses by $93,452 to remove these expenses from the 
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test year. In its brief, OPC argued that SSU's expenses will .be 
inflated on a goinq-forward basis if we do not r e m n v e  the _ _  ._-- ---- 
amortization expenses associated with the O b  projects which will 
be fully amortized by the end of 1996. 

SSU witness Bencini recognized that amortization e e m e s  
related to deferred assets which will be completely amortized by 
the end of the test year should be removed. However, Mr. Bencini 
contended that because the projected test year in this case was 
based on the budget for 1995, the actual amortization expense 
related to the 1996 deferred debit projects were not included in 
this case. Mr. Bencini testified that $15,742 of amortization 
expense was included in the MFRs for the 1996 test year, where as 
$45,377 was actually budgeted for 1996 related to the 1995-96 OAP 
projects . Mr. Bencini therefore suggested that it would be 
appropriate to reduce Ms. Dismukes' adjustment by $29,633, for a 
net expense reduction of $63,817. In its brief, SSU reiterated Mr. 
Bencini's arguments and identified seven OAP projects which will 
increase the actual 1996 amortization expenses over the amount 
included in the MFRs. 

With respect to the appropriate ratemaking treatment, we are 
persuaded by OPC's contention that the utility's test year expenses 
should be reduced. We disagree with SSU's argument that this 
individual expense item should be adjusted based on actual 1996 
expenses. Consistent with our determination regarding a true-up 
budget, we have not.changed the utility's 1996 expense projection 
methodology, and will not divert from that methodology in this 
instance. It would be inappropriate to agree with SSU's 
alternative adjustment simply because the projection methodology 
utilized by the utility to predict the 1996 amortization expenses, 
in fact estimated an expense level lower than the actual 1996 
amounts. Therefore, test year expenses will be reduced by $93,452. 

5. Beechers Point/Palm Port sludue Haulinu F m e  nse 

The utility classified its removal of treated effluent from 
the percolation ponds at its Beecher's Point/Palm Port facility as 
sludge removal expenses. NARUC classifies the sludge hauling 
account as "the cost of removal of sludge if such work is 
performed." Staff auditor Small testified that the hauling of 
treated effluent should be identified as "purchased sewage 
treatment expense" rather than sludge hauling, that the costs 
should not be treated as recurring, and the utility should be 
directed to determine a more cost effective solution. OPC agreed 
with Mr. Small's testimony. 
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Mr. Small testified that he was not aware of any disposal 
methods more cost effective than the disposal method currently 
employed by SSU, and agreed that any effluent disposal method would 
involve some recurring cost. SSU cited this testimony in support 
of its argument, and contended that the costs were recurring and 
prudent. 

We agree with Mr. Small that the removal of treated effluent 
from percolation ponds does not fit the NARUC determination of 
sludge hauling. Therefore, we find that these expenses should be 
listed as "purchased sewage treatment expense." However, we also 
note that any method of disposal would still result in recurring 
cost. Accordingly, the cost of the purchased treatment shall be 
classified as recurring. No other adjustments are necessary. 

6. Deltona Lakes Purchased Power E m  ens e 

Mr. Small testified that SSU's calculation of normalized 
expected power cost for Deltona Lakes' purchased power overstated 
the actual amount that should be budgeted. Mr. Small stated that 
since 1992 the utility has over-budgeted purchased power expense by 
an average of 20.48 percent. He recommended a reduction of 
$56,916. This adjustment was based on a simple three-year 
averaging of 1992 through 1994. 

On cross-examination, the utility asked Mr. Small if his 
position would change if he knew that purchased power was $4,200 
over budget for the first four months of 1996. Witness Small 
stated that other factors would have to be taken into consideration 
and that a 12-month example is a better gauge. 

We find the adjustment proposed by Mr. Small to be 
appropriate, and the utility's suggestion that a four-month actual 
expense be used to be unpersuasive. Therefore, purchased power 
expense for Deltona Lakes will be reduced by $56,916. 

7. 

SSU included $208,776 in its MFRs for shareholder service 
costs. Staff auditor Small recommended removal of these costs, 
basing his conclusion on our decision in Order No. 11307 where we 
disallowed Tampa Electric Company (TECO) stockholder relations 
expenses incurred for image building and goodwill. 

Utility witness Vierima testified that these costs were 
assessed to the parent and all subsidiaries based on average 
invested equity as a percent of consolidated common equity. The 
services provided to the shareholders include annual shareholder 
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meetings, SEC filings, stock exchange fees, rating agency fees, 
registrar and transfer agent expenses, board fees, annual and 
quarterly reports, proxy statements and response to shareholder 
inquires. Mr. Vierima contended that SSU benefits from the 
financial strength and reputation of MPL by guaranteeing the debt 
which in turn reduces debt costs. 

OPC witness Kim Dismukes contended that SSU did not 
demonstrate that the shareholder costs were appropriate or that 
they would benefit SSU's ratepayers. She advocated reducing these 
expenses by 50 percent. Ms. Dismukes also referenced Order No. PSC- 
92-0708-FOF-TL, at page 31 to support her conclusion. 

In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Vierima stated that the MFRs 
contained line-item detail of the 17 components of shareholder 
costs. Mr Vierima also confirmed that SSU's allocated -share of 
MP&L's shareholder services did not include expenses related to 
image building and good will. Witness Small testified on cross- 
examination that the majority of the shareholder services expenses 
included by SSU in this case could be related to communicating with 
the financial community, not with image building or goodwill. We 
also note that the in the TECO order we allowed the major portion 
of stockholder expenses related to financial communications. 

However, through the ROE leverage formula, we have allowed 
recovery of costs associated with being a publicly traded utility. 
Specifically, in the calculation of the appropriate cost of equity, 
we recognized an additional 25 basis points to the otherwise 
determined cost of equity to provide for these costs. To ask SSU's 
ratepayers to pay 25 basis points on ROE in addition to the amount 
requested by SSU would be duplicative. We also question whether 
the benefits SSU receives from MP&L are worth $208,776 to the 
ratepayers in Florida. Consequently, we shall disallow all of the 
utility's requested shareholder services expenses of $208,776. 

8. Conservation Exvenses 

SSU requested $524,425 for its conservation programs for 1996, 
including $153,420 for a statewide education program, $87,500 for 
a conservation program specific to Marco Island customers, and 
$283,505 to support an aggressive conservation program in six 
targeted high-use communities. We have delineated the utility's 
conservation programs between those for specific communities versus 
its general, statewide program for the purposes of analysis and 
decision. 
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a. a 
carlyn Kowalsky, an environmental attorney for SSU, provided 

testimony on the issue of conservation programs and expenses. She 
testified that in December 1994, SSU launched a pilot conservation 
program for its Marco Island facility, which was selected because 
its customers are among the highest average monthly users of all 
communities served by SSU. The project was designed to educate 
customers regarding the need for water conservation and to provide 
incentives to encourage voluntary conservation. The education 
element of the Marco Island project included, in part, public 
workshops, open houses, advertising, newsletters, indoor 
Conservation retrofit devices, water audits for high volume 
residential and multi-family customers, and rebates toward 
irrigation shutoff devices. 

The utility proposed to enhance its conservation program, in 
large part by launching a comprehensive conservation program 
involving six targeted communities which had high average monthly 
consumption for the past four years: Palisades Country Club, 
Silver Lake Estates/Western Shores and Quail Ridge in Lake County; 
D o l  Ray Manor in Seminole County; Sugar Mill Woods in Citrus 
County; and Valrico Hills in Hillsborough County. The proposal 
included an extensive public education effort, free indoor retrofit 
kits, water saving toilet rebates, rebates for irrigation shutoff 
devices, and a survey of the participants to assess the programs's 
effectiveness. The results of the programs for the targeted 
communities will serve as the utility's guide for future efforts. 
To recover the additional cost for the expanded conservation 
program, SSU made a pro forma increase to its expenses for 1996 of 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that SSU had neither 
demonstrated that its conservation program was cost effective nor 
provided any analysis comparing alternative conservation methods. 
She believed this to be a fundamental flaw in SSU's proposal. 
Without the proper cost/benefit analysis, she stated that SSU's 
requested pro forma increase to its 1996 conservation expenses of 
$321,290 was highly questionable. Ms. Dismukes also asserted that 
SSU failed to make a comparison between the projected water savings 
resulting from its enhanced conservation program to water savings 
that might be achieved from rate design. She contended that while 
the utility asked its customers to pay for programs to produce 
conservation, a change in rate design could produce the same or 
more conservation for a fraction of the cost. 

Ms. Dismukes took issue with several other aspects of the 

$321,290. 

utility's proposed conservation expenses. She questioned spending , 
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$60,180 on retrofit kits, because SSU's consultant reported that 
results from a program in Tucson, Arizona, indicated that the 
impact from low flow showerheads was small due to the high removal 
rate of "cheap" devices. She also stated that distributing the 
kits for free while assuming only 50 percent to 60 percent of the 
customers would actually install the devices was inefficient. She 
suggested either to offer rebates only after the devices are 
installed or to charge customers some portion of the cost of the 
retrofit kits. Furthermore, Ms. Dismukes cited a survey of local 
contractors that indicated that rain sensors may not be effective, 
and therefore questioned $20,850 for rebates associated with 
irrigation shutoff devices. 

Ms. Dismukes also testified that it was difficult to 
distinguish what portion of the utility's efforts were water 
conservation advertising as opposed t,o public relations. She 
stated that this Commission has consistently disallowed public 
relations costs in the past, and therefore the portion of costs 
associated with SSU's public relations efforts should not be borne 
by ratepayers. Ms. Dismukes also took issue with spending $20,000 
for residential water audits on Marco Island, the cost 
effectiveness of ssu's conservation workshops, and the Marco Island 
customer survey. 

Ms. Dismukes recommended that we disallow $348,473 associated 
with SSU's proposed conservation expenditures. She agreed with the 
allowance of most of the Marco Island conservation program expenses 
because of the high consumption per customer and the potential 
water shortages faced by that community. The major areas of 
recommended disallowances with respect to the programs for specific 
communities were $240,149, representing all costs associated with 
the six targeted communities, $35,000 associated with cost share 
funds from the SFWMD, and contract services related to Marco 
Island. 

Mr. Buddy Hansen, testifying on behalf of Sugarmill Woods, 
contended that SSU' s conservation proposal will not produce the 
projected water savings of approximately 35 million gallons at 
Sugarmill woods. He cited several factors: SSU has lost its level 
of trust with the residents at SMW; newer residences already have 
the water saving devices and many of the older homes already have 
some retrofit devices; residents have already scaledback usage due 
in part to the uniform rate pricing; and there is no water crisis 
in the Sugarmill Woods area. 

In rebuttal, SSU witness Kowalsky testified that SSU's 
proposed conservation program was in large part due to pressure 
from the WMDs to expand its Conservation efforts. SSU worked with 
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the W D s  to include elements in the program that the WMDs believed 
would be effective. Ms. Kowalsky argued that a cost/benefit 
analysis might cost more than actually implementing the 
conservation program itself. Ms. Kowalsky argued that advertising 
is an integral part of Conservation programs, because they cannot 
succeed without public participation and support. 

As to the Tucson, Arizona retrofit program, she noted that 
ssu's consultant reported the results of retrofit programs from six 
different cities. The Tucson utility did not provide adequate 
water pressure, and the retrofit devices were not well received. 
She pointed out that SSU has distributed over 6,200 retrofit 
devices thus far without receiving any complaints about the quality 
of the devices. Many other utilities have distributed these 
devices and obtained a high level of participation. Continuing 
customer education and follow-up surveys are both important 
components of any retrofit program. 

Ms. Kowalsky rebutted Ms. Dismukes' comments regarding 
irrigation shutoff devices by stating that the difficulty with the 
rain sensor devices appeared to be isolated instances concerning 
devices other than the Mini-click type proposed by SSU. The Mini- 
click has several built-in safeguards that make the device more 
reliable. A survey of their use in Lee County over a one-year 
period indicated average water savings of 31percent for irrigation 
use. Further, the SJRWMD consumptive use handbook recommends 
implementation of a rain sensor distribution program in at least 10 
percent of the applicable connections served. 

Ms. Kowalsky offered a June 1995 AWWA white paper entitled 
W~ P o r ms, to rebut Ms. 
Dismukes' testimony regarding conservation rate structures and 
their place in an effective water conservation program. The paper 
stated that conservation rate structures by themselves do not 
constitute an effective water conservation program. Rather, the 
rate structure tool works best when paired with a sustained 
customer education program. 

MS. Kowalsky took exception to Ms. Dismukes' contention that 
the Marco Island water audit program was not successful. While 
only seven of 17 single family residents participated in the 
program in 1995, there were an additional 66 of 78 commercial or 
multi-family customers who also participated. She stated that 
education of these customers is critical to changing their high 
water use habits over the long term. She also pointed to the 
decline in average consumption on Marco Island since 1991, falling 
from 23,462 gpm in 1991 to 14,928 g p m  in 1995. She attributed the 
reduction in average consumption to the utility's intensive 
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conservation efforts on the island. The utility found that Marco 
Island customers saved 69 gallons per home, which is close to SSu's 
predicted savings of 72  gallons per home. .She also testified that 
while SSU was been awarded $10,000 from the SFWMD for a portion of 
the Marco Island conservation program in 1996, the utility had not 
entered into any cost share contract with SFWMD for $25,000 2 s  
indicated by Ms. Dismukes. 

Ms. Kowalsky testified that if this Commission does not allow 
SSU money for the proposed program enhancements, SSU may well not 
implement those enhancements. She further testified that there are 
no dollars in the conservation budget for public relations that are 
not related to conservation. When asked on cross-examination 
about money in the conservation budget for a Christmas float, Ms. 
Kowalsky replied that there is no money in the budget for a float, 
and that if the Commission does find such a request, we should 
disregard it. 

SSU also offered several rebuttal witnesses from water 
management districts. Mr. Bruce Adams, the Conservation 
Coordinator for the SFWMD, testified that in SFWMD's permit review 
process, public water suppliers are required to implement a 
conservation program, which includes in part a public education 
program. He testified that successful programs include a broad mix 
of techniques including public relations, advertising, marketing, 
auditing and conservation. SSU's program elements are in the best 
interests of the customers and are consistent with the goals of the 
SFWMD. Based on his experience, SSU's proposal 'was consistent with 
the successful programs undertaken by other utilities in Florida 
and across the nation, both in terms of the established targets and 
the predicted water savings. 

Mr. Adams also specifically rebutted Ms. Dismukes as to the 
Marco Island water audits and the effectiveness of irrigation 
shutoff devices. SFWMD strongly encourages utilities to undertake 
water audits. Mr. Adams believed that the Marco Island water 
audits project was proper because of the high water demands and 
scarce resources. Mr. Adams was a proponent of the use of rain 
switches for the control of automatic landscape irrigation systems. 
Based upon his knowledge and experience, when they are properly 
installed, maintained and operated, rain switches are effective. 

As to image enhancement, Mr. Adams stated that there are three 
components to educating people about water conservation techniques: 
awareness, education and action. The SFWMD has found that the 
first, primary part of water conservation education is the extreme 
necessity to gain the trust of the public; if the utility is not 
trusted, then the conservation message cannot be received or 
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accepted. He therefore disagreed with Ms. Dismukes' view of 
disallowing image enhancing expenses. 

Mark Farrell, Assistant Executive Director of the SWFWMD, also 
filed rebuttal testimony on behalf of the utility, in support of 
its conservation program. Mr. Farrell cited to the Memorandum of 
Understanding between this Commission and Florida's five WMDs, 
which states the common objectives of encouraging conservation and 
reducing the withdrawal demand of ground and surface water. The 
MOU acknowledges measures such as conservation promoting rate 
structures, maximization of reuse of reclaimed water, and consumer 
education programs. Mr. Farrell estimated that 70 to 8 0  percent 
of the combined jurisdictions of the SFWMD, the SJRWMD and the 
SWFWMD are now designated as water resource caution areas, and 
stated that no one is immune from the need to practice water 
conservation. 

Mr. Farrell observed that according to Chapter 40D-2, Florida 
Administrative Code, water use permit applicants must incorporate 
water conservation measures as a condition for issuance of a 
permit. Once a permit is issued, permittees are required to 
implement the provisions of their district approved water 
conservation plan. Private utilities must focus on public 
education, rate structures and retrofit programs to accomplish 
conservation objectives. 

Mr. Farrell stated that each element in SSU's program was 
designed to disseminate the conservation message in a variety of 
ways. He agreed with the three components of a conservation 
program listed by Mr. Adams, and stated that follow-up was also 
important. Mr. Farrell compared SSU's conservation proposal to 
programs implemented by the City of Tampa and Hillsborough County. 
These programs included distribution of retrofit kits, low-flow 
toilet rebates, rain sensor devices, extensive public education 
programs, and surveys to measure program effectiveness. The 
program costs of SSU's proposal were reasonable and comparable to 
other programs. 

Mr. Farrell took issue with several aspects of Ms. Dismukes' 
testimony. He stated that to disallow the public relations and 
image enhancement costs associated with the conservation program 
would be counterproductive to the legislatively declared goal to 
promote water Conservation. Water audits are an effective tool to 
educate customers about irrigation practices, and can result in a 
permanent water savings and will enhance customer awareness. 
Customer surveys are also an important aspect of a conservation 
program in order to gauge customer response. Mr. Farrell testified 
that SSU should be allowed recovery of its projected costs of the 
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conservation program for the six targeted communities. The 
retrofit kits and irrigation shutoff devices in particular have 
proven to be effective means of reducing consumption. He asserted 
that even if the success of the Tucson, Arizona retrofit program 
was limited, it does not mean that retrofit programs will not be 
effective in other communities. He disagreed with Ms. Dismukes' 
assertion that conservation rate structures alone can result in an 
effective water conservation program, and stated that a consumer 
education program was also essential. 

Mr. Farrell testified that the SWFWMD makes a general 
threshold determination, rather than a line item analysis, of the 
cost-effectiveness of the various aspects of a conservation 
program. He disputed Ms. Dismukes' notion that image-enhancing 
expenses should be disallowed, by stating that conservation 
education programs almost always have some aspect of image 
enhancing. To remove image enhancing costs would provide a 
disincentive and compromise the conservation education message. 

Mr. Harold Wilkening, Assistant Director of the Resource 
Management Department of the SJRWMD, testified that he reviewed 
ssu's proposed conservation program and found it to be supported by 
the SJRWMD and consistent with recommendations of the AWWA. He 
testified that water conservation is important, even in areas that 
are not presently experiencing water resource problems. Four of 
the service areas included in SSU's proposed plan are located in 
the SJRWMD water resource caution area. He agreed that SSU should 
be allowed to recover the costs for its proposed conservation 
enhancements, which are consistent with legislative policy. He 
found the program to be necessary and appropriate to comply with 
SJRWMD regulations, and may become the standard for other utilities 
in that district. Mr. Wilkening testified that the cost of SSU's 
programs are appropriate and necessary to obtain a consumptive use 
permit. He stated that it may be very difficult to do a 
cost/benefit analysis on water conservation. 

The parties addressed the conservation program and expenses at 
length in their post-hearing filings. OPC argued that SSU failed 
to justify its proposed $524,428 of conservation expenses included 
in the projected test year. Marco disagreed with the 
implementation of a conservation program at Marco Island, and with 
SSU's analysis of the results. SSU contended that regulatory 
agencies have recognized the need and effectiveness of conservation 
programs such as SSU's, and that it had justified the expenses of 
the program. 

OPC argued that one of the most disturbing aspects of SSU's 
proposed conservation plan and expenditures was that the utility's 
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primary conservation witness was unable to answer simple questions 
on the subject, including how the six communities targeted for 
SSU'S enhanced conservation program were chosen, whether image 
enhancement costs should be recovered from ratepayers, and whether 
rate structure is an important component of an overall conservation 
program. OPC found fault with several specific expenses, including 
over $60,000 for retrofit kits, almost $21,000 for irrigation 
shutoff devices, $20,000 on residential water audits, and expenses 
for market consultants, customer surveys, and workshops despite 
poor turnouts at previous workshops. 

OPC disputed the utility's contention that Marco Island 
customers had reduced their water consumption, by citing an exhibit 
demonstrating that 164 large volume customers were reclassified 
from the residential class to the irrigation class. OPC contended 
that by reclassifying these customers to the irrigation-class in 
the years 1993-1995, the residential consumption per customer 
figure in 1995 is not comparable and is understated relative to the 
1991 figure. Furthermore, in concluding that customers conserved 
water in 1995 water compared to 1991 or 1992, SSU did not consider 
the effects of rainfall. OPC argued that the 1995 consumption 
reductions are likely the result of rainfall, not Conservation. 

OPC argued that SSU did not study the cost effectiveness of 
its conservation program, despite the fact that a consultant 
recommended that utilities do so. While the water management 
district witnesses all supported SSU's conservation programs, they 
did not have a detailed understanding of the programs, nor did they 
test them for cost effectiveness. OPC asserted that the 
generalizations of these witnesses cannot be relied upon to support 
the reasonableness of SSU's proposed conservation expenditures. 

OPC contended that SSU did not meet its burden of proving the 
reasonableness of these expenses. OPC asserted that conservation 
costs must be cost-effective and prudent, and that SSU could 
accomplish similar results by adopting the rate design proposed by 
Ms. Dismukes. Because OPC believed that SSU's customers should not 
pay for a program that could be achieved through ratemaking, OPC 
argued that we should disallow $348,473 of SSU's proposed 
conservation expenses. 

Marco argued in its brief that Marco Island was a poor choice 
as a targeted conservation community due to the high incomes and 
poor price elasticities that Marco Island residents exhibit. Marco 
echoed OPC's criticism of SSU's contention that average residential 
consumption for Marco Island had declined by 37 percent from 1992 
to 1995. Marco argued that by creating a new irrigation 
classification during 1993, a large portion of water consumption 
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was transferred fromthe residential class to the irrigation class. 
Marco contended that this new customer classification was an 
intentional manipulation of data in order to make SSU's 
conservation efforts appear successful. 

In its brief, SSU argued that state water policy dictates 
water conservation unless it is not economically or environmentally 
feasible. A utility must undertake all reasonably available 
conservation measures in order to meet the requirements for 
obtaining a consumptive use permit. SSU asserted that the WMD 
witnesses substantiated that the program costs were within the 
range of costs expended by other utilities serving similar . 
population sizes. In addition, the WMD witnesses testified that 
SSU's proposed conservation program techniques have proven 
effective in many other applications in Florida. 

According to SSU, the WMD witnesses further substantiated MS. 
Kowalsky's testimony that all costs for public education, including 
activities that could possibly be categorized as "public 
relations", were essential to implementing a successful 
conservation program. Surveys were also considered important. SSU 
maintained that its proposed conservation program comported with 
the WMDs position that conservation is the most cost effective 
means of meeting Florida's water supply needs, and therefore, the 
conservation program costs should be approved. 

The record on the conservation expense issue is extensive and 
covered a wide range of topics. We are persuaded by the testimony 
of the WMD personnel that conservation programs are important in 
order to reduce water consumption throughout the state. The water 
management districts have imposed conditions on all consumptive use 
permit holders, including utilities, requiring greater water use 
efficiencies. Educating the public and providing consumers with 
the tools to implement conservation programs is far less costly 
than developing alternative water sources. In other words, 
conservation is the most cost-effective and expeditious way of 
meeting water supply needs. No one is immune from the need to 
practice water conservation. 

All of the WMD witnesses testified that SSU's proposed 
conservation plan was consistent with WMD goals and that the 
program elements were in the best interests of the customers. We 
find the testimony of the WMD personnel to be persuasive. 
Therefore, we find SSU's proposed conservation program enhancements 
for the specific communities to be appropriate. However, we do not 
concur with SSU as to the level of expense to be recovered. 
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There are several adjustments necessary for the Marco Island 
program. Despite testimony from Ms. Kowalsky to the contrary, SSU 
included the cost of a float in its projected expenses. 
Accordingly, we have removed $10,000 associated with the cost of 
the float. We also find it appropriate to remove $10,001 
associated with the toilet rebate cost share funding with the SFtlMD 
because SSU has been awarded this money from the SFWMD. Because 
special events are expensive and time consuming for limited 
exposure, we have removed $2,001 associatedwith special events for 
the Marco Island program. 

Our final adjustment to the Marco Island program costs is with 
respect to labor and fringe benefits. SSU proposed adding two 
additional full-time positions to carry out SSU's conservation 
program, a conservation administrator and a conservation 
coordinator, allocating $20,047 in labor and fringe benefits for 
these positions. Some of the duties of the proposed conservation 
administrator included duties which are also the primary 
responsibilities of current SSU employee Ida Roberts. The proposed 
conservation administrator represented a duplication of duties, and 
we therefore have disallowed the labor and fringe benefits 
associated with the position, resulting in a removal of $10,024 
from labor and fringe benefits. 

Both OPC and Marco contended that by reclassifying certain 
Marco Island customers to the irrigation class, the residential 
consumption per customer figures during the years 1991-1995 were 
not comparable. We agree that the residential consumption data 
provided by SSU were not comparable. Therefore, we analyzed the 
average consumption per bill, excluding raw water and fire 
protection, for the entire Marco Island service area for the 1992 - 
1995 period. Based on data in the record, our analysis indicated 
that average consumption per bill reduced by 19 percent from 1992 
to 1995. Despite the creation of a new customer class and its 
effects on the calculations of average residential consumption, we 
are satisfied that the facility-wide consumption per bill did 
decline. 

We have made several adjustments regarding expenses associated 
with the six targeted communities. Because Ms. Kowalsky admitted 
that updating the literature search in subsequent years may be less 
expensive than the initial search, we have removed $9,600 
associated with the literature search. The initial literature 
search is a nonrecurring expense and, accordingly, we amortized 
this expense over a five-year period. Next, we removed $19,500 
associated with outside services, as the descriptions of these 
services are included in the description of SSU's proposed 
conservation coordinator position. While SSU may recover the cost 
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of the proposed conservation coordinator position, the outside 
services expense was duplicative. 

We also removed $25,000 associated with the toilet rebate cost 
share funding with the SFWMD. Although SSU has not yet entered 
into a contract with the SFWMD for this funding, SSU has received 
approval for the funding. Should SSU for some reason not enter 
into a contract with the SFWMD for this item, the utility may 
petition this Commission for a subsequent adjustment in its rates. 

Consistent with our finding regarding special events for the 
Marco Island program, we have disallowed expenses associated with 
special events for the targeted communities in the amount of 
$11,000. As discussed above, the duties of SSU’s proposed 
conservation administrator are also contained within the primary 
responsibilities of a current SSU employee. Therefore;we have 
disallowed the labor and fringe benefits associated with this 
position, resulting in a removal of $22,611 from labor and fringe 
benefits. 

Finally, we made several reductions to expenses associated 
with M&S office printing, M&S office supplies and miscellaneous 
expenses. These expenses are partly a function of the number of 
customers served by the program. We examined the historical number 
of bills per service area, by meter size and customer class, during 
1994 and compared the relative number of customers in the targeted 
communities versus the number of customers in Marco Island. The 
M&S expenses and miscellaneous expenses were then reduced based on 
this ratio. These adjustments resulted in reductions totalling 
$8,735. 

Based on the foregoing, we have allowed $77,984 associated 
with the Marco Island program and $151,704 associated with the six 
targeted communities program. We recognize that conservation 
expense is a new and evolving issue. We believe it is both 
necessary and appropriate to monitor the utility’s efforts with 
respect to these programs. Therefore, SSU shall file with this 
Commission copies of all reports, surveys, or documents that are 
provided to the WMDs with respect to any aspect of the utility‘s 
conservation program. 

b. Statewide Cons ervation Proaram Emenses 

SSU’s MFRs for the 1996 projected test year included $166,272 
in conservation expenses associated with statewide communication. 
Our review of the individual components of these expenses indicated 
that several reductions were necessary. Ms. Dismukes recommended 
that we disallow a portion of the cost associated with sponsorship 
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of a 1996 conservation education program. These costs increased 
from $18,000 in 1995 to $38,351 in 1996. Ms. Dismukes contended, 
and we agree, that SSU did not justify the increase, nor did it 
provide any information on the nature or. benefits of the 
sponsorship. Based upon these facts, we find it appropriate to 
decrease costs related to the conservation education program by 
$20,351. 

The utility included $30,300 in labor related costs for its 
statewide communication program. Ms. Dismukes suggested that 50 
percent of these costs be removed. SSU did not provide any support 
or testimony as to why its requested level of labor should be 
allowed. We do recognize that in order to have an aggressive 
conservation program, some level of personnel is necessary. We 
agree with Ms. Dismukes that half of the utility's requested labor 
is reasonable. We therefore find it appropriate to redu'ce labor 
related charges by $15,150. 

SSU requested $14,783 for Statewide Communication advertising. 
This amount included $10,195 for newspaper advertisements and 
$4,588 for logoed items and plaques used to promote the image of 
SSU in the communities it serves and to recognize individuals 
and/or organizations for conservation or community relations. Ms. 
Dismukes asserted that SSU spent considerable amount of money on 
advertising and other public relations efforts that were not solely 
designed to educate customers and enhance conservation. She 
believed that the portion of the advertising cost associated with 
ssu' s "public relations" or image-building efforts should not be 
borne by rate-payers, therefore recommended disallowance of all the 
public relations counsel and research and one-half of the 
advertising expenses. MS. Dismukes testified that she recognized 
the need to advertise for conservation purposes, but not for image 
enhancement. 

Ms. Kowalsky argued that conservation needs public 
participation and support, and that advertising is an integral 
part. Ms. Kowalsky further stated that a positive image for the 
company resulting incidentally from advertising would make the 
conservation efforts more successful. SSU witness Farrell 
testified that advertising expenses which incidentally resulted in 
a positive image for the company would not diminish the importance 
of the conservation message arid should be recovered by SSU. 
Witness Adams also testified that it is extremely necessary to gain 
the trust of the public that will take action on water 
conservation, and that it is important for customers to know and 
have a good feeling about the utility. 
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We agree with QPC that advertising expense only for image 
enhancement purposes should not be borne by ratepayers because it 
only benefits stockholders. However, we also recognize that the 
utility's conservation efforts need to gain support and trust from 
its customers in order to be successful. Based on a review of the 
budget and the foregoing discussion, we do not believe that 
advertising expense for statewide communication can be separated 
between cost for informing customers and gaining public support for 
conservation and cost for image enhancement. 

Based on the above, we conclude that it is appropriate to 
allow the recovery of advertising expense of $14,783. MS. Kowalsky 
admitted that the customer newsletter entitled Waterworks is a 
regular newsletter which covers a variety of topics, including 
conservation tips. It is more reasonable to allocate one-fourth 
rather than one-half of the cost associated with the customer 
newsletter to the conservation program. Accordingly, $4,000 shall 
be removed from the total budgeted amount. The utility also 
requested recovery of $600 in Miscellaneous Expense - Other related 
to employees' voluntary community support for SSU's service area. 
As a result of the utility's failure to demonstrate that these 
expenses relate to wat4r conservation, these costs shall be 
removed. We also find it appropriate to remove $2,150 for costs 
associated with an employee newsletter from conservation expenses, 
as the utility did not demonstrate that this newsletter benefits 
conservation. 

Ms. Dismukes maintained that this Commission has consistently 
disallowed public relation costs in the past, and proposed removing 
$10,297 in public relation related costs. Ms. Kowalsky testified 
that conservation programs cannot be successful without public 
participation and support. Nevertheless, we conclude that the 
$10,297 in costs for public relations counsel and research will be 
removed because the utility did not support this amount. 

c. n .  mm 

We have disallowed a total of $181,019 for the utility's 
community specific and statewide conservation expenses. The 
approved amount of conservation expenses is $343,412. Our specific 
adjustments are set forth on Attachment D of this Order. We have 
also ordered SSU to file with the Commission copies of all reports, 
surveys, or other documents that are provided to the WMDs with 
respect to any aspect of the utility's conservation program. 
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9. Current Rate Case EXDenSe 

In its original filing, SSU requested estimated rate case 
expense of $995,152 for this proceeding. Utility witness Ludsen 
stated that the amount compares favorably to the $1,302,191 in rate 
case expense approved in Docket No. 920199-WS, especially since the 
number of service areas increased. According to M r .  Ludsen, SSU 
used in-house experts instead of consultants or other experts 
wherever possible. However, the utility secured the services of 
outside experts in costs of capital, rate design and rate 
engineering issues, which it believed to be the most controversial 
in this proceeding. 

In addition to the rate case expense for this proceeding, SSU 
included unamortized expenses in the amount of $854,174 associated 
with four prior rate cases: Dockets Nos. 911188-WS (Lehigh), 
920199-WS (SSU), 920655-WS (Marco Island) and a Charlotte County 
rate proceeding. SSU also included costs incurred in Docket No. 
930880-WS, the uniform rate investigation docket, in rate case 
expense. In total, SSU requested rate case expense of $2,281,424, 
to be amortized over four years. 

In late-filed Exhibit No. 255, SSU updated its actual rate 
case expense figures as of March 31, 1996, with a revised estimate 
to complete. That exhibit contained supporting information and 
indicated total rate case expense to be $3,187,252, consisting of 
$1,628,065 estimated for current rate case, $1,029,174 for 
unamortized rate case expenses for prior rate cases and $530,013 
for the uniform investigation docket. 

We have reviewed the exhibits and testimony of all witnesses 
on this issue, and detail our findings and adjustments below. We 
note that the expenses related to Docket No. 930880-WS have not 
been included in current rate case expense, but are addressed 
separately below. 

a. 

On May 28, 1996, SSU filed an exhibit it identified as Exhibit 
No. 255-A, containing the latest estimates and invoices through the 
end of April, 1996. SSU filed an exhibit it identified as Exhibit 
No. 255-B, containing a revision for legal fees, on May 31, 1996. 
The exhibits were identified for the purposes of the hearing as 
Exhibits N o s .  257 and 258, respectively. At the continuation of 
the hearing on May 31, 1996, the Chairman ruled that Exhibits Nos. 
257 and 258 would not be entered into the record. Portions of 
Exhibit No. 257, consisting of pages of invoices for legal fees, 
were entered into the record as Exhibit No. 259. 
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In its post-hearing brief, SSU argued that we should 
reconsider and reverse the ruling on Exhibits Nos. 257 and 258. 
According to SSU, our standard practice permits the filing of those 
exhibits and allows the parties ten days to file objections and to 
address the exhibits in post-hearing briefs. SSU conceded that 
Exhibits Nos. 257 and 258 were filed after the due date for late- 
filed exhibits. However, SSU argued that no party would be 
prejudiced because they had a right to either address the exhibits 
at hearing or in post-hearing objections and briefs. 

SSU's motion for reconsideration of this matter within its 
post-hearing brief is inappropriate. A legal brief is not a ' 
pleading, but an opportunity for parties to present legal argument 
pertaining to the issues in the case. See Rule 25-22.056 (2) (b) , 
Florida Administrative Code. Therefore, we decline to entertain 
the utility's request for reconsideration of the ruling on Exhibits 
Nos. 257 and 258. 

b. Emenses Related to Dr. Morin 

OPC witness Kim Dismukes proposed to remove the estimated 
costs for Dr. Roger Morin's consulting fees regarding cost of 
capital issues. Ms. Dismukes testified that because this 
Commission establishes a leverage formula to determine cost of 
equity, this expense or any additional costs incurred by SSU should 
not be allowed. She stated that SSU's shareholders should bear the 
cost of cost of capital consulting fees if the utility desires to 
dispute the leverage graph. 

Forest Ludsen was the utility's primary witness regarding 
SSU's rate case expense. Mr. Ludsen testified that Dr. Morin has 
shown in the past that the Commission's leverage graph is flawed 
and not appropriate for SSU. Dr. Morin's testimony was used by the 
Commission in the current leverage graph order issued on August 10, 
1995. Further, Mr. Ludsen opined that Section 367.081(4) (f), 
Florida Statutes, does not bind a utility to the leverage graph. 
Lastly, he stated that OPC filed testimony contesting Dr. Morin's 
testimony. SSU cannot legitimately be denied recovery of expenses 
incurred to rebut OPC's witnesses. 

Section 367.081(4) (f) , Florida Statutes, and Rule 25- 
30.433(11), Florida Administrative Code, state that a utility may 
use the leverage formula in lieu of presenting evidence for the 
cost of equity. However, the language of the statute is not 
mandatory. A utility is not bound to the leverage formula and may 
present testimony independent of that formula. We further note 
that the leverage formula, effective at the time of the SSU hearing 
by Order No. PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS, adopted several modifications 
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recommended by Dr. Morin at a workshop. These modifications also 
appeared in Dr. Morin's testimony for this case. In addition to 
his direct testimony on cost of capital, Dr.. Morin offered rebuttal 
testimony to OPC witness Rothschild, and discussed the impact of 
the proposed weather normalization clause and its affect .. on the 

For these reasons, we find that some amount of rate case 
expense associated with Dr. Morin is appropriate. However, we are 
concerned with Dr. Morin's flat fee arrangement. Mr. Ludsen 
testified that originally SSU had an arrangement for a flat fee of 
$21,500. When the case required more extensive work on Dr. 
Morin's part for interrogatories and rebuttal testimony, he 
required his normal flat standard fee of $40,000. Exhibit No. 255 
indicated the original estimate of $21,500, the actual amount 
incurred as of March 31, 1996, of $21,717, and the' revised 
estimate. SSU did not provide any supporting documentation 
regarding Dr. Morin's fees. 

Because Dr. Morin's direct and rebuttal testimony was 
stipulated into the record, he did not attend the hearing. Mr. 
Ludsen agreed that the estimated charges for any witness whose 
testimony was stipulated into the record should be reduced 
accordingly. We find it appropriate to remove $10,000 from Dr. 
Morin's flat fee to address the fact that he did not participate at 
the final hearing. 

cost of capital. .. - 

c. 2 ' 
Exhibit No. 255 reflected estimates of $30,000 each for Mr. 

Gagnon and Mr. Sandbulte. Mr. Ludsen agreed that Mr. Gagnon's 
direct testimony consisted of five pages in addition to his 
personal background. Nevertheless, Mr. Gagnon had a significant 
amount of involvement in preparing the MFRs and working with the 
auditors on tax issues. Mr. Gagnon's salary is not allocated to 
SSU, but is directly charged to SSU based on work performed. Mr. 
Sandbulte testified as the former CEO and Chairman of the Board of 
MP&L. Although Mr. Sandbulte's salary may be allocated down 
through management fees, the record is silent on whether his salary 
is allocated to SSU. The exhibit reflected estimates on the 
summary sheet, but did not indicate actual charges as of March 31, 
1996, or supporting invoices for either witness. SSU has failed to 
meet its burden regarding both Mr. Sandbulte's and Mr. Gagnon's 
estimated fees. Therefore, a total reduction of $60,000 shall be 
made to remove both of their fees. 

SSU also included consulting fees for utility witness 
Broverman, whose rebuttal testimony was stricken at hearing. OPC 
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witness Dismukes testified that all of Mr. Broverman’s consulting 
fees should be removed from rate case expense. we agree, and have 
made a reduction of $12,500 to remove these fees. 

Exhibit No. 255 reflected a revised estimate of $5,000, with 
actual charges of $1,575 for Mr. Cresse, with the firm of Messer, 
Caparello and Madsen. According to SSU, Mr. Cresse provided 
advisory services regarding the need for additional testimony. ssu 
did not provide support for the estimate to complete. Mr. Ludsen 
agreed that because Mr. Cresse did not actually provide testimony, 
the fees should be removed. We find it appropriate to allow only 
the actual amount incurred, and reduce the total expense by $3,425 
to remove the estimated amount. 

d. Lecral Emenses 

At the continuation of the hearing on May 31, 1996, Mr. Ludsen 
was questioned on SSU‘s requested recovery of legal fees. He 
admitted that he was not a lawyer, paralegal, former law student, 
or employee of a law firm, that he was not familiar with the 
procedures used by courts to determine a reasonable level of legal 
fees, and that he had never testified in a court about reasonable 
attorneys’ fees. He also had not reviewed the files of the law 
firms who have billed SSU. In its brief, OPC contended that no 
attorney fees should be approved in addition to the amount for the 
Rutledge Ecenia law firm. In support of this position, OPC 
summarily stated that all of the evidence concerning legal fees was 
impermissible hearsay. OPC unsuccessfully raised this objection at 
the hearing. We disagree that all of the evidence concerning legal 
fees was impermissible hearsay. Exhibits Nos. 255 and 259 contain 
actual bills and estimates for various legal services. Moreover, 
Mr. Ludsen testified to the reasonableness of certain of the legal 
fees . 

On cross-examination, Mr. Ludsen stated that the law firm of 
Lewis, Longman and Walker, P.A., was an intermediary between SSU 
and DEP. Mr. Ludsen stated that DEP has worked with this firm in 
the past, and that DEP knows that the firm is very objective. SSU 
did not wish to appear as though it were trying to influence the 
DEP, and this firm could explain the differences between the DEP 
and PSC rules with respect to used and useful issues. The invoices 
reflected that this firm held a conference with the Secretary of 
DEP regarding the used and useful issue. When questioned why the 
customers should pay for one of SSU’s law firms to talk to the 
Secretary of DEP about used and useful, Mr. Ludsen responded that 
it is important that the DEP and the PSC each understand the 
respective treatment of the other regarding certain issues. SSU 
believes that it is caught in the middle on the used and useful 
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issue, and its purpose for sponsoring the DEP witnesses was to 
coordinate the two agencies' thought patterns with respect to this 
issue. 

Exhibit No. 255 shows a revised estimate of these fees as 
$15,000 with actual charges as of March 31, 1996, of $1,027. We 
question the need for supplemental attorneys to provide unbiased 
communication between SSU and DEP, and are not convinced that these 
amounts were prudent. The utility failed to provide a breakdown of 
the work to be performed in its estimate to complete. Because we 
find that the record only supports the amount actually incurred as 
of March 31, 1996, rate case expense shall be reduced by $13,973. 

The legal fees of $23,006 and revised estimate of $25,000 for 
the firm of Radey, Hinkle, Thomas & McArthur related to the 
utility's appeal of our initial denial of interim rates. SSU filed 
an appeal of our oral decision before the written order was issued 
and the First District Court of Appeal quickly dismissed the 
appeal. Because the customers should not have to bear these 
imprudent costs, rate case expense shall be reduced by $25,000. 

The utility reflected an estimate of $200,000 in legal fees 
for the firm of Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood, Purnell & Hoffman, 
P.A. In Exhibit No. 255, SSU reflected the actual amount incurred 
as of March 31, 1996, to be $117,997. SSU, however, failed to 
submit an estimate to complete for this firm. While it is also 
evident that legal fees increased beyondthose actually incurred as 
of March, 1996, there is no basis to ascertain the reasonableness 
of the remaining estimate to complete. 

It is the utility's burden to justify its requested costs, 
with no exceptions made for rate case expense. Florida Power Corn. 
v. Cresse, 413 So. 2d 1187, 1191 (Fla. 1982). We have required 
detailed estimates to complete, in order to review the type and 
prudency of estimated costs. SSU attempted to update its estimate 
for Rutledge, Ecenia's legal fees in Exhibit 258, which was not 
entered into the record. It would constitute an abuse of 
discretion to automatically award rate case expense without 
reference to the prudence of the costs incurred in the rate case 
proceedings. Meadowbrook Util. Svs., Inc. v. FPSC, 518 So. 2d 326, 
327 (Fla. 1st DCA 1987), rehearina denied, 529 So. 2d 694 (Fla. 
1988). Despite this fact, we ha+, a broad discretion with respect 
to allowance of rate case expense. -, 
Inc. v. Utilitv Reuulatorv Bd. of Jacksonville, 274 So. 2d 597, 598 
(Fla. 1st DCA 1973) . The record does show that a substantial 
amount of work was performed by this firm as evidenced by 
attendance at the formal proceedings, exhibits filed, and brief 
preparation. Based on this record evidence and on past experience 
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in determining allowable ra : case exuense. we elieve it is 
reasonable and appropriate to allow the-utility $175,000 in rate 
case expense for this firm. This results in a decrease to SSU's 
requested rate case expense of $25,000. 

Exhibit No. 255 reflected an estimate of $100,000 for the 
Greenberg, Traurig firm for future appeals of this case. Mr. 
Ludsen stated that this estimate was provided by SSU's general 
counsel in anticipation of the fact that, based on historical 
experience, there will be an appeal. While he stated that it was 
no different than estimating any other budgeted item, he also 
admitted that he was not aware of any case where the cost of 
subsequent appeals were included in current rate case expense. 

In its brief, OPC argued that no amount should be granted for 
an appeal of this case because such a request is premature. We 
agree. Section 367.081(7), Florida Statutes, requires us to 
determine the reasonableness of rate case expenses and disallow all 
unreasonable expense. We also rely upon Order No. PSC-94-0738-FOF- 
WU, issued June 15, 1994, in Docket No. 900386-WU, In Re: 
ADDlication for a Rate Increase in Marion Countv bv Sunshine 
Utilities of Central Florida. I nc. By that order, we concluded 
that reasonable appellate rate case expense can only mean expense 
related to issues on which the appellant utility prevails on 
appeal. We will not know whether the utility will appeal the 
order(s) arising from this proceeding, or which, if any, issues the 
utility will prevail on at the appellate level, until a decision is 
rendered on appeal. Accordingly, we shall remove the estimated 
$100,000 for future appeals of this case. 

f. Travel Exuenses 

In its MFRs, the utility estimated travel expenses to be 
$56,583. The same amount was reflected as its final estimate to 
complete, with the actual incurred as of March 31, 1996, reported 
as $23,013. SSU, however, provided no support for its estimate to 
complete. Given the large number of SSU employees who were 
witnesses and attended the hearing, it is reasonable to assume that 
the amount incurred as of March 31, 1996, is insufficient. 
However, without supporting documentation for the estimate to 
complete, we cannot make a determination as to the reasonableness 
of the total request. Accordingly, we believe that it is 
reasonable to allow travel expenses in the amount of $45,000. This 
results in a decrease to SSU's requested travel expense of $11,583. 
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g. Miscellaneous Emenses and Adiustments 

MS. Dismukes recommended several adjustments to the utility's 
requested current rate case expense. She proposed an increase in 
rate case expense of $30,401 to reflect the overtime included in 
the 1995 budget, which was stipulated to by all parties. She 
proposed removing rate case expense for those witnesses whom did 
not file testimony in this proceeding but whose fees were included 
in the original estimate. This adjustment would reduce rate case 
expense by $50,000. 

Mr. Ludsen agreed with Ms. Dismukes that Mr. Gartzke and Mr. 
Cresse did not file testimony in this proceeding and any associated 
costs should not be included. However, he added that additional 
witnesses who were not originally estimated have filed rebuttal 
testimony and should be added and recovered as part of rate case 
expense. Mr. Ludsen further agreed that the travel costs 
associated with various water management district employees who 
testified by way of video teleconference should be removed. These 
amounts, totaling $707, have accordingly been removed. 

In the MFRs, SSU originally estimated $13,000 for open 
houses. In Exhibit No. 255, the actual amount as of March 31, 
1996, and revised estimate were both $1,404. On cross-examination, 
Mr. Ludsen agreed that SSU spent $13,000 for postage to mail 
invitations to customers to an open house. Mr. Ludsen admitted 
that open houses were not required by the Commission. These 
expenses are inappropriate to be included in rate case expense, and 
we therefore have removed the total amount of $14,404 requested for 
open house expenses. 

Exhibit No. 255 reflected a revised estimate of $25,000 for 
miscellaneous expenses. The estimate in the MFRs was $lO,OOO and 
the actual charges as of March 31, 1996, were $4,997. Several 
items in the miscellaneous expense category were called into 
question. Mr. Ludsen could not recall what relevance beeper 
services, video training, dues or subscriptions had to the rate 
case. He noted that the rate case video could have been used for 
employee training to respond to customer concerns and questions. 
Further, he could not support why food for rate training was 
required. Mr. Ludsen also agreed that Mr. Tracy Smith's costs for 
meeting with legislators should be removed. Mr. Ludsen admitted 
that the public relations newswire and a seven-page facsimile sent 
to 47 newspapers for press releases were not required by the 
Commission. However, he stated that just as the utility sends out 
PSC-required notices, the utility wanted to inform the public. 
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Questions on books purchased specifically for the rate case 
were also raised. Mr. Ludsen stated that if the books were 
necessary to prepare testimony, then they would be charged to rate 
case expense. According to Mr. Ludsen, a book such as the Water 
Conservation Handbook could have some purpose outside of a rate 
case, but that could be argued on most items. 

The utility was unable to justify why many of the 
miscellaneous expenses discussed above were incurred, how they 
specifically related to the rate case or why the customers should 
have to pay for these amounts. SSU did not provide a reasonable 
estimate to complete for its miscellaneous expenses. Because the . 
record is insufficient, we find it appropriate to only allow the 
amount of $10,000 originally estimated. Accordingly, rate case 
expense shall be reduced by $15,000. 

The same concern holds true for telephone expenses, dues and 
subscriptions, and advertising expenses. The estimates to complete 
were not supported by any means in Exhibit No. 255. Therefore, the 
utility did not support why it is necessary for advertising 
expenses, outside of noticing, to be allowed for rate case expense. 

h. Current Rate Case Emense : Summarv 

Adding all of the approved adjustments together, a total 
reduction of $299,249 to the revised rate case expense in Exhibit 
No. 255 shall be made. This results in a total rate case expense 
for this case of $1,328,816. Based on the evidence of record, we 
conclude that this amount is reasonable, particularly given the 
complexity of this case and the size of this utility. This total 
also represents an increase over the current rate case expense 
requested in the MFRs of $333,664. 

10. Treatment of Prior Unamortized Rate Case Emense 

AS mentioned previously, SSU added the balance of prior 
approved yet unamortized expenses as of the end of the test year to 
current rate case expense. With respect to Dockets Nos. 911188-WS, 
920199-WS and 920655-WS, we have used the total amount of rate case 
expense approved in the final orders for those dockets. The 
utility also used the total amounts in the respective orders to 
determine its unamortized balance, amortizing over four years, 
starting when the final rates went into effect for each case. 

According to each of those respective orders and Section 
367.0815, Florida Statutes, the resulting rates for each docket 
will be reduced at the end of four years from implementation of the 
final rates. If the unamortized balance of prior rate case expense 
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were added to the current balance and re-amortized over the next 
four years, the utility would be penalized when the four-year rate 
reductions take place in 1997. Mr. Ludsen seemed to believe that 
by reamortizing the prior amounts the rate reduction would not 
occur. He believed that because SSU filed a new rate case prior to 
the four-year expiration, the rate reduction would be extendedottt 
until four years after the current final rates are implemented. He 
stated that in essence, rate reduction results by way of resetting 
the rates. 

We are not persuaded by this contention. The statute and the 
prior orders are very clear that a four-year rate reduction will 
occur. The statute does not provide for any exceptions, regardless 
of the utility's financial condition or rate case status. If the 
total amount of annual amortization of rate case expense for each 
prior case is not included, then the utility's revenue requirement 
will be understated when the four-year rate reduction occurs. 
Accordingly, we find the appropriate amounts to be $67,100 for 
Lehigh, $852,601 for Docket No. 920199-WS and $106,820 for Marco 
Island. As discussed below, these amounts shall be specifically 
allocated to each specific plant or group of plants. This would 
include Spring Hill for Docket No. 920199-WS. 

SSU provided no evidence as to why the amount associated with 
the Charlotte County rate case should be allowed, by what order the 
Charlotte County Commission approved it, or when the amortization 
period began. Because the amount of $2,653 is unsupported, we have 
removed this amount. 

11. 

In its initial filing, SSU requested recovery of $432,089 in 
costs incurred for the Uniform Rate Investigation, Docket No. 
930860-WS. These costs were added to the total of its requested 
current and previously unrecovered prior rate case expense, along 
with the previously approved but unamortized balance of prior rate 
case expense. SSU allocated the sum of these amounts in this case 
to only the customers in this docket, and amortized the amount over 
four years. In Exhibit No. 255, SSU updated its requested costs 
for recovery for Docket No. 930680-WS to $530,013, an increase of 
$97,924. We must first address what total amount of expense from 
Docket No. 930680-WS is appropriate; whether these costs were rate 
case expense or regulatory commission expense; and, what group of 
customers should bear the cost. 
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a. Amrouriate Emenses 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that SSU has pursued 
the issue of uniform rates to the fullest extent possible and 
incurred excessive costs. Ms. Dismukes questioned the 
reasonableness of the considerable expense of advocating one rate 
structure over another, when the rate structure issue is revenue 
neutral. She did not believe that all of these costs should be 
borne by the ratepayers. Ms. Dismukes questioned several of the 
expenses included in the utility's requested amount, which we have 
addressed below. Ms. Dismukes concluded that the advocacy of 
uniform rates in the investigation docket was unnecessary, or at 
least benefitted SSU's stockholders, not the ratepayers. She 
recommended disallowing 80 percent, or $345,671 of the amount 
incurred. 

Utility witness Ludsen disagreed with MS. Dismukes' proposed 
disallowance of 80 percent of the costs. Her proposed allowance of 
$86,398 did not even cover SSU's cost for PSC-required notices. 
Mr. Ludsen contended that SSU had a right to take a position on the 
issues in that case. He stated that SSU believes that uniform 
rates are in the long-term best interest of SSU, its customers and 
the environment. Mr. Ludsen argued that to disallow these costs 
would send a signal to SSU to not participate in any generic 
proceedings in the future. The Commission heard evidence from both 
sides of the issue on uniform rates, and had a complete record upon 
which to base its decision. Mr. Ludsen asserted that all costs 
incurred to date, $451,385, should be recoverable through rate case 
expense. This included costs incurred to educate customers on the 
potential impact to them of uniform and non-uniform rates and SSU's 
efforts to encourage customers to attend and participate in the 
hearings whether for or against uniform rates. 

In its brief, SSU stated that as of April 30, 1996, SSU had 
incurred expenses of $459,064 in connection with Docket NO. 930880- 
ws, including legal fees and costs associated with the pending 
appeal before the First District Court of Appeal. SSU's original 
estimate of $432,089 for costs associated with this docket was 
increased by $65,000 to cover anticipated additional legal expenses 
for appeals and remand proceedings before the Commission. 

In its brief, OPC argued that the various expenses, which we 
have addressed below, were merely examples of SSU's "extravagant 
spending" on the state-wide rate investigation. While not 
objecting to SSU advocating its preference for statewide rates, OPC 
objected to SSU's "lavish expenses" being borne by customers. OPC 
concluded that we should permit SSU to recover $86,398 associated 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 181 

with Docket No. 930880-WS, which is approximately the amount spent 
in Docket No. 930945-WS. 

We agree with OPC that SSU went above the usual bounds in 
supporting uniform rates. Those costs which went above and beyond 
our noticing requirements should be removed. Normally, these types 
of expenditures would not even be incurred in a proceeding. 

Under cross-examination, Mr. Ludsen was asked about numerous 
items included in SSU's requested costs for Docket No. 930880-WS. 
Mr. Ludsen stated that SSU retained telemarketing services to call 
various service areas and inform customers of the uniform rate 
issue and customer service hearings to be held. Although not 
required by the Commission, SSU felt that it was very important for 
the customers to be informed of the hearings and the exposure the 
customers might have regarding the rate design alternatives to be 
considered. Mr. Ludsen agreed that these were costs that SSU 
elected to incur. 

Mr. Ludsen disagreed with OPC that a public relations retainer 
is generally not a proper charge for rate case expense. Although 
he did not know specifics about the charge, Mr. Ludsen stated that 
the uniform rate investigation benefitted this case because of 
broader customer input. Mr. Ludsen did not think that S S U  was 
trying to enhance its image, but instead trying to inform customers 
through brochures about the issues in the case. 

When asked about legislative charges from the Messer Vickers 
law firm, Mr. Ludsen could not explain to what those related. He 
agreed, in general, that legislative expenses should not be charged 
to customers. Specifically, Mr. Ludsen agreed that charges from 
Landers and Parsons for preparing testimony for a Senate hearing 
should be removed. 

Mr. Ludsen's response to why open houses with customers, in 
addition to the Commission hearings, should be charged to customers 
was that it was a benefit to the case. If it benefitted the case, 
then it benefitted the customers. He did admit that those open 
houses were not required by the Commission. 

OPC also questioned why SSU offered bus transportation for 
customers to attend hearings. While admitting that these costs 
were not required, Mr. Ludsen stated that it was beneficial for 
people to participate in the hearings. He could not state which 
group of customers were specifically offered transportation. Mr. 
Ludsen also agreedthat newspaper advertisements advocating uniform 
rates, which were not hearing notices, and uniform rate brochures, 
post cards and bill inserts were not required by the Commission. 
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OPC questioned why cellular phone bills should be charged to 
customers. Mr. Ludsen responded that these expenses related to 
informing customers about issues in the case, dealing with the 
press and other callers regarding information about the hearings, 
and was a normal part of business. He explained that a banquet 
included in expenses could have been a lunch after a hearing and 
not necessarily what is commonly thought of as a banquet. Charges 
for an AWWA book and a videotape were not adequately explained. 

We believe that if SSU sees a need to inform its customers or 
the press about the issues in the case beyond what our rules 
require, then those expenditures must be borne by SSU, not the 
customers. Accordingly, all charges related to telemarketing, 
public relations, uniform rate bill inserts, mailings and door 
hangers, cellular telephone bills and bus transportation shall be 
removed. Mr. Ludsen was unable to justify why a banquet or lunch 
was necessary and reasonable; accordingly, this amount shall be 
removed. As agreed to by Mr. Ludsen, any legislative or lobbying 
charges shall also be removed. 

Mr. Ludsen testified that rate structure programming for 
discovery requests was required to develop the rate structure 
requested in the rate investigation, which presumably provided some 
benefit in the current rate case. We find that the evidence 
supported that the different rate structures were in fact used for 
the investigation proceeding. Further, the costs will not be an 
annually recurring expense and as such are properly amortized. 

MS. Dismukes noted that SSU secured the services of a former 
Florida Supreme Court Justice who charged $500 per hour. She 
stated that this is well in excess of the fees charged by counsel 
normally retained by SSU. As discussed previously, we do not agree 
with OPC's argument that SSU did not support its legal fees as a 
result of hearsay testimony. However, we do agree that SSU's legal 
fees for the appeal of the uniform rate investigation order were 
excessive. Although SSU has every right to hire the best attorney 
it sees necessary, it does not automatically follow that the 
customers should have to bear the full costs. While recognizing 
that the cost is being incurred for the appeal, we have adjusted 
the legal fees for the Greenberg Traurig firm on a ratio of billing 
rates: $500 to $160. We believe that this will reflect a 
reasonable level of expense. The excess should be borne by the 
shareholders. 

In conclusion, based upon the evidence presented, we find it 
appropriate to allow the utility to recover a total of $416,502 for 
costs associated with Docket No. 930880-WS. This represents a 
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reduction of $113,511 from the utility's revised estimate of 
$530,013, 

b. C- 

SSU asserted that the Commission and other participating 
parties observed the procedural requirements of a rate case 
proceeding, including customer notices and customer service 
hearings. The Commission was fully informed on all relevant issues 
and had a full and complete record upon which to base its decision. 
Accordingly, all costs incurred to date, including SSU's costs 
incurred in educating customers on the impact of various rate 
structures, should be recovered as rate case expense and allocated 
to all of SSU's FPSC jurisdictional service areas. In the 
alternative, SSU agreed that these costs may be amortized over five 
years, with the unamortized balance in working capital. and the 
amortization period beginning on the effective date of final rates. 

Ms. Dismukes testified that the costs incurred in Docket No. 
930860-WS were not rate case expenses. She also testified that 
these amounts should be considered regulatory commission expense, 
amortized over five years, and only spread to the customers 
included in the uniform rate investigation docket, not the 
facilities included in this rate case. Ms. Dismukes further 
testified that wastewater residential rates as well as the Hernando 
County bulk rate changed as a result of Docket No. 930680-WS. 

We agree with Ms. Dismukes that that investigation was not a 
rate case and the costs should not be considered rate case expense. 
The investigation was revenue neutral. We do not agree with SSU's 
contention that all parties observed the procedural requirements of 
a rate case proceeding. Docket No. 930880-WS was not conducted 
under Section 367.081, Florida Statutes, the section pertaining to 
file and suspend rate cases. While the docket required many 
procedural activities on behalf of the parties, it was not a rate 
case for purposes of categorizing expense. As such, the cost 
should be considered regulatory commission expense-other and 
amortized over 5 years. 

c. ses 

Mr. Ludsen testified that the Spring Hill facilities were 
included in Dockets Nos. 920199-WS and 930880-WS. He also agreed 
that several facilities in the current rate case were not included 
in either of those two dockets. When questioned as to why 
customers should share the costs incurred for those proceedings 
which did not include them, Mr. Ludsen stated that it was one of 
the basic tenets of allocation that when new customers come on line 
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they assume the costs of that jurisdiction or that one facility. 
When facilities leave the FPSC jurisdiction they are no longer 
charged those costs. 

We agree with Ms. Dismukes regarding the allocation 
methodology: the costs must be allocated to the facilities which 
participated in the docket, not to all the current facilities, some 
of which were not even involved in the docket. Regardless of 
jurisdictional status, the primary tenet of allocation is whether 
a facility participated in a rate proceeding. To relieve the Spring 
Hill customers of paying their fair share of rate case expense, 
especially when they were one of the main objectors to uniform 
rates, is patently unfair to the rest of the body of rate payers, 
even more so to the facilities which never faced uniform rates 
until this rate case. We therefore determine that the recovery of 
Spring Hill's portion of the allocation must be sought through a 
proceeding before Hernando County, which is the entity that 
regulates that facility. 

12. Expenses from Docket No. 930945-WS 

SSU included $48,696 in 1996 test year legal fees for costs 
related to the Jurisdictional Proceeding (Docket No. 930495-WS). 
Mr. Ludsen stated that the most recent estimate of the total cost 
associated with this proceeding was $95,530. Although he was 
unsure whether the costs were non-recurring in a general sense, Mr. 
Ludsen did agree that a proceeding of that magnitude would not 
recur on an annual basis. He stated that the utility would not 
object to amortizing the total amount over five years as long as 
the unamortized balance is included in working capital. Using the 
estimated total cost of $95,530, the annual expense would be 
$19,106. Mr. Ludsen also agreed that these costs should be 
allocated to all SSU customers, not just the customers included in 
this docket. 

In its post-hearing filing, OPC argued that no attorney fees 
in excess of the Rutledge Ecenia firm should be allowed and 
addressed the hearsay argument for disallowance of unsupported 
legal fees. OPC did not present any evidence regarding this issue. 

We find that the test year costs incurred for Docket No. 
930495-WS are non-recurring. While other proceedings or workshops 
may occur, there is no indication that this will occur annually. 
Further, the record reflects that the costs for the jurisdiction 
docket were higher than the cost for any workshops that might 
occur. Therefore, we find it reasonable to amortize the total 
estimated cost of $95,530 over five years. Because $48,696 was 
included in test year expenses, a reduction of test year expenses 
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of $29,404 is necessary. Accordingly, we have made an adjustmeht 
to increase working capital by the 13-month average unamortized 
balance of $79,395. 

13. AA .. .. - 
In its initial filing, SSU requested recovery of $284,231 in 

additional rate case costs incurred subsequent to the issuance of 
the final order in Docket No. 920199-WS. In Exhibit No. 255, the 
utility requested an additional amount of $175,000 for estimated 
additional appeal costs, resulting in a total amount of $459,231. 

Utility witness Ludsen testified that some of these costs 
relate to reconsideration of the final order, the appeal and the 
refund issue. The utility also included approximately $100,000 in 
other costs which were a true-up between actual and budget'ed costs 
included in the final order. MY. Ludsen stated that an appeal bond 
of $28,000 was required when SSU was granted the motion to vacate 
the automatic stay of the final order. SSU also requested 
additional miscellaneous expenses of $4,714 and $34,000 estimated 
for other projected expense. 

Mr. Ludsen listed four law firms which performed work for S S U  
in Docket No. 920199-WS and the expenses allocated to them: Messer 
Vickers ($21,088), Rutledge Ecenia ($81,686), Cullen and Dykman 
($76,158) and Greenberg Traurig ($89,187). Mr. Ludsen testified 
that each firm had different areas of expertise. He stated that 
Mr. Arthur England, Esq., of the Greenberg Traurig firm, a former 
justice of the Florida Supreme Court, is one of the best appellate 
lawyers in the state. Mr. Ludsen stated that his rate of $500 an 
hour was reasonable and not out of line due to the significance of 
the issue for the company. He stated that SSU paid for the 
expertise and experience that was needed quickly. 

Mr. Ludsen stated that Cullen and Dykman participated in the 
reconsideration of Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF-WS, by which the 
Commission ordered a $10 million refund. That firm was very 
knowledgeable in the area of rate design and the refund issue, and 
was able to very quickly participate in the short time frame for 
reconsideration. Cullen and Dykman is the former employer of SSU's 
current general counsel. The utility hired Cullen and Dykman 
because that firm had specific expertise in that area. The hourly 
charge for Cullen and Dykman was $295. 

In its post-hearing brief, SSU argued that Mr. Ludsen offered 
ample evidentiary support and justification for the legal fees and 
costs incurred by SSU for the Greenberg Traurig and Cullen and 
Dykman law firms in connection with this expense. S S U  also pointed 
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out that its positions have been looked upon favorably by both 
court and Commission decisions. 

In its brief, OPC argued that SSU's expenses in this regard 
are excessive. OPC contended that SSU provided no credible 
justification whatsoever for its request of $459,000 for the appeal 
of Docket No. 920199-WS. In addition to the utility's primary 
outside counsel of Rutledge Ecenia, it hired multiple firms which 
charged excessive fees. OPC stated that SSU's shareholders must 
bear the costs of these fees, not its customers. OPC once again 
raised its argument that the evidence on legal fees constitutes 
impermissible hearsay and that the utility produced no witness 
qualified to express an opinion about the reasonableness of 
attorney fees. 

Once again, we disagree that all of the evidence concerning 
legal fees was impermissible hearsay. Mr. Ludsen testified to the 
reasonableness of some level of legal fees. Exhibit No. 259 also 
contains actual bills for legal fees for Cullen and Dykman and 
Greenberg Traurig. However, the primary exhibit on SSU's expenses, 
Exhibit No. 255, only contains SSU's revised estimate of additional 
costs for Docket No. 920199-WS. It does not include documentation 
in support of those costs, many of which were actual amounts, nor 
does it include specific detail of the estimates to complete. As 
discussed herein, the two exhibits containing updated legal 
expenses, Exhibits Nos. 257 and 258, were excluded fromthe record. 
Therefore, SSU failed to submit supporting documentation of the 
additional costs incurred in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

Because much of this cost was incurred prior to the hearing in 
this case, the utility had ample time to include actual invoices 
for the majority of these expenses in the record. It is the 
utility's burden to justify its requested costs. Florida Power 
Corn. v. Cresse, 413 So. 2d 1187, 1191 (Fla. 1982). 

Although we are troubled by the amount of record support for 
the cost of the appeal, we recognize that appellate costs have been 
incurred and that some amount should be allowed. As noted herein, 
this Commission enjoys a broad discretion with respect to allowance 
of rate case expense. Nevertheless, it would constitute an abuse of 
discretion to automatically award rate case expense without 
reference to the prudence of the costs incurred in the rate case 
proceedings. 

With respect to the cost for the appeal bond, we recognize 
that some type of bond would have been required whether the utility 
left the interim rates in effect or implemented its uniform rates. 
Therefore, we find it appropriate to allow the undisputed $28,000 
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cost for the appeal bond. With respect to the actual true-up of 
$ l o o , O O O  from the estimates allowed in the final order and the 
requested additional miscellaneous expenses of $4,714 and $34,000 
estimated for other projected expense, the record does not reflect 
why these costs are justified. Therefore, these costs are hereby 
disallowed. Further, consistent with our findings regarding the 
current rate case expense, we find that the request to recover 
$175,000 for future appeals is premature and, accordingly, it is 
also disallowed. 

The record contains sufficient evidence to justify some, but 
not all, of the requested legal fees. The utility did not provide 
support for the charge of $15,000 for the Mognif, Seibels and 
Williams firm. Mr. Ludsen testified that he did not believe it was 
a law firm. Because the record does not reflect whether these 
amounts were estimated or actually incurred, and SSU did not know 
what the charges related to, the expenses for Mognif, Seibels and 
Williams will not be included. 

With respect to the requested legal fees of $21,088 for the 
Messer Vickers law firm and $81,686 for the Rutledge Ecenia law 
firm, it is undisputed that these expenses were reasonably incurred 
and they are therefore allowed. However, we are concerned about 
the level of the costs incurred from the other law firms. Again, 
although we recognize that SSU has every right to hire the best 
attorney as it sees necessary, it does not automatically follow 
that the customers. should bear the full costs. We find it 
appropriate to allow $76,374 of legal fees for the Cullen and 
Dykman and the Greenberg Traurig law firms, which amount we have 
calculated based on Rutledge Ecenia's billing rate of $160 per 
hour. We believe that this will reflect a reasonable level of 
expense. The excess should be borne by the shareholders. 

Based on the foregoing adjustments, we hereby allow a total of 
$207,148 in additional rate case costs incurred subsequent to the 
issuance of the final order in Docket No. 920199-WS. This results 
in a decrease of $252,083 to the utility's total requested amount 
of $459,231. 

SSU agreed in its post-hearing filing that all prudently 
incurred expenses incurred subsequent to the issuance of the final 
order in Docket No. 920199-WS shbuld be amortized over four years 
as rate case expense to all facilities included in Docket No. 
920199-WS. We agree that this is the appropriate amortization 
methodology. 
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14. Adjustments Based on Efficiencv or Inefficiencv 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that SSU has an 
aggressive acquisition program and is in the process of attempting 
to acquire several more facilities. She argued that it was clear 
from SSU's strategic plan that SSU is not planning on buying small 
run-down facilities. In fact, according to Ms. Dismukes, its 
strategic and divestiture plan suggests the opposite. MS. Dismukes 
testified that the utility has claimed that its acquisition program 
is beneficial to customers and that it can spread its fixed costs 
over a larger body of customers thereby reducing the costs per unit 
to the customers. She tested this theory by comparing the 
utility's administrative and general expenses for 1991 to the 
expenses for 1994, 1995 and 1996. According to Ms. Dismukes, her 
analysis verified that the cost per customer of administrative and 
general expenses increased from 1991 to 1996 which suggested that 
there are diseconomies of scale associated with SSU's larger size 
and the acquisition of new facilities. MS. Dismukes compared the 
costs for Buenaventura Lakes (BVL) customers and Lehigh's customers 
before and after SSU's acquisition. According to her analysis, the 
costs increased for these customers after the sale, which clearly 
suggests there were no economies of scale. She proposed an 
adjustment of $243,773 to reduce SSU's adjusted test year expenses 
to account for the diseconomies of scale. 

Mr. Ludsen agreed that the costs for Lehigh and BVL customers 
did increase. However, he argued that it is not uncommon for 
developer-owned utilities to be subsidized by the developer to keep 
rates low in order to help sell homes. Mr. Ludsen compared the 
costs for SSU's customers before and after the purchase of BVL. 
This comparison demonstrated that SSU's Administrative and General 
and customer service costs prior to the BVL acquisition were $85 
per customer and after the acquisition the costs decreased to $80 
per customer. He maintained that although BVL customers 
experienced an increase in costs, the overall body of SSU customers 
benefited by the acquisition because it provided a larger customer 
base over which common costs could be spread. Mr. Ludsen argued 
that whenever a utility is acquired, the cost/benefit to the 
acquired utility can be positive or negative depending on the 
acquired utility's cost structure as compared to SSU's cost 
structure. He insisted that ultimately it is the stimulation of 
growth that provides the economies of scale to help hold down 
costs. However, according to Mr. Ludsen, this does not mean that 
an acquisition will result in a rate reduction. 

Mr. Ludsen also presented a comparison of SSU's customer 
service and A&G costs to other water companies using a NAWC survey. 
He testified that on a cost per customer basis, SSU's 1994 costs 
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were $73 and the costs for similar sized NAWC companies were $94. 
Mr. Ludsen argued that Ms. Dismukes may consider SSU costs high 
compared to the developer- owned BVL and Lehigh, but SSU's common 
costs compare very favorably with other water companies surveyed. 
He also contended that low costs do not necessarily equate to good 
quality and reliable service. 

We are not persuaded by Ms. Dismukes' claim that diseconomies 
of scale exist with SSU's acquisition program. The evidence 
indicates that the per customer costs for SSU's customers actually 
decreased after the purchase of BVL. Additionally, the utility 
provided evidence that it falls below other water companies in 
respect to per customer costs. The evidence also supported the 
fact that acquisitions do not always decrease customer costs. 
Therefore, we will not make the proposed adjustment. 

15. Corworate Insurance Emense 

OPC witnesses Larkin and DeRonne testified that based on their 
review of documents provided by SSU through discovery, the actual 
1995 premiums for insurance were $140,846 less than the $757,940 
budgeted amount. They also testified that budgeted amounts 
appeared to be significantly higher than the actual premiums. In 
particular, workers' compensation insurance cost to SSU had 
consistently declined since at least 1992. The actual premium paid 
in 1995 was $136,023, significantly less than the $250,000 
projected by SSU for budgeting purposes. 

Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeRonne recommended an adjustment to 
corporate insurance expense which would reduce SSU's proposed 
expense by $96,458. Their recommended expense of $629,127 allowed 
for the actual 1995 insurance premiums grossed-up by 1.95 percent 
to account for attrition. Their proposed allocation to insurance 
expense was based on the percentage derived from SSU's recommended 
amounts and accounted for both the removal of the non-FPSC 
regulated amounts and the allocation of a portion of the costs to 
overhead as opposed to expense. 

In rebuttal, SSU witness Kimball testified that OPC's 
calculations did not include the impact of the Buenaventura Lakes 
acquisition. Ms. Kimball also testified that OPC requested 
information from SSU regarding actual 1995 insurance premiums, not 
expenses, and then inappropriately compared insurance expense to 
insurance premiums. According to the MFRs, insurance expense for 
1995 was $593,878, while the insurance budget for 1995 was 
$757,940. This difference is based, in part, on the fact that 
insurance costs were partially capitalized as part of the overhead 
factor to the utility's capital project. A comparison of the MFR 
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expense to the budget would not m tch, 
variance in actual from what was budgeted. 

V n if here was no 

In response to the testimony regarding workers' compensation, 
Ms. Kimball stated that the amount of $136,023 relied upon by OPC 
did not include paid losses or the cash impact of premiums related 
to prior periods. A year-end audit revealed that the utility paid 
out $474,166 in 1995 in workers' compensation expenses, and that on 
a gross expense basis, the 1995 books recorded $371,150 of workers 
compensation expense compared to the 1995 budget of $250,000. Ms. 
Kimball further stated that if we reduce these expenses, we should 
offset the reduction with the increase in 1995 workers' . 
compensation expense above the expense projected in the MFRs, 
without exceeding the revenue requirement projected in the MFRs. 

The utility's proposal to offset any decrease in this expense 
by taking into account other expenses which exceeded projections 
would be unjustified. However, we need not reach that argument in 
this instance, as we find OPC's proposed adjustment to be 
inappropriate. OPC's proposal excluded the Buenaventura Lakes 
acquisition and the capitalized insurance amounts, which 
understates the amount of insurance expense. We also find that the 
utility has sufficiently explained the apparent discrepancies that 
occurred regarding the workers' compensation premiums and expenses. 
The evidence reflects that the actual 1995 workers' compensation 
expense was higher than the budget. Therefore, we will make no 
adjustment to corporate insurance expense. 

16. True-UD Budaet Adi 'ustment to Test Year Emenses 

OPC witness Dismukes testified that as a part of its goal 
setting process for 1995, SSU established a goal to reduce certain 
budgeted expenditures below the level of the approved budget by 
five percent. These costs were specifically identified as 
administrative and general and operating miscellaneous costs. She 
argued that since SSU will or has presumably strived to meet this 
goal, that the overall level of budgeted expenses in these 
categories should be reduced by five percent. This equates to a 
reduction of $191,002 for the 1996 test year. We agree and 
therefore reduce test year expenses by $191,002, allocated to all 
water and wastewater customers in this proceeding. 

Ms. Dismukes also proposed an adjustment to true-up SSU's 1995 
budget to actual expenditures. For the purpose of this adjustment 
she used the September 1995 year-to-date budget variance analysis 
prepared by SSU. Ms. Dismukes examined each difference between 
SSU's 1995 budget and actual expenditures as of September 1995. 
She adjusted the expense accounts accordingly, for those accounts 
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over or under budget where it appeared that the overage or underage 
would continue into the remainder of 1995. She prepared an exhibit 
presenting her proposed plant specific adjustments as well as the 
allocation factor necessary to adjust the FPSC filed plants. Her 
adjustment would reduce test year expenses by $305,033. _. 

Utility witness Bencini testified that since the hearings in 
this case were delayed for three months, SSU was able to conduct a 
comparison of actual 1995 expenses to the projected 1995 expenses 
reflected in the MFRs. He argued that the actual 1995 expenses of 
$25,531,190 (excluding Buenaventura Lakes) were only $65,685 less 
that the projected total expense of $25,596,875. Mr. Bencini 
provided an exhibit comparing budgeted 1995 O&M expenses to actual 
1995 O&M expenses based on total PSC-filed facilities. 

SSU argued that because SSU witness Broverman's rebuttal 
testimony was stricken, in part, because it would be inappropriate 
to allow SSU to select one category to use actual expenses as 
opposed to budget expenses in the use of a projected test year, the 
adjustments proposed by Ms. Dismukes must also be denied. We agree 
with Ms. Dismukes' contention that SSU overstated its 1995 budget. 
We are not persuaded by the utility's argument that adjustments 
that decrease projected expenses which exceed actual amounts should 
not be made. The adjustment proposed by Ms. Dismukes does not 
decrease or increase selected expenses, it merely adjusts the 
method used by the utility to calculate its 1996 test year. 

Further, it appears, even though the utility opposed the 
adjustment in this instance, it has proposed conflicting 
adjustments in other instances. For issues such as the Collier 
land purchase and workers' compensation costs, the utility 
contended that a reduction should be offset by the increase in 
costs. The utility effectively rebutted its own argument that 
budgeted expenses cannot be adjusted to actual expenses. 
Regardless, the true-up adjustment reflects an adjustment to the 
methodology used by the utility, not a budget to actual adjustment. 

We find that the utility's basis of projection for its O&M 
expenses was excessive. Accordingly, test year expenses shall be 
reduced by $496,035 as detailed below. 

.- - 
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The following adjustments are allocated to all of SSU's 
facilities: 

Sludge Removal $ (146,175) 
Chemical Expenses ( 58,279) 
Contract Services (2,253) 
Miscellaneous 143,953) 

Total s(196.154) 

The following adjustments increase or decrease chemical 
expenses and are plant specific: 

Marc0 Island-Water $ (29,336 
Deltona Lakes-Water (87,670 
University Shores-Wastewater (12,664 
Chuluota-Wastewater (7,066 
Amelia Island-Wastewater 8.817 
Beacon Hills-Water&Wastewater 9,520 
Woodmere-Wastewater 9.520 
Total S (108,879) 

17. Bad Debt E m  ense 

SSU's March 1995 budget variance report indicated that bad 
debt expense was reduced by $46,955 to reflect a lower reserve 
requirement. Accordingly, OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes proposed 
to reduce bad debt expense by $46,955. 

SSU witness Bencini testified that the average annual bad debt 
expense since 1989 was $170,721, updated for actual 1995 results. 
An additional $23,141 average annual bad debt requirement will be 
added due to the acquisition of Buenaventura Lakes, for total of 
$193,862. Mr. Bencini testified that in determining the bad debt 
adjustment, Buenaventura Lakes should be considered. Mr. Bencini 
noted that the $217,899 included in the MFRs for 1995 represented 
a 0.39 percent bad debt expense as a percentage of revenues, which 
he claimed to be a very low expense level. Mr. Bencini testified 
that SSU expected the bad debt expense to increase based upon the 
Commission's recent decision to overturn uniform rates. He also 
noted that SSU did not use the historic percentage to calculate 
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projected bad debt expense in 1996. Multiplying the 0.39 percent 
factor discussed above by the requested final 1996 revenues of 
$65,302,524 would total approximately $254,000. This would exceed 
the total requested balance of $246,165. Therefore, Mr. Bencini 
believed that the projected bad debt expense in the 1996 MFRs was 
a reasonable and conservative estimate. 

A 0.39 percent bad debt expense is not unreasonable. Applying 
that figure to SSU's requested revenues results in an amount 
greater than the 1996 requested bad debt expense. A change in 
SSU' s rate structure will most likely cause an increase in bad debt 
expense. In consideration of the foregoing, we find that no 
adjustment to bad debt expense is necessary. 

18. Price Waterhouse Audit 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes proposed a reduction to test 
year expenses of $76,463 for a 1994 Price Waterhouse audit included 
in the 1995 budget. Ms. Dismukes testified that SSU also included 
in its 1995 budget an audit for the year 1995, so that SSU's budget 
appeared to include the cost of two audits. 

In response, SSU witness Bencini testified that the annual 
expense was based upon the portion of the audit fee actually billed 
by Price Waterhouse during that calendar year. He stated that the 
audit actually takes place in two phases : interim field work, which 
usually takes place in the October to November time period (prior 
to year-end), and year-end field work which typically takes place 
in February (after year-end) . Mr. Bencini testified that the audit 
budget included $75,000 for the final year-end portion of the 1994 
audit, which was performed in February 1995. The 1995 budget 
included $60,000 for the interim audit portion of the fiscal 1995 
audit which was performed in November 1995. He noted that the 1996 
operating budget also included $75,000 for the 1995 audit and 
$65,000 for the 1996 audit, consistent with the prior year. Based 
upon these audit fee totals and SSU's budget process for these 
fees, Mr. Bencini opposed any reduction of test year expense. 

In its briefs, OPC and Marco agreed that the adjustment for 
the Price Waterhouse audit should not be made. Based upon the 
evidence provided by Mr. Bencini,. we find that a pre-year end audit 
and a year-end audit are reasonable. Therefore, the proposed 
adjustment for these fees will not be made. 

19. 

SSU budgeted a figure of $33,785 for employee recognition 
expenses. OPC witness Dismukes testified that SSU' s budget 
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indicated the additional employee recognition expenses would be 
incurred during 1995 due to the demands of the rate case. She 
asserted that because SSU will not procese a rate case in every 
year following the test year, the high level of expense should not 
be allowed as recurring. SSU incurred costs associated with 
employee recognition expenses of $13,989, $13,613, and $19,099, in 
1992, 1993, and 1994, respectively, as compared to the 1995 
budgeted figure of $33,785. She recommended that we reduce the 
expense to the level incurred during 1994, adjusted for inflation 
and customer growth, resulting in a reduction of $14,341. 

Mr. Bencini testified that the increase was not solely due to 
the extra demands of the rate proceeding. In the past, SSU had 
been very lax at providing employee recognition, mainly because of 
the workload over the past several years, as evidenced by .the high 
employee turnover rate since 1991. He noted that while the 1996 
O W  budget included $52,112 of employee recognition expenses, the 
utility did not request an increase to support the higher balance. 

The increase in employee recognition expense is due in part to 
the extra demands of the rate proceeding, which are non-recurring. 
While these expenses may indeed have increased morale and decreased 
employee turnover, the amounts appear excessive and non-recurring. 
Furthermore, we have approved salary adjustments which address 
similar concerns. Therefore, we find it appropriate to make an 
adjustment of $14,341 to reduce employee recognition expense to a 
normalized recurring level. 

20. ADDrODriate Attrition Factor 

Utility witness Bencini testified that to prepare the MFRs for 
the 1996 test year, SSU used its actual 1995 O&M budget and applied 
the attrition factor of 1.95 percent to reflect an increase in 
expenses due to inflation, based upon the Commission-approved price 
index for 1995. Where certain known and measurable differences were 
known, they were made in lieu of the 1.95 percent attrition factor. 

Since the filing, we have established a price index of 2.49 
percent by Order No. PSC-96-0177-FOF-WS, issued February 9, 1996. 
Utility witness Kimball contended that if we make downward 
adjustments, we should consider applying the new index rate. She 
stated that this adjustment would be no different from the 
adjustment to use the most current leverage formula to determine 
the cost of equity which might change during a rate proceeding. 

The procedure for establishing a yearly price index, and a 
utility’s implementation of that price index is set forth in 
Section 367.081(4) (a), Florida Statutes. It is a separate and 
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distinct process involving a specific calculation of major 
operating expenses and other factors. The rate used by the utility 
is not an index, but a method used to project its 1996 expenses. 
The fact that the index has since changed does not mandate a change 
in the utility's methodology. Moreover, SSU presented no other 
evidence to show that the 2.49 percent was more reasonable than the 
1.95 percent. We also note that this matter is distinguished from 
the adjustment to use the leverage formula in effect at the time we 
made our decision on final rates. In cases where that adjustment 
is made, all parties had stipulated to the change. In this case, 
no such stipulation was made. Based upon these considerations, we 
deny SSU's proposal to increase 1996 expenses to reflect the rate 
established in 1996 price index order. 

21. SFAS 106 E m  en s es 

Statements of Financial Accounting Standards SFAS 106 refers 
to the accounting standard that describes the practice of 
recognizing postretirement benefits other than pensions (OPEBs) . 
In its initial filing, the utility requested recovery of test year 
operating expenses totaling $850,122, which represented 
postretirement benefits resulting from the implementation of SFAS 
106. Because SSU did not currently fund its OPEB obligation, 
consistent with Rule 25-14.012 (31, Florida Administrative Code, the 
utility appropriately reduced rate base by the amount of the 
unfunded liability. 

Utility witness Lock testified that the OPEB expense amount 
included in the MFRs for 1995 was based on SSU's 1994 actuarial 
valuation report, and the 1996 test year amount was based on the 
1995 expense increased by an eight percent medical inflation rate. 
Ms. Lock indicated that SSU intended to update the expense amounts 
for 1995 and 1996 when the company received its 1995 actuarial 
valuation report. 

The amount of OPEB expenses included in the utility's initial 
filing was undisputed. However, SSU attempted to file rebuttal 
testimony through Brian S. Broverman, supporting the utility's 
actual 1995 and updated 1996 OPEB costs. We granted OPC's motion 
to strike the testimony of Mr. Broverman regarding the updated OPEB 
costs. The testimony was inappropriate rebuttal, in that Ms. 
Lock's statement that the updated numbers would be forthcoming 
implied that the testimony was in fact supplemental. Additionally, 
in using a projected test year, it was inappropriate for SSU to 
select a single expense category to update to actual as opposed to 
budgeted expenses. 
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In its brief, SSU acknowledged that this proposal to use 1995 
expenses has been de facto stricken. Because there was no evidence 
in the record to support the actual 1995 SFAS 106 expenses, these 
expenses shall not be considered in the test year and no adjustment 
is necessary. 

2 2 .  

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that during 1991 
through 1995, SSU sold the following properties: Venice Garden 
Utilities (VGU) , St. Augustine Shores service area (SAS) , River 
Park service area, .11 acres in Seminole County for a $115 loss, . 
and two parcels of land in Spring Hill (5.139 and 6.759 acres. MS. 
Dismukes also anticipated a sale of land of 6.11 acres in Spring 
Hill. The net gain after tax related to all of these sales was 
$23,601,883, which Ms. Dismukes proposed should be amortized above 
the line. This would result in an increase to test year income of 
$3,363,412 for five years. 

Ms. Dismukes testified that the gain on the sale of VGU should 
be amortized above the line for several reasons. In Docket No. 
930945-WS, SSU was found to be a single system with this Commission 
having jurisdiction over SSU's exiting facilities and land. The 
gains on the sale of properties devoted to public service in 
previous dockets were recognized as above the line. Furthermore, 
the ratepayers had to absorb a $5,643 loss on the sale of the 
Skyline Hills water facility. Because ratepayers were required to 
pay a return on used and useful property, they should benefit from 
the gain. According to Ms. Dismukes, the jurisdictional systems 
are absorbing administrative and general expenses and general plant 
costs that otherwise would have been paid by the VGU ratepayers. 
During cross-examination, Ms. Dismukes agreed that with the 
purchase of the Buenaventura Lakes facility, SSU essentially 
replaced the customers lost in the sale of the VGU. As a result, 
the remaining SSU customers were not required to pay extra 
administrative and general expenses and plant costs. 

Ms. Dismukes further stated that VGU has not been treated on 
a stand-alone basis for ratemaking purposes. $14,000 in legal 
expenses, for permitting or EPA and/or DER violations, were paid by 
all SSU ratepayers in Dockets Nos. 920199-WS and 920655-WS. MS. 
Dismukes contended that when the ratepayers share in the expenses, 
they should share in the gains on the sale of the utility 
properties. 

For the same reasons that supported her contentions regarding 
VGU, Ms. Dismukes disagreed with our decision in Docket No. 920199- 
WS not to allocate the gain on sale of SAS to the remaining 
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ratepayers. She further stated that SSU has a strategic plan to 
sell several facilities so that gains and losses on sales will be 
a recurring item. She recommended that the gains be shared on a 
ratio of three percent to the shareholders and 97 percent to the 
ratepayers, resulting in a total gain to the stockholders of 
$1,778,552, and $21,823,331 to the ratepayers, for an annGl 
expense of $4,364,666. The expenses for jurisdictional facilities 
would amount to $3,363,412. 

Ms. Dismukes proposed that if we did not allocate the gains in 
this manner, we should remove the dollar amounts for the gains from 
the equity dollars in SSU's capital structure. Because she 
believed that allocating the gains to the stockholders is the same 
as deriving the gains from non-utility functions, she recommended 
the removal of $8,940,411 from the SSU's equity dollars, .which is 
net of $12 million paid in dividends. This adjustment would reduce 
SSU's requested overall cost of capital structure from 10.32 
percent to 10.20 percent. An associated reduction to SSU's 
requested net operating income of $189,463 would result with a 
reduction to its revenue requirement of $322,077. 

During cross-examination, Ms. Dismukes agreed that the gain on 
the sale of assets that were not included in rate base should not 
be amortized above the line. She admitted that the two parcels of 
land at issue in Spring Hill were non-utilityproperty. Therefore, 
these gains would not be amortized above the line. Ms. Dismukes 
also admitted that her alternative recommendation to reduce equity 
dollars for the VGU gain was the same type of adjustment that she 
recommended for the SAS gain, which was not adopted in Docket No. 
920199-WS. 

OPC witness Larkin testified that the actual MP&L equity 
investment was $35,295,000 or 45.25 percent of MP&L's capital 
structure. When the gains of $38,750,000 on the sale of the 
Florida utilities are considered, the net gains exceeded the MPhL 
equity investment by $3,455,000. He explained that the equity 
dollars were a lot higher than MP&L's actual equity investment. 
Mr. Larkin further explained that MP&L's equity dollars and the 
equity investment which has been financed by debt were both 
magnified by the gains. The parent company's common stock 
investment in SSU may have been financed with debt. Therefore, 
the common equity really was not equity. Consequently, the rate of 
return was higher than if the return on equity was calculated on 
MP&L's actual equity investment. 

In rebuttal, utility witness Sandbulte explained that SSU sold 
VGU to Sarasota County under the threat of condemnation. According 
to Mr. Sandbulte, SSU sold the facilities after Sarasota County had 
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denied the implementation of increased revenues approved by hearing 
examiners, and was seeking to purchase the facilities. Mr . 
Sandbulte stated that the gain from the sale of VGU should not be 
shared with the ratepayers on several grounds. SSU' s remaining 
ratepayers did not contribute to SSU's recovery of its investment 
and did not bear the risk of loss. The sale of VGU involved not 
only the sale of SSU's assets but also the loss of customers. With 
the loss of its customers, SSU was required to condemn part of its 
on-going enterprise. At the time of the sale VGU was regulated by 
Sarasota County, not this Commission. 

Mr. Sandbulte asserted that VGU has been treated on a stand- 
alone basis by determining the appropriate revenue requirement 
based on VGU's rate base and operating statements. Mr. Sandbulte 
stated that he did not agree in Docket No. 920199-WS.that an 
adjustment should have been made to reduce SSU's A&G costs for the 
amount which would have been allocated to SSU's customers in the 
SAS service area. Consequently, he did not agree to a similar 
adjustment in this instance. Mr. Sandbulte added that SSU's total 
company rate base was not reduced after the sale of VGU because of 
the purchases of the Buenaventura Lakes, Lakeside, Spring Gardens 
and Valencia Terrace facilities. 

He argued that if a gain would reduce the revenue requirement, 
then a loss should increase a revenue requirement, but knew of no 
legal or equitable principle that would authorize this Commission 
to reimburse the company for its loss on its investment. He 
asserted that the allocation of the gain to the stockholders would 
not enable them to make up for losses, and would make the 
reinvestment of the retained earnings and the attraction of new 
capital difficult. Mr. Sandbulte stated that our policy concerning 
gains and losses on disposition of the facilities serving an entire 
service area should be consistent with the recently confirmed 
acquisition adjustment policy. For example, in Order No. 25729, 
issued February 17, 1992, the Commission found that the customer 
rates should not be adjusted after a sale to reflect gains or 
losses absent extraordinary circumstances. 

According to Mr. Sandbulte, when an entire service area is 
sold the owner receives the entire benefit or detriment from the 
gain or loss. The proceeds from the sale of the VGU, and other 
facilities, should be treated no differently; nor should the gain 
on sale on the condemned SAS water facilities be allocated. Mr. 
Sandbulte reiterated that we had previously acknowledged these 
facts and rejected OPC's arguments that the gain should be shared 
with the ratepayers. 
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By the end of 1994, MP&L had invested approximately $78 
million of equity dollars in SSU. Mr. Sandbulte disagreed with Mr. 
Larkin's alternative proposal to remove the dollars associated with 
the gains from the sale of utility property from SSU's capital 
structure. Mr. Sandbulte explained that only when the equity ratio 
is too high should the equity dollars be disallowed as excessive. 
Further, Mr. Larkin had no justification for this alternative 
proposal other than the revenue requirement was too high Mr. 
Sandbulte argued that SSU's position that the gains on the sale of 
utility assets should not be allocated to the ratepayers is 
supported by other regulatory authorities and courts of other 
states, and cited five out-of-state cases. He distinguished the 
Florida cases cited by Ms. Dismukes, because these cases did not 
involve utility plant which never had been included in rate base or 
otherwise recovered by the utility in rates. 

Utility witness Hugh Gower testified that the source of equity 
dollars was irrelevant. Instead, the most important fact is that 
the common shareholders chose to leave the capital invested in the 
business. At that point the capital becomes common equity and no 
longer should be identified by the source of the funds. In 
addition, the most important economic characteristic of common 
equity is that the common stockholders are last in line to receive 
a return on their money after preferred stockholders and debt 
holders. Consequently, Mr. Gower testified, the only appropriate 
adjustment is how much of the capital structure is preferred stock, 
debt and common equity, which is determined by the reconciliation 
of capital structure and rate base. 

Mr. Gower testified that the investor is entitled to an 
opportunity to earn a fair return on utility property in service to 
the customers. Even though the ratepayers may, through rates, pay 
a fair return on this property, Mr. Gower argued that this does not 
entitle them to any portion of the gain on the sale on the 
property. He states that the customers have only paid for water 
and wastewater service and have not provided the capital to finance 
the property or purchased an equitable interest in the property. 
Consequently, Mr. Gower contended that the amortization of the 
gains above the line would use the capital provided by stockholders 
to lower the cost of service to the current ratepayers, and would 
be improper. 

Utility witness Ludsen argued that because OPC took a contrary 
position throughout the remand proceedings in Docket No. 920199-WS, 
Ms. Dismukes' attempt to use the Commission's "one system" finding 
was inappropriate. For this inherent inconsistency alone, Mr. 
Ludsen argued that OPC's contention on the gain on sale issue 
should be rejected outright. Further, Mr. Ludsen testified that 
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the "one system" finding was made after every sale occurred as 
identified by OPC. Lastly, Mr. Ludsen testified that OPC sought 
retroactive application of a Commission finding without presenting 
any evidence in support of its proposition. 

We first observe that the sales of VGU and SAS were similar in 
many respects: they were involuntarily made by condemnation or 
under threat of condemnation; SSU lost the ability to serve the 
customers in both service areas, which were both regulated by non- 
FPSC counties; and the facilities served customers who were never 
included in a uniform rate structure. By Order No. PSC-93-0423- 
FOF-WS, issued on March 22, 1993, we found that the gain on the 
sale of the SAS facilities should not be allocated to the 
ratepayers. Pages 58-59 contain our conclusion: 

We agree with Mr. Sandbulte that customers that 'did 
not reside in the SAS service area did not contribute to 
any return on investment in the SAS system. Further, 
when this system was acquired by St. Johns County, SSU's 
investment in the SAS system and its future contributions 
to profit were forever lost. Thus, the gain on sale 
serves to compensate the utility's shareholders for the 
loss of future earnings. Arguably, if the sale of the 
system had been accompanied by a loss, any suggestion 
that the loss be absorbed by the remaining customers 
would be met with great opposition. However, the 
rationale for sharing a loss is basically the same as the 
rationale for sharing a gain. 

This part of Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS was affirmed by the First 
District Court of Appeal in the -y decision. 

Although OPC argued that the ratepayers have benefited from 
the gains on the sale of property devoted to public service in 
previous dockets and absorbed a loss on the sale of the Skyline 
facility, we do not find the circumstances to be the same. Had 
either the SAS and VGU facilities been regulated by the FPSC at the 
time of the sale or previously included in a uniform rate 
structure, the situation would be different. However, we conclude 
that similar treatment should be afforded based on the previous 
decision in Docket No. 920199-WS. The record lacks sufficient 
evidence to support the contrary. Therefore, we shall not allocate 
either the VGU or SAS gains to the ratepayers. 

We are not persuaded by OPC's alternative proposal to reduce 
the equity dollars in SSU capital structure to reflect the 
associated dollars from the gains. When a gain is made on the sale 
of utility property, the stockholders have the right to make the 
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decision whether the gain should be reinvested in the utility. If 
the choice is made to reinvest in the utility, the reinvested funds 
do not remain identified as equity dollars. 

During cross-examination, Mr. Gower stated that ratepayers 
should only pay a rate of return on property that is in service. 
Mr. Gower's testimony was contrary to Rule 25-30.433(9), Florida 
Administrative Code, which allows a utility to recover the cost of 
forced abandonments or prudent retirements from the customers. 
Similarly, when a utility sells property that was formerly used and 
useful or included in uniform rates, the ratepayers should receive 
the benefit of the gain on the sale of such utility property. This 
is the case with the $33,726 gain on the sale of the River Park 
facilities, as it was included in the uniform rates originally 
approved in Docket No. 920199-WS. With regard to the 6.11 acres in 
the Spring Hill service area, the record was unclear as to whether 
the property was used and useful. Had it not been used and useful, 
the utility should have provided such evidence. The gain realized 
on that property was $201,950. Therefore, we find the gain for the 
River Park facilities to be $33,726 and the Spring Hill land to be 
$201,950. This total of $235,675 shall be amortized above the line 
over five years, resulting in a yearly deduction to expenses of 
$41,135. 

23. Offset of Amortized Gains on Sale With Past Earninas 

In its post-hearing filing, SSU argued that the denial of any 
gain on sale from the shareholders would not be proper or lawful, 
and that at a minimum, any amount to be shared with ratepayers must 
first be reduced by the amount necessary to increase the level of 
utility earnings during the historic period to a level equivalent 
to the authorized rate o f  return for each year during the historic 
period. Utility witness Sandbulte testified that MP&L's return on 
simple average equity investment in SSU has been -3.0 percent in 
1992, +1.3 percent in 1993, +16.3 percent in 1994, with a projected 
loss on investment in 1995 of 3.1 percent. Mr. Sandbulte further 
testified that the shareholders lost approximately $3 million from 
1992 to 1995. 

OPC witness DeRonne testified that it would be inappropriate 
to allow SSU to request retroactive treatment for facts it over- 
looked in the past. Regardless of the treatment afforded to gains 
on sale, the current recovery of past losses results in retroactive 
ratemaking. In Order No. PSC-95-1376-FOF-WS, issued on November 6 ,  
1995 (at page 16) we stated: 

. . .  asking for a one-time adjustment to rate base to 
recover past losses, is asking us to authorize 
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retroactive ratemaking. See City of Miami v. Florida 
-, 208 So. 2nd 249, 259 (Fla. 
19681, Gulf Power Co. v. Cresse, 410 So. 2d 492, (Fla. 
19821, and 
Public Service Commission, 448 So. 2d 1024 (Fla. 1984). 
for the principle that retroactive ratemaking occurs when 
new rates are applied to prior consumption. In this 
case, we believe that by making an adjustment to rate 
base for past losses, increased rates would apply to 
prior consumption, thus retroactively raising rates. 

Pursuant to the holding in -, 597 
so. 2d 270 (Fla 1992), we must set rates so as to give the utility 
the opportunity to earn a fair rate of return on its investment. 
The approved rates do not guarantee a fair rate of return. 
Consequently, we will not make an adjustment to bring the u.tility's 
earnings for any historic periods to a level that would be 
equivalent to its authorized rate of return. Any such adjustment 
would violate the prohibition against retroactive ratemaking. 

24. 

a. 2 
According to Rule 25-30.120(3), Florida Administrative Code, 

any utility that purchases water from another PSC-regulated utility 
is allowed a credit on its regulatory assessment fees. However, 
staff witness Small testified that $3,118 should be removed for 
regulatory assessment fees related to Marco Island's sale of water 
to Marco Shores. While the purchased water adjustment between 
Marco Island and Marco Shores was included in this filing, no 
revenues or expenses forthis transaction appeared elsewhere on the 
utility's books. The utility offered no testimony, but stated in 
its brief that the regulatory assessment fees should be reduced 
only if the associated Marco Shores revenues are removed. 

Further, the record does not support SSU's proposal to reduce 
Marco Shores' revenues. Therefore, we find it appropriate to 
remove $3,118 from SSU's regulatory assessment fees. 

b. o ert Taxe 

The utility received discounts on its property taxes in seven 
counties, which are treated as a reduction of the taxable value of 
the related non-used and useful assets in that county. It has been 
this Commission's practice to disallow a portion of property taxes 
from current rates and to allow the utility to recover these 
charges through AFPI. To properly reflect the full amount of 
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property tax, SSU grossed-up the tangible property tax as if Che 
counties had taxed all of the assets. Utility witness Kimball 
testified that the add-back adjustment- made in 1996 totaled 
$270,764 and $204,625 for water and wastewater, respectively. 
After considering the gross-up, the non-used and useful adjus.tments 
reduce 1996 property tax expense by $336,198 and $410,783 for waKer 
and wastewater, respectively. 

OPC witnesses Larkin and DeRonne essentially agreed with the 
methodology, but recalculated the non-used and useful property tax 
expense based on OPC Mr. Biddy's recommended non-used and useful 
percentages, resulting in an additional $731,670 reduction to 
property tax expense. 

Mr. Larkin testified that SSU's proposed used and useful 
property tax expense was higher than the taxes that SSU projected 
it would have to pay in seven service areas: Deltona Lakes (water 
and wastewater), Marco Shores (water), Marion Oaks (water and 
wastewater), Pine Ridge Utilities (water) and Sunny Hills (water). 
SSU added back the property tax expense for the service areas that 
included a discount in taxes for non-used and useful assets. Mr. 
Larkin testified that in theory, SSU's adjustment is appropriate. 
Even so, he asserted that the utility should not be permitted to 
increase property tax expense to an amount greater than SSU will 
project that it will pay to respective counties in 1996. However, 
Mr. Larkin explained that no further adjustment was necessary for 
these seven service areas because after the application of OPC 
Witness Biddy's non-used and useful percentages; test year property 
tax expense would be less than the amount that SSU projected that 
it would have to pay. 

In rebuttal, Mr. Bencini disagreed with Mr. Larkin's 
contention that seven plants would have property tax expense that 
would exceed the actual property taxes that SSU would be required 
to pay. Mr. Bencini explained that the total 1996 property tax 
expense was allocated to plant level using a composite millage rate 
representing twenty-five counties. This rate is only used to 
project the total company 1995 and 1996 property taxes based upon 
the interpolation of 1994 historical information and SSU's 1995 
capital budget additions to plant-in-service. It is not 
necessarily a representation of the projected dollars to be paid in 
each service area in 1996. Mr. Bencini also offered several other 
concerns about OPC's proposal. 

We agree with the parties that if the non-used and useful 
adjustment brings property tax expense below the test year gross 
amount prior to the add-backs projected in the MFRs, no further 
adjustment is necessary. The net non-used and useful expense for 
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the seven areas was $608,004 and the amount projected to be paid-in 
1996 by SSU was $725,387. Therefore, no other adjustments on this 
point are necessary. We do note however, that property taxes have 
been adjusted as a result of other changes to used and useful, as 
indicated in the attached schedules. 

25. Income Tax Emense 

Our review of SSU's income expense indicates that several 
adjustments are necessary. The approved provisions for income taxes 
are set forth on Schedules Nos 4-A and 4-B for each facility. The 
adjustments for parent debt adjustment, ITC amortization and 
allocation, ITC interest synchronization are detailed below, and 
indicated on Schedule No. 4-C for each facility. 

26. fi 
SSU is a subsidiary of tiered parents: MP&L owns 100 percent 

of Topeka Group, Inc. which in turn owns 100 percent of SSU. SSU, 
Topeka and MP&L join in the filing of a consolidated income tax 
return. Rule 25-14.004, Florida Administrative Code, requires a 
utility to adjust its income tax expense to reflect the expense of 
parent debt which may be invested in the subsidiary. 

SSU proposed an adjusted PDA of $487,439 for the plants 
included in this filing, allocated $264,652 for water and $222,787 
for wastewater. In its brief, SSU stated that the PDA should be 
adjusted for other rate base or capital structure changes. Marco 
and OPC agreed that the PDA proposed by SSU is acceptable. Nassau 
Associations contended that the PDA be increased by $18,027, but 
provided no support for its proposed adjustment. A review of the 
record indicates that this position may have been based on 
erroneous information subsequently corrected by witness Gangnon. 

The PDA proposed by the utility is calculated in accordance 
with the requirements of Rule 25-14.004, Florida Administrative 
Code. We agree with SSU that capital structure and rate base 
adjustments should be taken into account, and find that the PDA 
should be reduced by $82,552, to $404,887. None of the parties 
stated a position as to the PDA's allocation. In its filing, SSU 
allocated the PDA on the basis of gross plant. We find this method 
to be reasonable because it fairly allocates the benefit of the PDA 
to each plant's customers. 
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27. Above-the-Line Investment Tax Credit Amortization and 
Allocation 

SSU proposed amortization of $69,178, for the facilities 
included in this filing. Based upon our review of the record and 
our findings herein, we find SSU's proposal to be correct. None of 
the parties took a position as to the allocation of ITC 
amortization to individual plants. In its filing, SSU allocated 
the amortization on the basis of gross plant. This method fairly 
and reasonably allocates this adjustment. Based upon our findings 
as to unamortized ITCs and the weighted average cost rate for ITCs, 
above-the-line ITC amortization for the facilities in this docket 
is $69,178, allocated to the plants on the basis of gross plant. 

28. ITC Interest Svnchronization Adjustment and Allocation 

SSU proposed a total utility "imputed" ITC interest of 
$103,854 in its tax expense, which translates to an ITC interest 
synchronization adjustment of $40,062 ($103,854 multiplied by 
.38575) In its post-hearing filing, SSU mistakenly identified its 
imputed ITC interest as the ITC interest synchronization 
adjustment, the latter being the tax effect of the imputed ITC 
interest. Further, SSU expanded its position to contend that 
$103,854 should be adjusted to include capital structure changes 
that impact the ITC interest synchronization calculation. None of 
the other parties took a position on the appropriate amount. 

Discounting the difference in terminology, and consistent with 
SSU's expanded position in its brief, our recalculation of total 
company "imputed" ITC interest related to approved rate base is 
$69,621, and the resulting total company ITC synchronization 
adjustment is $26,729. The foregoing amounts take into 
consideration other adjustments made herein. 

The parties have not addressed the issue of the allocation of 
the ITC interest synchronization adjustment to the individual 
plants. In its initial filing, SSU allocated the adjustment on the 
basis of gross plant. We find that this method fairly allocates 
the benefits of the ITC interest synchronization to each plant's 
customers and approve its use. 

29. Income Tax Summaw 

SSU's MFRs indicated income tax expense for water of 
$(1,830,106) at present adjusted income and increased by $4,343,791 
to $2,513,685 for its requested revenue increase. SSU indicated 
income tax expense for wastewater to be $(1,364,180) at present 
adjusted income and increased by $2,337,904 to $973,724 for its 
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requested revenue increase. The adjustments increasing income tax 
expense were calculated on requested revenue increase minus 
requested taxes other than income taxes increase multiplied by 
.38575. Further, SSU stated that income tax expense is dependent 
upon the recalculation of the other issues and should include state 
income tax expense, with no adjustment made for NOL carryforwards. 
No other party took a position on this issue. 

Upon consideration, we find that the provision for test year 
income tax expense for the facilities in this filing is $2,867,801, 
or $1,730,572 for water and $1,137,228 for wastewater. This 
approved amount includes state income tax expense, with no 
adjustment made for NOL carryforwards. This amount has been 
calculated in the same manner as proposed by SSU, based on the 
level of approved revenues and expenses as well as other 
adjustments that have corresponding income tax implications. 

x. -E 
Based on our adjustments discussed herein, we find the 

appropriate level of test year operating income to be $4,643,281 
for water and $3,507,505 for wastewater. 

XI. R VE 

In its MFRs, the utility compiled its revenue requirement 
using several scenarios. Based upon our review of the record, we 
find it appropriate to calculate SSU's revenue requirement on a 
plant-specific basis. SSU is ordered that for future rate 
proceedings, it shall file its MFRs and annual reports on a plant- 
specific basis. 

Schedules Nos. 4-A and 4-B contain the revenue requirement for 
each utility plant. In consideration of the adjustments discussed 
above, the appropriate revenue requirements are $33,389,617 for 
water and $24,701,470 wastewater on an annual, total plant basis. 
These represent revenue increases of $5,450,500 (19.51percent) and 
$2,690,313 (12.22 percent), respectively. 

XII. m- 
The final approved rates, which we find to be fair, just and 

reasonable, are designed to produce annual consolidated revenues 
(during the two-year period of ROE adjustment) of $32,835,742 for 
water service, which is an increase of $4,896,625 or 17.53 percent, 
and $24,553,319 for wastewater service, which is an increase of 
$2,542,162 or 11.55 percent. A comparison of the utility's 
original rates, interim rates, requested rates, approved rates 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 207 

during the two-year ROE adjustment period and increase at the 
conclusion of adjustment period are set forth on Schedules Nos. 5-A 
and 5-B for each individual service area. 

1. Functional Relationship of SSU's Facilities and Land 

In Citrus Countv v. Southern States Utilities, Inc., 656 So.2d 
1307 (Fla. 1st DCA 19951, the First District Court of Appeal held, 
in pertinent part, that "[ulntil the Commission finds that the 
facilities and land owned by SSU and used to provide its customers 
with water and wastewater services are functionally related as 
required by the statute," uniform rates cannot be approved. a. at 
1310. The court based its determination upon a reading of both 
Section 367.171 (71, Florida Statutes, which grants our jurisdiction 
over systems whose service transverses county boundaries, an.d 
Section 367.021(11), Florida Statutes, which states that a system 
may be comprised of a combination .of functionally related 
facilities and land. The Citrus Countv decision overturned the 
statewide uniform rate structure for SSU which we had approved in 
Docket No. 920199-WS. 

In this docket, SSU presented evidence regarding its 
contention that its facilities and land are functionally related. 
SSU, Keystone/Marion, and Burnt Store pointed out that the evidence 
in this docket is consistent with that of Docket No. 930945-WS, 
where we examined our jurisdiction over SSU's facilities. By Order 
No. PSC-95-0894-FoF-WS, issued July 21, 1995, we held that we had 
exclusive jurisdiction over all existing facilities and land owned 
by SSU. While the evidence presented in this docket may be similar, 
we emphasize that the evidence in this proceeding has been 
evaluated on its own merits. Our focus is on the facilities and 
land specifically included in this proceeding. We have addressed 
this issue in light of the citrus County decision. However, a 
uniform rate is not mandated if this finding is made. 

According to Section 367.171 (7), Florida Statutes, this 
Commission has exclusive jurisdiction over "all utility systems 
whose service transverses county boundaries", whether or not the 
counties are jurisdictional. The term "system" is defined in 
Section 367.021(11), Florida Statutes, as "facilities and land used 
or useful in providing service, and, upon a finding by the 
commission. mav include a combination of functionally related 
facilities' and- land". In Board of Countv Commissionek of St. 
Johns Countv v. Beard, 601 So.2d 590 (Fla. 1st DCA 1992), the First 
District Court of Appeal specifically addressed the interpretation 
of Sections 367.021(11) and 367.171(7). The court affirmed our 
order which found that Jacksonville Suburban Utilities' facilities 
in Duval, Nassau, and St. Johns Counties constituted a single 
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system, whose service transverses county boundaries. The court 
noted the functional interrelatedness of the facilities, both 
operational and administrative, and that physical connection was 
not necessary to support the finding. 

SSU and Keystone/Marion both asserted that this issue was 
previously addressed in Docket No. 930945-WS, and that the evidence 
in this case requires the same conclusion. In its brief, SSU 
argued that there is a functional relationship between and among 
ssu's land and facilities statewide. SSU illustrated a functional 
relationship which exists between SSU's land and facilities on 
three levels: managerial, operational and administrative. In 
support of this argument, SSU presented the wagon wheel analogy 
sponsored by SSU witness Forest Ludsen. The hub of the wheel 
contain the administrative functions carried out in Apopka, the 
spokes contain the plants, and the rim contains the managerial 
functions. 

According to Nassau Associations, SSU's attempt to tie its 
systems together through purchasing, accounting and management 
operations is incorrect because these functions involve neither 
land nor facilities. Marco argued in its brief that only those 
facilities and land physically interconnected by pipes meet the 
definition of system. To support its argument that SSU should not 
be considered functionally related, Marco relied in part on the 
testimony of Mr. Hansen. According to Mr. Hansen, in order for 
there to be a functional relationship, a change in the operations 
of one facility must-have an affect on the operations of another. 
Mr. Hansen stated that a change at Sugarmill Woods would not have 
an effect on any other facility, and, as a result, they are not 
functionally related. As additional support for its argument, 
Marco points to Dr. Beecher's testimony that the EPA generally 
defines a "system" to mean a stand-alone operating system. 

a. A- 

The record is clear that the headquarters in Apopka is the 
foundation of the administrative relationship. SSU witness Vierima 
testified that the Apopka office provides tax, accounting, billing, 
collections, customer service, payroll, pensions, legal, 
engineering, environmental compliance, permitting and other 
administrative and general services on a consolidated basis. This 
testimony was supported by other SSU witnesses who testified on 
specific functions that are carried out on a consolidated basis. 

SSU witness Hilton detailed SSU's centralized purchasing 
practices and procedures. Because of its size and similarity of 
facilities, SSU has developed a standardized method of purchasing 
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goods and services which allows it to make purchases on a bulk 
scale, resulting in economies of scale. Mr. Hilton testified that 
in 1994, this resulted in a cost savings of approximately $800,000. 
Bulk purchasing allows SSUto receive volume discounts, which helps 
mitigate rising costs in the water and wastewater industry. 

,. - 
Witness Hilton also described SSU's centralized computer 

system and Information Services Department, which provides customer 
billing, software development, hardware selection and other 
computer related services for all facilities throughout the state. 
According to Witness Vierima, the centralized computer system 
facilitates the consolidated functions described above. Witness 
Teasley described the statewide billing and customer service 
procedures which highlighted the use of the centralized computer 
system. Mr. Vierima also stated that centralizing activities such 
as accounting, budgeting, engineering, risk management,. tax and 
rates administration, payroll, data processing, cash and records 
management, legal, planning and communications functions has 
allowed SSU to avoid duplication of costs. 

Witness Dale Locke described the Human Resources Department, 
which reviews and approves the hiring and termination of all 
employees. The department is responsible for employee relations 
and employee complaints, and administers and controls the staffing 
budget for the entire company, It imposes the same employee 
policies and benefits for all of SSU's employees, and insures that 
there are uniform policies regarding pay scales, work hours, 
overtime, and breaks. All aspects of training and development 
originate from the Apopka office. The Human Resources Department 
provides management and supervisory training. Other departments 
also provide company-wide training and education assistance 
programs in their area of expertise. 

Witness Vierima testified that personnel located in the Apopka 
office are responsible for procurement of all forms of third party 
financing at SSU. SSU's parent company, MP&L, provides the majority 
of SSU's equity. With the exception of debt incurred for large 
projects, the majority of debt and equity financing is done on a 
utility-wide basis. This results in reduced debt rates and allows 
SSU to obtain equity funding from one shareholder class through the 
issuance of singular corporate common equity securities rather than 
several classes. SSU also benefits from market recognition, 
administration of funds, access to credit support, availability of 
longer maturities, less restrictive loan covenants and access to 
public and private markets. Mr. Vierima testified that investors 
of a different nature would be required if the facilities were 
funded on a stand alone basis, resulting in additional costs that 
would eventually be imposed on the customers. SSU's combined 
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borrowing needs and diverse earnings streams provide better pricing 
and covenants to SSU than to a smaller utility. The consolidated 
operations allow SSU to obtain increasing amounts of tax-exempt 
financing. If SSU were to market such bonds on a smaller scale, 
the per-unit overhead costs would increase and the number of 
interested investors would decrease. 

Insurance policies covering general liability, excess 
liability, directors and officers, property damage, automobile and 
workers' compensation policies are issued singularly to SSU for 
statewide coverage. SSU purchases liability insurance on a 
statewide basis since the risk is spread over a larger asset and 
operational base, resulting in lower pricing. Only one facility, 
Marco Island, has separate coverage resulting from hurricane 
exposure. In 1995, SSU became a self-insurer for its medical plan 
due to its size. As a result, the utility has lower insurance 
costs. SSU consolidated its 401 (k) plan and pension plan under one 
lower cost plan administrator in 1993, which reduced asset fees, 
record keeping fees and administrative and testing charges 

It is evident from our review of the record that the 
administrative activities in Apopka are indicative of a 
consolidated operation. These consolidated operations result in 
administrative efficiencies which can benefit all systems by 
providing cost savings that would not be found if the facilities 
were operated as independent facilities. 

b. i e  
SSU witness Denny testified that many services and activities 

of an operational, as well as administrative nature, occur among 
SSU's land and facilities. SSU personnel provide services and 
share equipment among facilities. In fact, one out of every eight 
hours worked by field personnel is attributable to work across 
county boundaries. Mr. Denny stressed that field personnel 
performed duties which crossed county boundaries on a daily basis. 
These duties include maintenance and repair, line replacements and 
extensions, backflow and cross connection prevention and 
corrections, meter installations and change-outs, fire hydrant 
flushing and maintenance, electrical work, welding, equipment and 
site maintenance, installation of chlorine loss alarms, lift 
station maintenance and emergency assistance. Facilities which do 
not have field personnel on site rely upon personnel from other 
facilities in other counties to perform the operations, maintenance 
and testing. Mr. Denny also identified several occasions where 
personnel and equipment were shared in emergency situations. Mr. 
Denny cited a pipe rupture under the Marco River, and an acid leak 
and high levels of trihalomethane at Lehigh. 
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This interaction across county boundaries can be identified 
not only in the responsibilities of field personnel but also in the 
responsibilities of higher levels of management. SSU's Operations 
Department is led by the Vice-president of Operations, three 
Regional Managers and the General Manager of Operations. This 
"Operations Team", as referred to by Denny, meets monthly in Apopka 
to coordinate operational activities for all of SSU. These 
individuals implement and coordinate activities and provide support 
in more than one county. The regional managers and area 
supervisors regularly travel to various service areas and to 
Apopka. They also meet frequently to discuss every facet of SSU's 
operations and management. 

Bulk purchases of certain materials and supplies are 
delivered, stored and distributed from designated drop-off plants. 
For example, the Seaboard plant located in Hillsborough is the 
drop-off plant for chemicals to be used by facilities located in 
Hillsborough and Pasco County. Mr. Denny also testified that 
various equipment that is shared across county boundaries, ranging 
from a wrench, lawn mowers, sampling equipment, breathing 
apparatus, ammoniation equipment, and cars and trucks. 

SSU witness Terrero testified that the operations services 
department, Environmental Compliance and Permitting Department 
(ECPD) and senior operations personnel from Apopka provide 
technical training to SSU's facilities. This training includes 
workshops regarding updates on environmental laws or rules, permit 
familiarization services, updates on operating requirements, 
certification preparation courses, refresher courses, safety 
training courses, and training on technical procedures. SSU also 
provides statewide funding to permit operators to attend courses to 
obtain state licensing. The training department in Apopka provides 
management and supervisorytraining as well as training on customer 
service techniques, telephone etiquette, computer use, computer 
software, leadership, organizational development, team building and 
other topics. 

The Budget Evaluation (BE) team, comprised of administrative, 
engineering, and accounting personnel, formulates SSU's annual and 
five-year capital budgets, and identifies the capital needs of 
every SSU water and wastewater facility. The rules tracking team 
participates in the rulemakingprbcess at various agencies, and can 
retain professionals who have the expertise necessary to persuade 
regulators to waive or modify requirements. For example, SSU 
coordinated efforts with the SJRWMD to conduct a comprehensive 
water study instead of moving wells located in the Deltona Lakes 
service area. According to witness Dennis Westrick, the 
centralized Planning and Engineering Department develops and 
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manages projects on a statewide basis. All design practices and 
procedures are standardized and applied across the state. 
According to witness Craig Anderson, the central lab facility 
analyzes samples from every water and wastewater plant for both 
regulatory compliance and operational support purposes. Results 
from the sample analyses are stored and maintained on a 
computerized data base as part of the data management system and 
made available to other SSU corporate users. 

c. Other Concerns on a Functional Relationshin 

As previously stated, Nassau Associations and Marco argued 
that only physically interconnected facilities and land should be 
considered a system, and that the functions detailed by SSU do not 
involve land or facilities. Witness Hansen testified that a 
functional relationship requires that a change in operations of one 
facility would have an effect upon another. 

As noted above, the Court in held 
that physical interconnection is not necessary in order to make a 
finding as to whether a utility's facilities and land are one 
system pursuant to the statute. The functional relationship 
referred to in the statutory definition of a system could be 
administrative or operational in nature. Accordingly, we disagree 
with the contentions of Nassau Associations and Marco. 

Marco contended that the EPA defines a "system" as a stand- 
alone operating system. While this may be true, our purpose is not 
to determine whether SSU meets the EPA's definition of a system. 
Our purpose is to determine whether it meets the definition as set 
out in Section 367.021(11), Florida Statutes. 

SSU presented the arguments of witnesses Wilkening and Adams 
from the SJRWMD and SWFWMD, respectively, who testified that SSU's 
facilities are physically interconnected in the form of Florida's 
aquifer system. Mr. Adams testified that the aquifer 
interconnection between the SFWMD and the SJRWMD results in the 
coordination of water conservation efforts between the two 
districts. We agree that conservation knows no boundaries, and, 
therefore, water management districts must work together to affect 
conservation. However, we note that Mr. Adarns also testified that 
the facilities in Nassau County in northern Florida have different 
sources of water than those located in the SFWMD. Accordingly, SSU 
did not adequately support its assertion that the service areas are 
connected by virtue of the aquifer system. 
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d. Functional Relationshiu: Conclusion 

The wagon wheel analogy offered by SSU witness Ludsen is an 
accurate description of the functional relationship. The service 
areas are tied together on a functional basis due to the 
administrative activities carried out by the "hub" located in 
Apopka. SSU has also demonstratedthe existence of operational and 
managerial relationships among the service areas. In the wagon 
wheel analogy, the service areas or plants are considered the 
spokes and the management is the rim holding the spokes together. 
The service areas share equipment, personnel, and storage 
facilities. This arrangement offers advantages to the individual 
service areas in avoiding duplication of equipment and expertise 
and, thus, achieving economies of scale. 

It is evident that not all service areas enjoy equal benefits 
with regard to sharing equipment and personnel due to geographic 
location. For instance, Sunny Hills' isolated location does not 
permit it to share equipment and personnel to the same extent as 
the remaining facilities. However, all service areas are equally 
impacted by the centralized managerial functions, such as planning, 
engineering, training, and budget evaluation. 

Based upon our review of the evidence and arguments of the 
parties, we find that SSU's facilities and land are 
administratively, operationally, and managerially interrelated. We 
find that these functionally related facilities and land constitute 
a single system pursuant to Section 367.021(11), Florida Statutes. 

2. Rate Structure 

a. Goals and Obiectives 

We have a statutory obligation to provide a utility with the 
opportunity to earn a fair rate of return on its investment. For 
a "single facility" utility, this obligation is the basis for 
establishing the revenue requirement and resulting rate level: the 
rate structure generates the revenue requirement and these ensuing 
rates become by definition reasonable and affordable. By virtue of 
being the largest water and wastewater utility regulated by this 
Commission in terms of number of customers, and being comprised of 
over 150 separate service areas, SSU offers the latitude to address 
other considerations through rate structure. 

Our determination of rate structure and other rates and 
charges involves consideration of numerous factors, many of which 
might not be found in a rate proceeding involving a single facility 
utility. Before reaching a determination on the appropriate rates 
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and charges, we have examined the goals and objectives for this 
utility which we find important to consider. 

The parties in this proceeding generally offered goals and 
objectives which most favored their advocated rate structures. 
Staff witness Shafer provided an overview of regulatory goals and 
objectives not geared to any specific rate structure. He testified 
that the following goals and objectives should be considered in 
this proceeding: affordability of rates for all customers; ease of 
administration; customer acceptance andunderstandability; fairness 
(the degree to which subsidies occur); rate continuity; 
conservation and resource protection; revenue stability and . 
predictability for the utility; and the utility's stance on 
acquisitions. 

SSU witness Bencini offered four basic rate objectives that 
the utility seeks to accomplish through its proposed rate design: 
the opportunity for the utility to attract capital and maintain 
sound corporate credit; rates set as close as is practical to 
reflect the allocated unit costs of the customer (base facility) 
and commodity (gallonage) components; rates which provide a 
reasonable continuity with past and future rates, in order to 
prevent unnecessary impact on existing and future customers; and 
rates which are as simple, understandable and as easy to administer 
as practicable. The utility also advocated rates which encourage 
conservation, allow full recovery of revenue requirements, 
stabilize interperiod financial performance, and are affordable. 

Keystone/Marion and Burnt Store agreed with the broad 
regulatory goals presented by Witness Shafer of safe efficient 
service at an affordable price, resource protection, a financially 
healthy and independent utility and regulatory efficiency. Marco 
and Nassau Associations contended that ratesetting goals and 
objectives should relate to rates based on the cost of providing 
service to each plant location and that such rates should be fair 
and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory. Nassau Associations 
also adopted Mr. Shafer's proposed goals and objectives. 

As to service availability charges, SSU witness Ludsen 
believed that charges should be competitively based upon a market 
survey so as to not hinder growth. Staff witness Williams 
acknowledged that growth should pay for itself and that the we 
should strive to move CIAC toward the Commission's minimum CIAC 
levels. He also noted that these rules should only be used as 
guidelines because it will be difficult to develop charges which 
are fair, just and reasonable and be able to achieve minimum 
guidelines on a total company basis. 
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In consideration of the above, we find that our appropriate 
goals and objectives in evaluating the rates and charges for this 
utility include, but are not limited to, those addressed by Mr. 
Shafer. Specifically, we find it appropriate to consider the 
affordability of rates for all customers, ease of administration, 
customer acceptance and understandability, fairness (the degreeto 
which subsidies occur), rate continuity, conservation and resource 
protection, revenue stability and predictability for the utility, 
and the impact of rate structure on acquisitions. The weight of 
these individual goals and objectives will vary depending upon the 
particular issue addressed. As to SSU's service availability 
charges, we find that as an overall objective, to the extent 
possible, growth should pay for itself and charges should not be 
so high as to impede growth. 

b. S lit 

Before turning to the appropriate rate structure, we find it 
necessary to address the appropriate base facility charge and 
gallonage charge split. SSU's prior rate structure, approved in 
Docket No. 920199-WS, was based on 33 percent of the revenue being 
collected from the based facility charge (BFC) while the remaining 
67 percent was collected from the gallonage charge. SSU witness 
Dr. Whitcomb testified that a utility must find a proper balance of 
competing objectives when determining the proper allocation of 
revenue. SSU contended that its proposed rate structure, which 
collects 40 percent of the revenue requirement from the BFC and 60 
percent from the gallonage charge, provides tlat proper balance 
between the water conservation message and business risk reduction. 

Dr. Whitcomb testified that this rate structure is a water 
conserving rate structure, using the criteria set forth in the 
Brown & Caldwell Study. That study defined several criteria which 
are weighted for relative assumed impacts on water consumption. 
The criteria are: rate structure, form such as uniform, inclining 
block, seasonal block, and fixed monthly charges; allocation of 
costs between the fixed and variable component; sources of revenue; 
and communication about rates and consumption on customers' bills. 

OPC Witness Dismukes disagreed with SSU's proposed rate design 
for several reasons. She contended that the proposal shifts more 
risk for revenue collection from SSU's stockholders to its 
customers. She also raised concerns that it is not the most 
aggressive conservation rate structure SSU could pursue, and that 
its current proposal is less conservation-oriented than the prior 
structure. She believed that a move from a split of 33/67 to 40/60 
is a move in the wrong direction and gives customers less of a 
price signal to conserve water. Ms. Dismukes testified that her 
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recommended 25/75 split between the BFC and gallonage charge will 
move SSU to a more water conserving rate design. She further 
testified that we should continue the existing 20/80 split for 
Marco Island because the customers of this plant consume an above- 
average amount of water. 

SSU Witness Ludsen testified that in the past, rate 
structures placed fixed costs in the BFC and variable costs in the 
gallonage charge. Mr. Ludsen estimated this approach would place 
about 55 to 60 percent of the costs being recovered through the 
BFC. However, this approach is ignored today, with more emphasis 
placed on conservation. Therefore, SSU Witness Bencini disagreed 
with Ms. Dismukes' statement that SSU's proposed rate structure 
shifts more risk from the stockholders to the customers because SSU 
has already assumed a share of the risk which exceeds the actual 
proportion of fixed to variable costs. 

We disagree with Ms. Dismukes' contention that conservation 
can be achieved strictly through rate structure. Staff witness 
Beecher testified that water is a relatively price-inelastic 
commodity and that water pricing is used in conjunction with other 
kinds of programs, including consumer education and retrofit 
activities. SSU witness Farrell testified that in order for 
conservation rates to be effective, they must be combined with a 
consumer education program, otherwise the customers will not 
understand how they can lower their water use or their bill. 
Therefore, in order for conservation to be achieved, there must be 
a combined effort between customer education and rate structure. 

There is no optimal BFC/gallonage charge split when designing 
rate structure in today's environment. Water Conservation places 
more emphasis into the gallonage charge, while revenue stability 
focuses on the base facility charge. If conservation rates are 
successful they may have the unintended effect of reducing revenues 
to the utility and putting more upward pressure on rates. The 
evidence indicates that the proposed structure strikes the 
appropriate balance in that it addresses the trade-off between 
conservation and revenue stability. 

The 40/60 split meets the Brown and Caldwell criteria of a 
water-conserving rate structure. The structure will reduce SSU's 
exposure to revenue instability, which will allow the utility to 
project future income and plan needed investments in a cost 
effective manner. While the 40/60 structure may provide less 
incentive to conserve water than the previous allocation, we note 
that all approved gallonage charges exceed one dollar per one 
thousand gallons. Mr. Shafer testified that a minimum gallonage 
charge of one dollar can be used as a conservation or resource 
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protection measure to prevent reckless water usage. We therefdre 
approve SSU's proposed base facility/gallonage usage split of 
40/60. 

c. ADDroDriate Rate Structure 

The unique nature of SSU affords us greater latitude in 
setting rates. SSU is geographically dispersed in 25 counties and 
is comprised of over 150 separate water and wastewater service 
areas. Its size and diversity allows us to consider numerous goals 
and objectives. We have also taken into consideration our stated 
goals and objectives, recognizing that those goals and objectives 
may compliment or be in direct competition with each other. We 
have also taken into consideration the arguments and evidence 
presented by the parties and staff witnesses. As observed by Staff 
witness Beecher, we recognize that not every goal can be perfectly 
achieved. 

Anumber of rate structure options were specifically addressed 
in the record. We have reviewed the options in great detail. 
Attachment G, which is appended to this Order, sets forth our 
analysis of the rate structure options and the comparison of water 
service rates at consumption of 10,000 gallons per month and 
wastewater rates at a cap of 6,000 gallons for each option. 

Stand-Alone Rates. We first examined stand-alone rates because 
that is the structure normally approved for a single facility 
utility. This structure results in the closest approximation of 
the true cost of service of each service area. Marco et. al. 
contended that stand-alone rates are appropriate based on the 
premise that there should not be subsidies among service areas. 

However, stand-alone rates can result in very high, 
unaffordable rates for some facilities, as can be seen from the 
analysis of bills shown on Attachment F. SSU witness Ludsen 
further argued that there is no true stand-alone cost because 40 
percent of SSU's costs are allocated, and capital structure is 
uniform to all of SSU's facilities. Under cross-examination, Dr. 
Beecher agreed that the stand-alone cost of service between service 
areas would depend upon the allocation method chosen by the 
Commission. She also testified that subsidies exist in any rate 
structure. Specifically, ratemaking involves some kind of 
averaging to arrive at classifications of customers. There are no 
individual rates. Staff witness Shafer also testified that the 
existing rates of any water and wastewater utility under our 
jurisdiction have subsidies inherent in them. 
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Uniform Rates. Consistent with the decision, we 
have made a finding of functional relatedness among SSU's 
facilities in this proceeding. Therefoxe, a uniform rate may 
lawfully be implemented. This finding, however, does not 
necessitate the implementation of a uniform rate if we find another 
rate structure to be more appropriate. 

Uniform rates offer the best answer to affordability concerns 
because they average the costs of all service areas and spread 
those costs over all customers. However, uniform rates result in 
inherent subsidies that must be absorbed by the service areas whose 
stand-alone rates are lower than uniform rates. In its post- 
hearing filing, Marco referred to the testimony of Mr. Hansen, who 
stated that a comparison of stand-alone to uniform rates for the 
1996 test year revenues indicate that Sugarmill Woods customers 
would pay annual subsidies for water of $649,497 and $632,749 for 
wastewater for a total annual subsidy of $1,282,246, resulting in 
a 95 percent increase in rates. We examined the levels of subsidy 
when comparing stand-alone to uniform rates for all facilities, as 
demonstrated on Attachment F to this Order. 

According to Staff witness Beecher, single-tariff pricing 
(uniform rates) is a public policy decision because it involves 
trade-offs among competing policy objectives. The two extreme rate 
structure options, uniform and stand-alone, inherently showcase the 
need to balance affordability with the level of subsidies. 

SSU witness Ludsen testified to both the short and long run 
benefits of uniform rates. According to his testimony, the short 
run benefits include lower rates for utility customers, insulation 
of customers from rate shock, lower rate case expense, and ease of 
understanding by customers. Long run benefits include 
administrative efficiencies and economies of scale in accounting 
and operations and maintenance, reduced frequency and cost of rate 
case filings, and access to capital. 

SSU witness Vierima testified that uniform rates promote 
affordability for all customers and ensure that capital costs, 
which are incurred universally, are recovered similarly. This 
impacts SSU's ability to attract capital as well as the cost of 
that capital. Witness Vierima further testified that capital 
providers consider elasticity of demand, or the ability and 
willingness of a utility's customers to pay their bills, as a 
component of risk when reviewing debt or equity requests. Daniel 
Poirier, a customer of the Intercession City facility in Osceola 
County, quoted an excerpt from the 1995 edition of -v 
Manual, a Dunn & Bradstreet Investment Guide, which supported the 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 219 

utility's points on the economic and conservation benefits of 
uniform rates. 

In support of a uniform rate structure, Keystone/Marion 
addressed several advantages in its brief, including lower rates, 
mitigating rate shock, lower rate case expense, ease in 
understanding, administrative efficiency, frequency and costs of 
rate case filings reduced, and easier access to capital. 
Keystone/Marion also presented an overview of our past decisions 
regarding uniform rates, including Docket No. 930880-WS, which was 
memorialized by Order No. PSC-94-1123-FOF-WS. In that docket, we 
addressed many of the issues that have been addressed here. 
Keystone/Marion also pointed out that we found in that docket that 
uniform statewide rates should be the goal for SSU. 

Dr. Beecher presented extensive testimony as to the advantages 
and disadvantages of uniform rates. She testified that uniform 
pricing can lower administrative and regulatory costs, improve rate 
and revenue stability, and ensure affordability for customers of 
very small systems. Importantly, single-tariff pricing is a pricing 
strategy, not a costing strategy. By itself, it may not encourage 
significant economies of scale because only the costs associated 
with the pricing process itself are considered. Economies of scale 
in production, requiring physical interconnection, are achieved 
separately, regardless of rate structure. Dr. Beecher noted that 
this rate structure can lead to economies of scale through 
secondary benefits such as encouragement of industry consolidation, 
regulatory compliance and universal service. As to the 
disadvantages of uniform rates, Ms. Beecher testified that the 
structure can undermine economic efficiency, distort price signals 
to customers, and may not be consistent with traditional cost-of- 
service principles. Single-tariff pricing can also result in 
incentives to overinvest, disincentives for controlling costs, and 
a competitive advantage in acquisitions. 

Dr. Beecher testified that potential lenders may be concerned 
about the utility's financial viability and ability to meet debt 
obligations if the customer base cannot support the cost of water. 
She also testified that affordability of water service is a growing 
problem. Affordability affects utilities in terms of expenses 
associated with credit, collection, and disconnection activities, 
revenue stability and working capital needs, and bad debt or 
uncollectible accounts the other customers must cover. 

Uniform Rates as a Lonu-Term Goal. While a uniform rate 
structure offers many advantages to utilities, customers and 
regulators, by its very nature it also presents potential problems. 
Under cross-examination, Dr. Beecher stated that a shift'away from 
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stand-alone rates may slightly undermine the utility's incentive 
for controlling costs. Regulatory incentives must be maintained 
under a uniform rate to control costs and ensure prudent decisions 
with regard to capital expenditures. Under cross-examination, SSU 
witness Sandbulte stated that approximately $100 million in capital 
additions have been made since the last rate case under uniform 
rates. Moreover, the utility has projected capital additions for 
service areas under our jurisdiction of approximately $27 million 
for 1995 and $16.7 million for 1996. 

Statements made by SSU witnesses have raised our concern over 
the utility's projected 1996 capital expenditures. Mr. Sandbulte . 
stated that the rate structure has an impact on whether capital 
expenditures are made. Mr. Terrero testified that some of the 
projects budgeted for 1996 probably would not occur if stand-alone 
rates were imposed. He further stated that SSU would not have made 
close to $1 million in capital expenditures in the Palm Valley 
service area had it not been for the expectation of uniform rates. 
Prior to 1991, capital expenditures at Palm Valley were 
significantly lower than after the year uniform rates were first 
approved. After 1992, SSU expended $823,467 to replace the water 
distribution system. Mr. Terrero also testified that his 
recommendations of capital expenditures are directly affected by 
the existence of uniform rates. He stated that he based his 
recommendations on whether the expenditures will create a rate 
shock to the customer base. Mr. Denny testified that 
implementation of uniform rates also affects decisions as to 
whether to undertake capital improvements and the timing of 
environmentally mandated projects. We have also stated our 
concerns regarding the utility's operating efficiency and progress 
in regulatory compliance elsewhere in this order. 

Utilities should be prudent and efficient in their business 
operations. According to Staff witness Shafer, pricing decisions 
may influence the utility's behavior regarding accountability and 
prudence. The most efficient way to ensure accountability is to 
force a utility to look at these decisions as they relate to the 
costs and benefits of the particular service area rather than on a 
total company basis where individual investment decisions often 
appear immaterial. Dr. Beecher testified that regulators may wish 
to use auditing or other evaluation techniques, coordinate with 
other regulatory agencies to establish the utility's progress in 
regulatory compliance, review the utility's planning documents to 
evaluate long-term strategic plans for its service areas, monitor 
and evaluate the effectiveness of single-tariff pricing, and 
consider alternative dispute resolution to provide affected parties 
a forum for participation and an opportunity to reach a settlement 
agreement on certain issues. Finally, she noted that a regulatory 
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body may want to assess the utility's efforts in educating and 
involving customers about the nature and purpose of water rates. 

Our review of the evidence in the record indicates that the 
benefits of uniform rates outweigh the negative aspects. 
Therefore, we find that uniform rates should be the long term goal 
for this utility. In that regard, we reaffirm our decision in 
Order No. PSC-94-1123-FOF-WS. However, the considerations raised 
above must be addressed prior to finalizing a move to a uniform 
rate structure. As stated, uniform rates may provide incentive for 
a utility to overinvest and not control its costs. The regulatory 
options raised by witness Beecher must be explored in order to 
ensure that we are sending the proper signals to the utility in 
terms of operating efficiently and effectively. Our current 
procedures for monitoring water utilities will be evaluated to 
determine if the unique nature of SSU warrants a different 
evaluation process, such as additional accountability of 
construction projects prior to completion. 

As suggested by Dr. Beecher in her publication titled cos+ 
Allocation and Rate Desian for Water Utilities, it may be useful to 
develop evaluation criteria for cost allocation and rate design in 
the context of a planning framework. Pricing is clearly associated 
with planning. The planning process not only serves to identify 
trends in supply and demand and future capacity options, but to 
identify the goals and priorities of the water utility. Pricing 
alternatives can be-assessed in these terms. 

In addition, as discussed below, before a uniform rate is 
implemented for all of SSU's service areas, additional study of the 
most costly facilities must be initiated to determine whether they 
should ever be included in a single uniform rate. Further, our 
acquisition policy with respect to this utility will need to be 
explored on an informal basis in terms of the impact on system-wide 
costs and ultimately, rates. The step to a final rate structure 
for this utility must address how future acquisitions will be 
treated in terms of rate design. 

The reaffirmation of uniform rates as a long term goal is key 
to a choice of rate structure in this case. Because we find 
uniform rates to be the ultimate goal, the rate structure chosen 
herein is a move toward that end. We have developed a structure 
which strikes the best balance between the competing policy 
objectives of reasonable rates and cost of service, and which also 
serves as fair and reasonable step to a uniform rate structure. 

Uniform Rate Differentiated bv CIAC Level. Various witnesses 
testified that because of the inherent averaging of all factors 
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among all facilities under the uniform rate structure, customers of 
plants with higher CIAC levels would not receive the benefit of 
these levels in their monthly service rates. In an attempt to 
evaluate and address this concern, we considered a rate structure 
which differentiated the uniform rate based upon varying CIAC 
levels. The basis for this rate structure was presented by staff 
witness Robert Casey. The intent of the rate structure was to use 
the uniform rate as the base and move service areas toward their 
stand-alone rates on the basis of CIAC levels. Our review of the 
calculations of this rate and the resulting billing schedules lead 
us to conclude that CIAC is only one factor affecting rates, and 
does not have a controlling impact on ultimate rate levels. 

Our comparison among service areas with similar CIAC levels 
indicated no solid correlation between CIAC level and stand-alone 
rates. Mr. Ludsen testified that the uniform rate differentiated 
by CIAC and treatment type was not only complex and difficult to 
understand, but does not take into consideration the many other 
factors which determine the level of a customer's bill, such as 
density, consumption, age of facilities, economies of scale, 
location, and environmental requirements. Based upon the many 
factors and the degree to which they affect rates, coupled with the 
makeup of SSU's many plants, we cannot establish any validity in 
differentiating rates by only one factor. Thus, we reject this 
rate structure as a viable option. 

Staff witness 
Starling calculated -factors which differentiated costs based upon 
treatment type. Using these factors, we examined a rate option 
differentiated by type of treatment, for water service areas only, 
and reviewed the resulting rates and typical bills that would 
result. We found it necessary to utilize five treatment types, 
while SSU's proposed rate structure consisted of only two: 
conventional treatment and reverse osmosis. 

We do not agree that SSU's segregation of Marco Island and 
Burnt Store service areas into a Reverse Osmosis category is 
appropriate. While there is a significant difference in the two 
treatment methods, we note a great disparity in the potential 
stand-alone rates for these two service areas. Burnt Store 
customers would pay a little less than twice as much as Marco 
Island under a stand-alone rate. If type of treatment was a main 
factor in the rate level for reverse osmosis plants, we would 
expect much less disparity in the rate levels. A comparison of 
other service areas indicate that factors other than type of 
treatment are driving the rates of the highest cost service areas. 
In ascending order of bill level at 10,000 gallons, Burnt Store 
ranks 77 out of 95 service areas. Our concerns about the narrow 

Uniform Rates Differentiated bv Treatment Tvu e. 
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focus of rates differentiated by CIAC, discussed above, were also 
present in this situation. Thus, we find no validity to 
differentiating rates by only this one factor. 

Uniform Rates Differentiated bv Treatment T m e  and CIAC. This 
Dotential structure combined the methodoloqies discussed for the 
F ~ ~ ~~~ 

two previous rate options. Here again, we a;e troubled by the lack 
of any meaningful correlation among a plant's potential stand-alone 
rates based upon these variables. A review of the bills at 10,000 
gallons did not indicate any logical consistency. For example, 
Hobby Hills, Keystone Club Estates, and Quail Ridge service areas 
use "pump and chlorinate" for their treatment process and have 
identical CIAC levels of three percent. Therefore, calculation of 
their respective stand-alone rates would give equal consideration 
to both treatment type and CIAC. However, the stand-alone bills at 
10,000 gallons for these service areas are $31.54, $41.44 and 
$123.94, respectively. We find the same flaws in the individual 
application of treatment type and CIAC-differentiated rates and 
reject this potential combined rate. 

Utilitv-PrODOSed Rate St ructure. As stated above, SSU's 
proposed uniform rate structure classifies service areas in two 
categories: reverse osmosis for the water treatment facilities at 
the Burnt Store and Marco Island service areas and conventional 
treatment for all other water service areas. All wastewater 
customers are included in the same service classification and would 
be charged the same uniform rate. 

Marco, et a1 strongly opposed SSU's proposed rate structure, 
believing that the rates should be based on cost of service in 
order to be fair and equitable. Sugarmill Woods witness Hansen 
testified that the total uniform rate subsidy cost for his service 
area is approximately $1.3 million higher than under the total 
stand-alone approach. In addition, Marco witness Mann testified 
that there is no cost of service justification for segregating the 
two reverse osmosis facilities and lumping them together for cost 
averaging. 

SSU's proposed rate structure, with the adjustments made in 
this Order, would yield disparate results between the bills of the 
two reverse osmosis facilities: Burnt Store's customers would pay 
a bill based on 10,000 gallons'that is only 67 percent of its 
comparable stand-alone requirement, while Marco Island customers' 
bills would be at 102 percent of its stand-alone requirement. A 
comparison among the conventional treatment facilities shows even 
greater variation, ranging from Palms Mobile Home Park paying only 
14 percent of its stand-alone requirement to Amelia Island paying 
198 percent of its stand-alone requirement. There are factors 
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other than the type of treatment that influence the rates, and, 
therefore, we do not find this particular rate design proposal to 
be satisfactory. 

-. The rate structure currently in 
effect for this utility is modified stand-alone. It is calculated 
by first reviewing the stand-alone rate of the various service 
areas for affordability. As stated in Mr. Shafer's testimony, the 
establishment of the benchmark for water service of $52 for 10,000 
gallons and for wastewater service of $65 for 6,000 gallons is 
based on the concept of affordability as determined in the previous 
rate case. Therefore, for those service areas where the stand- 
alone bills exceed these benchmarks, their bills are capped. The 
resulting base facility and gallonage charges apply to those 
service areas. The revenue deficiency created by capping the bills 
for these service areas are then be allocated among the remaining 
facilities. 

As stated in Order No. PSC-94-1123-FOF-WS at pages 2 5  and 26, 
a modified stand-alone rate structure "would move in the direction 
of uniform rates, yet maintain greater historical rate stability." 
This rate structure not only maintains a level of historical rate 
stability, it also addresses affordability and rate shock by 
setting benchmarks for customers' bills. Mr. Shafer testified that 
rate shock, or the substantial increase in rates relative to their 
previous level, is a factor in assessing the affordability of 
rates. Additionally, the inherent subsidies are less than under a 
uniform rate structure for many service areas. For example, only 
one water service area would pay a subsidy as high as 10 percent 
when comparing the stand-alone rates to the modified stand-alone 
rates. Under a uniform rate structure, 15 service areas pay 
subsidies greater than 10 percent, including six which pay 
subsidies over 50 percent and one which pays a subsidy over 100 
percent. 

However, this rate structure is complicated, difficult to 
understand and explain to customers, and cumbersome in that even 
though bills are capped at the benchmark, there remain separate 
rates for each service area. Further complications include the 
determination and timing of the benchmark and the treatment of 
index and pass through adjustments. While the modified stand-alone 
rate structure has been a viable structure in the short run for 
this utility, we do not believe it to be the answer in this 
proceeding. The structure lacks direction: there is no clear "next 
step" to reach the goal of uniform rates for this utility. 
Changing or increasing the benchmarks would not move the service 
areas toward uniform rates, only to uniform bills. 
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Stand-Alone Alternative. We did attempt to find a viable 
alternative that would maintain the positive aspects of stand-alone 
rates. We reviewed the two populations of service areas created by 
this rate structure: the 39 water and 21 wastewater service areas, 
whose stand alone rates do not meet the affordability test and are 
therefore capped, and those 56 water and 23 wastewater service 
areas that pay subsidies due to the capped structure. We examined 
what, if anything, could be done with each group in terms of fine 
tuning the rate structure to better address concerns of 
affordability, equity and subsidy, and, at the same time, move 
closer to the ultimate goal of a single uniform rate. 

As to the facilities in the capped group, we found that 
further study is needed in terms of growth potential, potential for 
interconnection with other SSU service areas, projected lpng-term 
plant improvements and upgrades needed. This study will enable us 
to determine why the costs of certain facilities are so high, and 
whether it is equitable to merge them into a uniform rate or target 
them for some other appropriate rate structure or other action. 

For those service areas under the cap we considered whether 
they could be made uniform at this time. This "hybrid" structure 
would take the service areas paying subsidies and combine them into 
a uniform rate. This structure resulted in what we found to be too 
great a level of subsidy for these remaining service areas when 
compared to their stand alone bill. For example, the structure 
would result in 12 water service areas paying subsidies greater 
than 10 percent, including six which would pay subsidies greater 
than or equal to 50 percent. Of these six, one plant pays a 
subsidy over 100 percent. 

:. A s a  
variation of the modified stand-alone rate structure discussed 
above, we considered capping subsidies at five percent per service 
area. However, for the reasons discussed in our review of the 
modified stand-alone rates, we rejected this option. 

-. Because the hybrid rate structure 
considered under modified stand-alone rates resulted in an 
unacceptable level of subsidy among the facilities under the cap, 
we studied this population further in an attempt to group them by 
similar costs to make a move toward uniform rates. This resulted 
in the capband rate structure. This structure, which is a 
variation of modified stand-alone, takes a larger step toward a 
uniform rate. The rate is calculated in the same manner as the 
modified stand-alone rate, with respect to setting caps and 
spreading the overage to the remaining service areas that are not 
capped. However, rather than setting separate rates for the 
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service areas which are under the caps, service areas with similar 
costs are grouped together, thereby minimizing the cross 
subsidization. To approximate similar costs, we examined billing 
at 10,000 gallons for water and 6,000 gallons for wastewater, which 
is the same threshold used to establish the capped or benchmark 
bills. The bands were set at natural breaks designed to group 
homogenous facilities and, thus, mitigate subsidies to the greatest 
extent. Our analysis resulted in eight bands for the water service 
areas and six bands for the wastewater service areas. This 
analysis is detailed in Attachment G. 

In arriving at our decisions, we have compared different rate . 
structures as discussed above. We also compared the results of the 
modified stand-alone rate structure to the capband rate structure 
in terms of percentage and dollar amount of deviation from the 
stand-alone rates, the amount of subsidies paid, and the split 
between the base facility charge and the gallonage charge. It is 
important to note that all customers in a modified stand alone-rate 
structure would pay a subsidy, since the revenue deficiency created 
by capping the bills is spread equally to all 56 service areas. 
Customers in these service areas pay a monthly subsidy of $1.38. 

While no customers below the cap receive a subsidy under the 
modified stand alone approach, there are some customers below the 
cap who actually receive a subsidy under a capband rate structure. 
This is because there are some service areas whose bills under the 
capband are less than their comparable bills under the stand alone 
method. While 85 percent of the customers would pay a subsidy, 15 
percent of the customers would receive a subsidy. Of the customers 
who pay a subsidy, only five percent of those customers pay a 
subsidy greater than $2.00, with a maximum of $3.64 per month. 

We believe that the capband rate structure is more appropriate 
than the modified stand-alone rate structure for two reasons. 
First, the capband structure represents a greater move toward the 
long term goal of a uniform rate. It eliminates the need for 
separate rate structures for each individual service area under the 
cap. The number of rates would decrease from 56 to eight for the 
water facilities under the cap, and from 23 to six for the 
wastewater facilities. Second, as noted above, the capband 
structure reduces subsidies in terms of deviation from stand-alone 
rates. This is true both in terms of number of service areas and 
number of customers. Uniform rates within the band mitigate the 
subsidy within the band. 

This rate structure is founded on testimony and evidence 
contained in the record. Mr. Shafer testified, and Dr. Beecher 
agreed, that in the case of SSU we have more options available to 
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address affordability of rates since there are multiple plants 
under a single operational umbrella. Mr. Shafer also testified 
that one option available is to limit bills of customers throughout 
the utility and shift the burden of some high costs plants to 
others. This would help to design a rate structure that mitigates 
rates that are at the extremes of the rate range. When-'aslred 
during cross-examination whether she would find it acceptable to 
underprice one group of customers, causing an overpricing to 
another group, Staff witness Beecher replied that she would advise 
regulators to consider not only the rate design options they might 
have, but also how they can be implemented to mitigate any negative 
impacts. She added that "phasing in" rates could be done over 
time, or even with alternative rate designs. Upon further cross- 
examination, she agreed that the Commission's obligation in rate- 
setting is to take a long-term view in terms of what is in the best 
interests of the customers. 

Witness Mann also testified concerning this grouping concept 
in his testimony. Specifically, he stated that "if you wanted to 
isolate or categorize the water treatment plants by their cost of 
service, Marco Island and Burnt Store would logically be included 
in separate categories with traditional treatment plants of 
comparable costs." Further, as mentioned in Marco's brief, in the 
Citrus Countv decision the court cited to the testimony of Forrest 
L. Ludsen in Docket No. 920199-WS, noting that he believed that in 
the future, SSU may be ready for uniform rates set according to 
rate bands that would group the customers of similarly situated 
systems together, but that they were not ready.at that time. 

Based on the above, we find the capband rate structure to be 
superior to the modified stand alone-rate structure. It embraces 
all of the advantages of the modified stand-alone rate structure 
and adds the additional advantages of simplifying the rate 
structure by moving the utility closer to a uniform rate, and 
minimizing the relative amount of subsidy paid by the customer. As 
Mr. Shafer testified, the real issue in regard to subsidies 
contained in rates is the degree to which subsidies occur. In 
support of rate structure simplification, Mr. Shafer also testified 
that, in terms of efficiency, the more complex the rate structure 
the greater the cost to the utility to administer. The capband 
structure addresses these concerns. Furthermore, we find these 
rates to be fair, just and reasonable. 

The resulting approved rates for SSU's facilities under the 
capband structure are set forth in Schedules Nos. 5-A and 5-B for 
water and wastewater, respectively. These schedules are grouped in 
alphabetical order for each facility, and include rates during and 
following the two year ROE adjustment period. 
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3 .  

SSUwitnesses Ludsen and Whitcombtestlfiedthat forces beyond 
SSU's control such as weather have caused SSU to face a higher 
level of business and financial risk than other water and 
wastewater utilities. SSU proposed a revenue adjustment mechanism 
called a weather normalization clause (WNC) to enable SSU to 
maintain revenue stability and to insure that it receives the 
revenue requirement associated with the gallonage charge during 
rainy seasons. Using a methodology similar to those of fuel 
adjustment clauses for electric utilities, the WNC was designed to 
provide monthly adjustments to the gallonage charge to reflect 
deviations from the target consumption levels per bill. SSU 
proposed ten steps to calculate the monthly adjustment under the 
WNC . 

SSU contends that there are many advantages to the WNC, 
including revenue stability, a simplified ratemaking proceeding, 
ease of implementation of water conservation rates, reduced rate 
case expense and financial viability. The utility argued that the 
WNC would be a "win-win-win" for SSU, its customers and Florida's 
water supply. SSU witness Whitcomb testified that there are no 
disadvantages. 

Conversely, OPC found many disadvantages to the proposed WNC. 
It argued that the clause has never been attempted by any other 
utility, creates customer confusion, sends conflicting signals to 
the customers, does not consider the change in variable expenses 
that will result from the change in consumption, may create 
perverse incentives related to quality of service issues, does not 
provide SSU the incentive to operate efficiently, must be 
implemented with uniform rates, and could be an administrative 
nightmare for the Commission. 

OPC argued that we should deny the utility's request to 
implement the WNC, or, in the alternative, approve the clause for 
a trial period. OPC contended that if the clause is implemented, 
we should adjust test year consumption to ensure that the effects 
of weather are minimized, adjust the formula to consider expenses 
that vary directly with consumption, and require SSU to pay 
interest on any excess revenue resulting from the implementation of 
the clause in any month. Ms. Dismukes proposed several other 
adjustments regarding the base facility charge. 

We have reviewed the testimony and the utility's proposed WNC 
formula in detail. While the concept behind SSU's proposed clause 
has merit, we will not approve the WNC clause, based on several 
considerations. First, as noted herein, we have approved SSU' s 
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proposal to recover 40 percent of its revenues through the base 
facility charge. Dr. Whitcomb testified that the proposed 40/60 
split fulfills the utility's desire to reduce the level of SSU's 
exposure to business and financial risk. In other words, SSU's 
revenue instability may be controlled through implementing the 
40/60 base facility split, which is simple to administer and 
creates almost no customer confusion. 

A revenue stabilization or WNC might be appropriate if it is 
shown that revenue instability is a significant concern. However, 
the need for such a clause could be obviated by such things as 
adjustments to billing determinants for weather, conservation and 
other identified factors, as well as the proper split between base 
and gallonage charges. We note that there are other ways of 
achieving revenue stability. For example, the utility could 
utilize a revenue stabilization fund wherein excess revenues would 
be stored in a fund until the revenues decrease as a result of 
weather or other factors. According to Dr. Whitcomb, there is no 
difference between a revenue stabilization fund and a WNC, although 
there may be differences in how they are administered. 

As mentioned previously, the WNC requires a 10 step 
calculation with four-month and two-month lags built into the 
calculation. This complex calculation is certain to cause customer 
confusion. Customers would see their rates fluctuate several times 
within a matter of months. Given the level of existing customer 
confusion and concern about rate structure, now is not the time to 
implement a cumbersome and confusing revenue stabilization clause. 

SSU witness Whitcomb attempted to mitigate any concerns 
regarding the complexity of the proposed clause. He agreed that 
the clause would take some work to get started, but believes that, 
once implemented, it would become a minor administrative task. We 
disagree. Administering this clause puts an additional burden on 
the utility and our staff, which the utility has not adequately 
addressed. For instance, the utility's filing did not address how 
the WNC adjustment would be reflected in the utility's tariff, how 
the Commission will be informed of the amount of the adjustment in 
order to answer customer complaints or inquiries or how often and 
in what format the clause should be reviewed or audited. Cross- 
examination of Mr. Ludsen did not alleviate these concerns. 
Implementing a new billing mechahism as complicated as a revenue 
stabilization clause warrants more thought and planning than was 
shown by the utility in this case. 

We are also concerned that the WNC has not been implemented in 
the water industry. Mr. Ludsen testified that he is not aware of 
any privately-owned utility in the United States that employs such 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 230 

a clause. However, regardless of this fact, SSU witnesses expected 
the WNC to reduce SSU's cost of equity by 25 basis points. Witness 
Whitcomb testified that the purchased gas adjustment clause and the 
fuel adjustment clause were all new innovations in their respective 
industries. He also testified that he did not think that the fuel 
adjustment clause was subject to the same level of scrutiny when it 
was implemented. 

We note that the fuel adjustment clauses were subject to a 
high level of scrutiny by this Commission. According to Order No. 
6357, issued November 26, 1974, we initiated an investigation of 
the fuel adjustment clauses of regulated electric utilities. It 
was six years later that the fuel cost recovery clause was finally 
adopted pursuant to Order No. 9273, issued on March 7 ,  1980. While 
we are not finding that a revenue stabilization clause for a water 
utility would take this long to review, the record needs further 
support to justify such a mechanism. 

Finally, Mr. Ludsen and Mr. Whitcomb testified that the only 
rate structure to which this mechanism can be applied is the 
uniform rate structure. As discussed herein, we have not approved 
a uniform rate structure at this time, thereby obviating the 
ability to implement the WNC. 

4 .  : 
Aside from our determination of rate structure and the Base 

Facility Charge and gallonage split, we have reviewed whether 
additional modification to rate structure is warranted to promote 
conservation. Our review specifically addresses whether an 
inverted or inclining block rate should be implemented for service 
areas showing high per capita usage. 

SSU and all intervenors agreed that no additional rate 
adjustment is needed. However, the reasons for their positions are 
quite different. SSU views itself as one system for both water and 
wastewater and proposed a uniform water and wastewater rate for all 
of its jurisdictional plants, with a separate rate classification 
for reverse osmosis water plants. Pursuant to criteria contained 
within the Brown and Caldwell Rate Study, this rate structure would 
qualify as a conservation rate structure. Although two utility 
witnesses testified that an inclining block rate would be a more 
aggressive conservation measure, the utility did not propose such 
a rate in this docket. 

Nassau Associations and Marco argued that we have no statutory 
authority to depart from cost of service to effect conservation. 
They contended that in order to properly affect conservation, the 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 231 

rates must consider the cost of providing such service: if a rate 
contains a subsidy, the person receiving the subsidy will receive 
improper price signals and may waste water. They contended that 
the proper price signals are best provided by stand-alone rates. 

Rates are only one component of an effective conservation 
program. SSU has recognized the need for water conservation and 
acknowledged that it serves several high usage communities. The 
utility's proposed program to affect conservation in these areas is 
a good beginning. The rate increase approved in this docket coupled 
with a usage sensitive rate, should provide a reasonable 
Conservation incentive. We also note that SSU's customers have 
been subjected to several different rate structures and have seen 
dramatic shifts in their rates and bills within a matter of months. 
These shifts may have an impact on consumption. Some degree Of 
rate continuity should be established before evaluating and 
establishing aggressive conservation rates. Accordingly, we do not 
find that rates should be adjusted to promote conservation at this 
time. 

While we are not implementing an inverted or other 
conservation-oriented rate in this docket, we do not intend to 
discourage consideration of such rates in future proceedings. 
Seventy five of the 95 water plants involved in this case are 
presently in Water Resource Caution Areas as designated by the 
various Water Management Districts and eleven of these plants have 
average per customer usage of over 10,000 gallons per month. In 
future cases, we believe high usage plants within Water Resource 
Caution areas may be considered for aggressive conservation rates 
absent reduced usage through the other components of SSU' 
conservation program. Therefore, SSU is put on notice that this 
issue will be explored in its next rate proceeding. The utility 
shall file information sufficient for us to review conservation 
rates at that time. 

5. Bulk Raw Water Rate 

SSU initially proposed a bulk rate of $1.82 per 1,000 gallons 
for its only bulk raw water customer on Marco Island. However, SSU 
witness Guastella testified that a rate of $1.75 per 1,000 gallons 
was a reasonable rate. According to a raw water rate study 
conducted by the utility, the rate was designed to recover only the 
costs necessary to produce and transmit raw water from the 
utility's mainland water sources. It does not include costs 
associated with treatment and delivery of potable water to the 
utility's general service customers. Mr. Guastella sponsored an 
exhibit showing an allocation of SSU's proforma 1996 revenue 
requirement components. However, the utility did not substantiate 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 232 

its projections. In its post hearing brief, SSU stated that the 
rate of $1.75 per 1,000 gallons reasonably reflects the costs 
associated with the potential supply and transmission of raw water 
at Marco Island and that the approved rate should apply only to 
SSU's Marco Island service area. 

Although the methodology used by the raw water rate study is 
accurate and reasonable, we have made significant adjustments 
throughout this Order which causes the approved rate to differ from 
SSU's proposal. Based on these adjustments, we hereby find the 
bulk raw water rate for Marco Island to be $1.53 per 1,000 gallons. 
Based upon our decision concerning the adjustment to SSU's ROE, the 
appropriate bulk raw water rate after the two year period shall be 
$1.56 per 1,000 gallons. 

6. Reuse Rates 

SSU requested reuse rates for the seven plants which vary from 
no charge to $.a7 per 1,000 gallons. The highest rate was 
determined through a cost allocation study for Marco Island. 
Similar studies were not conducted for the remaining reuse 
facilities. Marco and Nassau Associations contended that the rates 
should be cost based and determined on a system by system basis. 
With the exception of Marco Island, however, there is nothing in 
the record that would demonstrate how this would be accomplished. 
We have addressed reuse rates for each plant below. 

a. Deltona 

Deltona currently provides reuse pursuant to a contract to two 
golf courses: the Deltona Hills Golf & Country Club and the Glen 
Abbey Golf Club, Inc. We approved a reuse rate of $.06 per 1,000 
gallons for the Deltona plant in Docket No. 920199-WS. SSU has 
requested that the rate not be changed because of contract 
obligations. 

SSU has not implemented this rate for these customers. The 
evidence indicated no billing history for these customer. Although 
Deltona has "no charge contracts" with the golf courses, the 
contracts indicate that the golf courses are required by the 
agreement to repay the capital improvement for the pumping station 
and holding tank rate equal to the Country Club's operating cost at 
a rate of $.06 per 1,000 gallons in place. When asked about this 
discrepancy, SSU witness Ludsen testified that although the 
contracts provide for a reuse rate, SSU is unable to force its 
customers to pay because there is no alternative for disposal at 
Deltona. If the customers were not to take the reuse water, SSU 
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would need to find other tracts of land for disposal, which could 
be very costly. 

A utility must charge its tariffed rates. According to 
Sections 367.081(1) and 367.091(3), Florida Statues, a utili-ty may 
only collect the rates and charges that have been approved by-ttre 
Commission. The lack of an alternate disposal site may be a valid 
factor in considering the appropriate reuse rate. However, by 
Order No. PSC-95-0423-FOF-WS, we approved the contracted rate and 
required SSU to file a tariff reflecting that rate. Unless the 
tariff is changed, the utility must implement the charge. 
Therefore, we order SSU to either implement the tariffed rate 
immediately or, if it cannot do so, file a request to approve a 
change in its tariff, pursuant to Section 367.091, Florida 
Statutes. While SSU's failure to implement the charge could be 
construed as a willful violation under Section 367.161, Florida 
Statutes, the utility's conduct does not rise to the level of 
sanctions. Revenue for the reuse provided to the two Deltona 
customers shall be imputed. After applying the reuse rate to the 
1994 gallons of reuse for the golf courses shown in Exhibit 249, we 
find that the imputed amount is $12,285. 

b. Florida Central Commerce Park and Lehiah 

In 1993, the Florida Central Commerce Park facility began 
providing reuse to nine businesses within that service area 
pursuant to a contract executed in 1988. SSU bills the customers 
based on the number of sprinkler heads, with revenues based on a 
total of 648 sprinkler heads. The current reuse rate for Florida 
Central Commerce Park is $ . 0 6  per sprinkler head. Lehigh provides 
reuse to the Admiral Lehigh Resort at a rate of $.11 per 1,000 
gallons, which has been in effect since December of 1993. 

SSU proposed to increase the current rates for these two 
facilities by the percentage revenue requirement increase it 
requested in this proceeding. However, the MFRs indicate that the 
rates were increased by the percentage revenue requirement increase 
for interim rates, not final rates. The final rates contained in 
the MFRs are the product of applying the percentage twice. 
Consequently, the MFRs contain final reuse rates of $.lo per 
sprinkler head for Florida Central Commerce Park and $.le per 
1,000 gallons for Lehigh. 

We find it appropriate to approve the final rates contained in 
the MFRs. Although SSU's brief indicates that there was an error, 
Mr. Ludsen testified that SSU's intent was to increase the reuse 
rate for these service areas by the average revenue increase 
approved in the docket. Further, the rates contained in the MFRs 
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for these service areas are considerably lower than the cost-based 
rate requested for Marco Island. These rates address these 
factors. Therefore, we find these rates to be reasonable and 
approve them. 

c. Marco Island 

Four customers receive reuse from the Marco Island facility. 
Three receive reuse at a rate of $.25 per 1,000 gallons and one 
receives service for no charge in exchange for an easement. SSU 
requested that the rate for reuse be increased to $.87 per 1,000 
gallons. This requested rate is based on a cost study for Marco 
Island conducted by SSU witness John Guastella. The study is an 
equitable representation of the costs to provide reuse at Marco 
Island. The reuse customers are being asked to recover 13.96 
percent of the wastewater revenue requirement at Marco. Island. 
This is not an unreasonable amount. 

Mr. Guastella's study established that a reuse rate that can 
be generally applied for irrigation service at Marco Island. 
According to Mr. Ludsen, this rate was established to recognize the 
replacement of potable water. It was calculated by allocating the 
utility's operating results for 1994 into two categories: "Effluent 
Reuse" and "Other", adjusted to reflect a full return on rate base. 
"Other" represents the collection and treatment of wastewater. The 
reuse revenue requirement includes only those items of investment 
and expenses associated with the filtering, pumping and 
distribution of effluent, excluding an injection well. In order to 
determine the reuse rate, the reuse revenue requirement was divided 
by total effluent treated for 1994. 

While we find no fault with the reuse rate study, we believe 
it is appropriate to update it to reflect the now established Marco 
Island wastewater revenue requirement and the projected 1996 
effluent gallonage. We therefore applied Mr. Guastella's 
allocation factor of 13.96 percent to the approved wastewater 
revenue requirement to derive a 1996 reuse revenue requirement. 
This figure was then divided by the projected 1996 treated effluent 
amount of 658,204,000 to arrive at an approved charge of $.54 per 
1000 gallons for three of Marco Island's reuse customers. The 
fourth recipient of reuse, the Tommie Barfield School, has agreed 
to give SSU an easement in exchange for reuse at no charge. We 
find this arrangement to be appropriate. Therefore, we approve a 
reuse rate of $.54 per 1,000 gallons for Marco Island's reuse 
customers, with the exception of the Tommie Barfield School. 
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d. 

ssu provides reuse to customers at its Amelia Island (Amelia 
Island Links Golf Course and Long Point Golf Course), Point O'Woods 
(point O'Woods Golf Course) and University Shores (Chapel Hill 
Cemetery, Inc.) facilities at no charge. Each of the customers in 
those service areas have alternative sources for irrigation and 
have agreed not to use these other sources if SSU provides 
sufficient reuse to meet their demands. 

One of the considerations when establishing reuse rates is the 
existence of alternative sources which, if less expensive or free, 
will cause a customer to discontinue accepting reuse. We find it 
appropriate that these customers who have been receiving reuse for 
no charge continue to do so because the provision of reuse to these 
customers allows SSU to dispose of its effluent without having to 
invest in additional land as disposal sites. Therefore, the reuse 
customers benefit from receiving reuse at no charge and the utility 
and its customers benefit from the cost savings that occur since 
the utility does not have to purchase the land. 

We note, however, that the majority of customers who have been 
receiving service for no charge have been doing so for at least 10 
years. The testimony of representatives of the SJRWMD and the 
SWFWMD regarding consumptive use permitting indicates that the 
water management districts are strongly encouraging reuse, and that 
therefore, alternative sources may no longer be available to these 
customers. Mr. Ludsen testified that two kinds of reuse rates 
would be appropriate: one for potable replacement and one for 
nonpotable replacement. SSU Witness Kowalsky provided testimony as 
to how SSU had made efforts to expand reuse in Florida and to SSU's 
commitment to providing reuse as a form of water conservation. 
While the utility addressed the issue of reuse as an alternative 
method of disposal, the utility did not adequately address the 
issue of reuse rates. 

Although we believe charges are not appropriate in this 
proceeding, a rate may be appropriate in the future. SSU is hereby 
put on notice that it should begin exploring reuse rates for these 
customers who are currently receiving reuse service at no charge, 
and that this issue will be addressed in its next rate filing. 

Our findings above result in the following reuse rates, 
differentiated by facility and customer. We find these rates to be 
fair just and reasonable. 
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Facilitv 
Marco Island 
Marco Island 
Marco Island 
Marco Island 
Lehigh 
University Shores 
Amelia Island 
Deltona 
Point 0' Woods 

Customer 
Tommie Barfield School 
Island Country Club 
Mainsail Commons 
Marco Shores Country Club 
Admiral Lehigh Resort 
Chapel Hill Cemetery 
All reuse customers 
A l l  reuse customers 
Point O'Woods Golf Course 

ADDroved Rate- 
no charge 
.54/1000 gal. 
.54/1000 gal. 
.54/1000 gal. 
.18/1000 gal. 
no charge 
no charge 
.06/1000 gal. 
no charge 

7. Allocation of Reuse Revenue Reauirement 

The Legislature has found that reuse benefits water, 
wastewater and reuse customers. Therefore, pursuant to Section 
367.0817 (3), Florida Statutes, we are authorized to allow a. utility 
to recover the costs of a reuse project from water, wastewater, or 
reuse customers or any combination we deem appropriate. 

SSU did not propose that any of the costs attributable to 
reuse be allocated at this time. SSU stated that the reuse 
facilities were constructed prior to the implementation of Section 
367.0817, Florida Statutes. As a result, spreading the costs to 
water customers was not previously considered. SSU also contended 
that water customers who are not reuse customers will be penalized 
because they will be paying for reuse as well as potable water. 

Section 367.0817, Florida Statutes, provides the authority and 
discretion to allocate revenues and set rates to recover some 
portion of the cost of reuse projects to water customers. However, 
this Commission has only recently considered the regulatory 
treatment of recovering reuse costs from water customers. Prior to 
the 1994 legislation, the basis of the recovery of reuse costs was 
fairly straightforward. A majority of the cost was recovered from 
wastewater customers since reuse represents a form of effluent 
disposal, a necessary component of wastewater processing. Reuse 
rates were then set at a level, often zero, so as to encourage end 
users to use reuse and not seek alternate sources. Recovering reuse 
costs from water customers presents a different regulatory 
scenario, because the cost allocation should be based upon the 
perceived benefits. This process entails identifying and 
quantifying specific costs and benefits and developing a 
methodology to reflect these costs in water rates. While these 
issues have been recently considered in other dockets, the topic 
has not progressed to the point that policy or practice has been 
established. 
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We do not agree with SSU's suggestion that customers must be 
reuse customers in order to benefit from reuse. The Legislature 
has specifically stated that there are benefits of reuse to the 
water customers. Moreover, SSU's witnesses agreed with this point. 
Mr. Wilkening testified that those who benefit from reuse should 
bear the costs of the reuse project, including water customers. 
Mr. Ludsen testified that he believed that the water customers do 
benefit from the provision of reuse. However, the utility did not 
consider developing a methodology for allocating the costs. Dr. 
York further agreed that reuse benefits both water and wastewater 
customers. 

While the record supports the fact that water customers 
benefit by reuse, it does not support allocating the costs 
associated with reuse at this time. S S U  is unique in that it has 
various facilities located throughout the state. In past cases 
where we have addressed this issue, the utility in question was a 
single facility located in a single location. For example, see 
Order Nos. PSC-96-0663-FOF-WS, issued May 13, 1996, and, PSC-95- 
1360-FOF-SU, issuedNovember 2 ,  1995. Because of the unique nature 
of SSU, other issues must be considered when allocating some of the 
reuse costs to SSU's water customers. These issues include whether 
the costs should be allocated to the water customers of the 
facility with reuse, the water customers within a water management 
district or within a county, or, even all SSU water customers 
statewide. 

As demonstrated by testimony at the service hearings, SSU's 
customers are concerned, and in some instances confused, regarding 
rate structure and rate level issues. Given the complexity of 
these issues, customers need additional information regarding the 
importance of reuse in relation to Florida's water supply problems 
and the associated benefits which accrue to both water and 
wastewater customers. Therefore, we find that none of the revenue 
requirement associated with reuse shall be allocated to water 
customers in this docket. The utility is hereby put on notice, 
however, that this issue will be explored in its next rate filing. 

8 .  ice Ch r s 

While SSU requested increases in monthly service rates, 
service availability charges, main extensions, meter installation 
charges and reuse rates, it did not request any increase for  its 
miscellaneous service charges. SSU's current miscellaneous service 
charges were set in 1988, and have not increased since that date. 
Our staff raised these charges as an issue in this proceeding 
because SSU has not requested a change in these charges in eight 
years. 
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Our review of orders approving price index increases indi at 
that over the eight years that these rates have been in effect f 

s 
r 

SSU, its monthly service rates have been indexed 29.44 percent to 
cover increasing costs. Therefore, if the miscellaneous service 
charges covered their associated cost in the period of 1986 to 
1988, they cannot be covering the cost now. This leads us to the 
concern that non-recurring costs are being recovered through 
recurring, monthly service rates. 

Mr. Ludsen stated that the utility had not conducted a study 
to update or to determine what the actual charges-are. A study of 
the charges would include a survey of other utilities, and . 
examination of the costs behind the charges. Mr. Ludsen agreed 
that this type of study should be conducted in the future. 
However, the utility has based its charges upon Staff Advisory 
Bulletin (SAB) 2nd Revised 13, dated January 1, 1988: These 
bulletins are issued by our staff to provide informal, non-binding 
interpretations or classifications. SSU witness Ludsen agreed that 
there have been increases in costs since 1988. However, he 
contended that SAB 2nd Revised 13 should be updated for inflation, 
or that we should consider indexing miscellaneous service charges, 
in the same manner that we allow utilities to index their monthly 
services rates. 

The record contains no evidence regarding any changes to the 
currently approved miscellaneous service charges. Nevertheless, we 
remain concerned that the rates are eight years old and cannot 
possibly cover current costs. This situation is no doubt common 
among other water and wastewater utilities. Therefore, this issue 
will be reviewed by our staff outside the context of this docket. 
Our staff shall also examine whether miscellaneous service charges 
should be indexed in the future and included in index applications. 

9. Residential Wastewater Onlv (RWO) Rates 

SSU currently provides residential wastewater Only (RWO)in 
nine service areas. Because SSU does not supply water and has no 
water usage data on which to base a metered wastewater rate, the 
utility charges its RWO customers a flat rate. With the exception 
of the Tropical Isles service area, the flat rate is based on an 
estimate of water consumption applied to the wastewater rates. 
This estimate is based on the average consumption of the metered 
residential customers within the particular service area and 
differs for each area. Because there are no SSU water customers 
within the Tropical Isles service area, the flat rate for this 
group of customers is calculated by simply dividing the wastewater 
revenue requirement by the number of customers. 
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The utility proposed to make the RWO rate uniform for a11 
service areas. The proposed rate methodology would apply the 
statewide average residential consumption to the wastewater rates 
to come up with a uniform flat rate bill applicable to all nine RWO 
service areas. Our review of the record indicates that the average 
consumption of these individual service areas varies from 1,550 * 
Apache Shores to over 5,000 in Beacon Hills. Given this diversity, 
we find that using consumption data on a per service area basis 
provides a more accurate average. Therefore, we deny SSU's 
proposed uniform RWO rate, and instead require the utility to 
continue to calculate the RWO on a per service area basis. 

As noted above, Tropical Isles is an exception to this rate 
structure. These customers receive metered water service from the 
City of Ft. Pierce (Ft. Pierce). During the February 1, 1996, 
service hearing in Stuart, several customers questioned the 
validity of year round flat rates for wastewater service when they 
have metered water rates. SSU did not provide any metered 
consumption information for Tropical Isles from Ft. Pierce. 
Therefore, at this time we have calculated a flat rate based on 
Tropical Isles' revenue requirement. 

However, it is our practice to pursue metered water and 
wastewater rates whenever it is feasible to determine consumption. 
The utility stated it has had problems obtaining metered 
consumption information from municipalities in order to bill 
wastewater only customers. However, when asked if the utility had 
ever experienced a problem in getting this information from Ft. 
Pierce, Mr. Ludsen stated that, to his knowledge, SSU has never 
tried to get this information. The utility has not addressed how 
practical or costly it would be to obtain the metered water data. 

The utility is hereby ordered to investigate whether this 
information can be feasibly obtained from Ft. Pierce and file a 
report with this Commission within 120 days from the issuance date 
of this Order. This report shall detail the steps taken in this 
investigation, as well as the utility's calculation of a metered 
rate taking into account the approved wastewater rate structure. 
A docket shall then be initiated so that we may address this issue. 
The utility is further ordered to notify the customers of Tropical 
Isles that this issue is being explored and that the results will 
be presented to the Commission. 

As previously indicated, many of the Tropical Isles users are 
seasonal users, and questioned why a vacation rate could not be 
established. While these customers are out of town, Ft. Pierce 
does not charge them for the time that their water service is off. 
Although this was only brought up by customers of Tropical Isles, 
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we evaluated the issue with all RWO customers in mind. A vacation 
rate may be appropriate because a flat rate includes some 
consumption. Mr. Ludsen testified on cross-examination that a 
vacation rate would be difficult to administer in terms of 
customers notifying the utility when they go on vacation. He also 
stated that because the revenue requirement would not change, if 
rates go down during the vacation period, the other period would 
have higher rates. 

We agree that it is not practical to offer a vacation rate for 
RWO service if the customer is unmetered for water service because 
it would be difficult to verify that the customer is actually on 
vacation. However, Ft. Pierce turns off the Tropical Isles 
customers' water service while they are on vacation. The utility 
could require customers to provide verification when Ft, Pierce 
turns off their water, or coordinate with Ft. Pierce so the utility 
is informed when service resumes. Therefore, we find it 
appropriate to order SSU to provide, in conjunction with the report 
regarding metering set forth above, a report addressing the 
feasibility of implementing a vacation rate. 

10. Treatment of Price Index and Pass-Throuah Increases 

The benchmark rate level has been established as $52 at 10,000 
gallons of consumption for water and $65 at 6,000 gallons for 
wastewater. During our decision on remand in Docket No. 920199-WS, 
we were faced with the issue of how to account for index and pass- 
through increases. Because the increases occurred between the 
initial uniform rate decision and the subsequent decision approving 
a capped rate structure, the index and pass-through increases had 
to be accounted for. By Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF-WS, the 
increases were included on a stand-alone basis, effectively 
increasing the bench mark amount for those service areas that were 
already set at $52 and $65. As a result, each affected service 
area had its own individual cap. 

Staff witness Shafer stated that if benchmark levels are not 
increased for index and pass-through increases, rates for all 
service areas will eventually converge on that benchmark level 
because rates already at the benchmark levels would not be 
increased. This would increase subsidization by shifting index and 
pass-through increases from some service areas to others. Mr. 
Shafer also testified that even if we desired to maintain the 
benchmark values as a way to maintain affordable rates in the long 
run, it is prudent to recognize the impact of inflation. For 
example, we could apply the index percentage to those rates that 
are already at the benchmark levels. This would not necessarily 
equate to the same rate for a particular service area that a stand- 
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alone index would yield but would serve to mitigate the extent to 
which other service areas would subsidize those service areas whose 
rates are already at the bench mark. This also would lead to 
convergence of the rate levels among service areas at a slower 
pace. Mr. Shafer recommended only increasing the capped amounts by 
the index value at the time that SSU actually applies for the index 
increase. Mr. Shafer further testified that to avoid long term 
rate convergence, pass-through increases should be directly 
assigned to customers of particular service areas. 

SSU witness Forest Ludsen testified that he believed that 
future indexings and pass-throughs should be implemented so as to 
increase the amount regardless of the cap. He suggested that new 
caps and minimums should not be set until another full rate 
proceeding is conducted. To implement them in any other manner 
would be extraordinarily complex and confusing to custome-rs. Mr. 
Ludsen testified that pass-through increases should be implemented 
only for a specific plant rather than on a utility-wide basis. He 
agreed that indexings should be implemented on a utility-wide basis 
rather than on a specific plant basis. 

We agree with Mr. Ludsen that the purpose of indexes is to 
allow utilities to recover increases in expenses resulting from 
inflation. The index factor is the same for each service area no 
matter where it is located in the state. Therefore, index 
increases must be implemented on a utility-wide basis. This may 
automatically move some service areas over the cap. However, the 
cap is a target for reasonable and affordable rates and not a 
ceiling. 

Regarding pass-through increases, for the service areas at or 
above the cap, we find it appropriate to require that a pass- 
through rate adjustment shall be implemented on a plant-specific 
basis. These facilities have been targeted as high cost plants that 
need to be studied further to determine if they ever would or 
should be included in a banded or uniform rate structure. In the 
meantime, a pass-through adjustment should be borne solely by 
customers within those service areas. However, for service areas 
that are part of a rate band, pass-throughs must be shared by all 
facilities within the band. These service areas have been 
identified as having similar costs, at least in terms of their 
stand alone rates. The rates should not be differentiated once 
they have been combined for ratemaking purposes. 

11. q 
A differential in the wastewater gallonage charge between 

general service and residential customers recognizes that 
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approximately 20 percent of the water used by residential customers 
is used for purposes such as irrigation and is not collected by the 
wastewater systems. The utility has requested a 20 percent 
differential between the residential and general service wastewater 
gallonage charges. We approve this requested amount as reasonable. 

The utility has requested that the current gallonage cap of 
6,000 gallons for residential wastewater customers approved in 
Docket No. 920199-WS should be used for all plants in this case. 
This gallonage cap meets our previously stated goals and 
objectives, and therefore, we conclude that a wastewater gallonage 
cap of 6,000 gallons is appropriate for all plants. 

12. Rates and Charaes: Summarv 

Consistent with our findings herein and the two-year period of 
adjustment to the utility's ROE, the approved rates are designed to 
allow the utility the opportunity to generate annual operating 
revenues of $32,835,742 and $24,553,319 for its water and 
wastewater plants respectively, excluding miscellaneous revenues. 
Furthermore, we approve the utility's proposal that all facilities 
in this docket be based on a monthly billing cycle. 

The utility shall file revised tariff sheets and a proposed 
customer notice to reflect the appropriate rates pursuant to Rule 
25-22.0407(10), Florida Administrative Code. The approved rates 
shall be effective .for service rendered on or after the stamped 
approval date on the tariff sheets pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), 
Florida Administrative Code, provided the customers have received 
notice. The rates shall not be implemented until the required 
notice has been received by the customers pursuant to Rule 25- 
30.475(1)(a), Florida Administrative Code. The utility shall 
provide proof of the date notice was given within 10 days after the 
date of notice. 

13. ImDact of ROE Adiustment UDO n Rates 

Based upon our decision concerning the adjustment to SSU's 
ROE, the utility's annual operating revenues after the two year 
period are $33,090,206 for the water service, which is an increase 
of $5,151,069 or 18.44 percent and $24,716,690 for the wastewater 
service, which is an increase of $2,705,533 or 12.29 percent. These 
increases exclude revenues from miscellaneous service charges. 

Based upon the approved capband rate structure, only the rates 
of customers below the benchmark will appear affected after the two 
year adjustment to ROE has passed. In other words, it will appear 
that the only rates being increased are for the facilities below 
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the cap or the banded service areas. This is not true. As a 
result of the methodology required to calculate the approved rates, 
the capped rates remain the same before and after the two year 
period. 

If we apply the two year rate increase across the board to all 
of the rates approved herein, and we stop there, revenues will be 
increased beyond the full amount of the rate increase. This is 
because the customers at the cap do not pay the actual “rate” that 
would apply to them but, rather, they are capped. Likewise, a 
increase in their true “rate“ will never be realized by them, 
because their price is capped. Therefore, to achieve the revenue 
increase necessary, an iteration to reduce the capped rates is 
necessary. This calculation was made prior to calculating the 
final rates. Schedules Nos. 5-A and 5-B indicate this increase for 
the individual service areas. 

14. 

Section 367.0616, Florida Statutes, requires that rates be 
reduced immediately following the expiration of the four year 
period by the amount of rate case expense previously authorized in 
the rates. The reduction reflects the removal of revenues 
associated with the amortization of rate case expense and the 
gross-up for regulatory assessment fees resulting in $238,489 and 
$116,609 for the water and wastewater service areas, respectively. 

Consistent with Section 367.0616, Florida Statutes, the amount 
of rate case expense amortized over four years will be removed from 
the utility’s revenues. As a result of the methodology required to 
calculate the capband structure, the capped rates will remain the 
same after the four year amortization period. Due to the benchmark 
in the capband rate structure, it will appear that the only rates 
being reduced are for the facilities below the cap or the banded 
service areas. This is not true. The customers at the cap do not 
pay the actual rate that would apply to them but, rather, a capped 
rate. To achieve the revenue reduction necessary, an iteration 
further reducing the rates below the cap is necessary. The rate 
case expense rate reduction after four years is listed on Schedule 
No. 6 for those individual service areas affected by this 
reduction. 

The utility shall file revised tariff sheets no later than one 
month prior to the actual date of the required rate reduction. The 
utility shall also file a proposed customer notice setting forth 
the lower rates and reason for the reduction. If SSU 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 
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pass-through increase or decrease, an for the reduction in the 
rates due to the removal of the amortized rate case expense. 

15. Refund of Interim Rates 

By Order No. PSC-96-0125-FOF-WS, issued on January 25, 1996, 
we approved interim water and wastewater rates subject to refund, 
pursuant to Section 367.082, Florida Statutes. In this proceeding, 
the test period for establishment of interim rates was the 
historical twelve months ended December 31, 1994. The approved 
interim rates did not include any provisions for pro forma 
consideration of increased operating expenses or plant. The . 
interim increase was designed to allow recovery of actual interest 
costs, and the floor of the last authorized range for equity 
earnings. 

Pursuant to Section 367.082 ( 5 )  (a) (5), interim rates are 
calculated based upon the most recent individual rate proceeding. 
Therefore, interim rates were calculated on a stand-alone basis, 
depending upon the particular facility's most recent rate 
proceeding. Consistent with Section 367.082(4), Florida Statutes, 
any refund must be calculated to reduce the rate of return of the 
utility during the pendency of the proceeding to the same level 
within the range of the newly authorized rate of return. 
Adjustments made in the rate case test period that do not relate to 
the period that interim rates are in effect shall be removed. 

To establish the proper refund amount, we calculated a revised 
revenue requirement for the 1996 interim period using the same data 
used to establish final rates. Rate case expense was excluded 
because it was not an actual expense during the interim collection 
period. 

As noted above, for interim rate purposes, stand-alone revenue 
requirements were calculated. However, for the plants previously 
included in Docket No. 920199-WS, we approved a modified stand- 
alone rate structure for interim rates. With this rate structure, 
some of the facilities' rates are capped, with others providing 
subsidies. If a comparison were made only on a strict stand-alone 
basis, the subsidization between service areas would not be 
considered. This is consistent with our practice of calculating an 
interim rate refund. Therefore, for determining whether an interim 
refund is necessary, the revenue requirements for the plants in 
Docket No. 920199-WS were combined. The other stand-alone plants 
were analyzed separately. The Buenaventura Lakes, Lakeside, Spring 
Gardens and Valencia Terrace plants did not receive interim rates. 
Therefore, those plants were excluded from the calculation for 
interim refund. 

No other adjustments were necessary. 
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We note that even though individual final rates may be less 
than interim rates due to rate structure changes, no interim refund 
is warranted unless the newly authorized final rate of return 
exceeds the rate authorized on an interim basis. 

In its brief, SSU argued that no interim refund should be made 
unless the utility was earning outside the range of returns 
authorized in the final order during the period in which interim 
revenues were collected. To require any interim refunds would 
deprive SSU of the opportunity to recover reasonably incurred 
expenses and a return on its investment, which would be 
confiscatory. Applying the requirements of the interim statute, we 
find that refunds of interim rates are appropriate for several 
wastewater facilities. 

Our calculations for determining interim refunds are.shown in 
Attachment H, which is appended to this Order. Based upon these 
calculations, the utility shall make a refund of 5.69 percent of 
the wastewater service revenues collected under interim rates for 
Lehigh, and refund of 27.53 of the wastewater revenues collected 
for Marco Island. Because the Enterprise facility has been removed 
from this proceeding, the utility shall refund all wastewater 
service revenues collected under interim rates for this facility 
which exceeded the previously approved rates. 

The utility shall make the refunds with interest in accordance 
with Rule 25-30.360(4), Florida Administrative Code. The utility 
shall submit the proper refund reports pursuant to Rule 25- 
30.360(7), Florida Administrative Code. Pursuant to Rule 25- 
30.360 ( 8 )  , Florida Administrative Code, the utility shall treat any 
unclaimed refunds as CIAC. 

16. 

Approximately 6,500 customers are now paying their bills 
through the electronic fund transfer program implemented by SSU in 
April of 1996. We initially considered requiring the utility to 
initiate this program, because the program has now been 
implemented, no further ruling is necessary. 

By Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS, we ordered SSU to file an 
application to adjust its service availability charges. In this 
proceeding, SSU requested uniform service availability charges for 
all of its customers based upon the same service classification of 
its proposed service rates. Utility witness Ludsen testified that 
this methodology was consistent with the proposed uniform rate 
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structure and the recognition of SSU as one utility. ssu requested 
the following combined service availability charges: conventional 
water treatment: $750; reverse osmosis water treatment: $1,500; 
wastewater treatment: $1,500. These total charges are comprised of 
plant capacity charges, meter and service installation charges, and 
water main extension charges. 

SSU witness Ludsen described the steps SSU took to determine 
its proposed service availability charges. First, the utility 
calculated the percentage of CIAC to total UPIS for the projected 
test year ending December 31, 1996. Rule 25-30.580, Florida 
Administrative Code, sets forth the guidelines for minimum and 
maximum percentages of CIAC. The maximum level of CIAC is 75 
percent of total plant, while the minimum is the percentage of 
distribution or collection lines to total plant. SSU determined 
that the resulting contribution levels would not satisfy the 
minimum requirement of Rule 25-30.580(1f(b), and that the existing 
charges should be increased. Next, SSU conducted a survey of over 
300 county, city, cooperative, and investor-owned utilities 
throughout 4 6  counties in this state. The result of this survey 
revealed that the average cumulative service availability charges 
were $752 for water and $1,491 for wastewater. SSU then analyzed 
the survey results to identify charges in proximity to its service 
areas. In doing so, SSU examined its competitors charges and 
determined that its proposed cumulative charges, including AFPI, 
would be competitive. 

Finally, SSU determined the minimum and maximum level of 
cumulative service availability charges necessary to comply with 
Rule 25-30.580. Based on the analysis, it determined that 56 
percent of the facilities currently serving the conventional water 
treatment class, 11.32 percent of the facilities currently serving 
the reverse osmosis water treatment class and 43 percent of the 
facilities currently serving the wastewater class would be 
contributed at the proposed charges. SSU further determined that 
the minimum level of service availability charges necessary to 
comply with the minimum level under the rule would be $672 for the 
conventional water treatment class, $49 for the reverse osmosis 
water treatment class and $599 for the wastewater class. 

SSU determined that the creation of separate service 
availability charges for each service area, in order to comply with 
the minimum contribution level established in Rule 25-30.580, would 
result in widely divergent rates. Mr. Ludsen testified that these 
service-area-specific charges would render SSU uncompetitive with 
competing, proximate utilities. He further testified that service 
availability charges are subjective in themselves, and there is not 
a strict regimen to adhere to. The service availability rule does 
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not always work because many situations may distort the results, 
making them unrealistic or unusable in his view. 

Staff witness Williams provided an overview of this 
Commission's policies concerning CIAC and service availability 
charges. Mr. Williams testified that Rule 25-30.580 recognizes 
that each utility is in some senses unique by providing a wide 
range in which utility management can establish its policy. 
Additionally, the rule provides for exemptions from these 
guidelines if compliance causes unusual hardship or unreasonable 
difficulty, or is in the best interest of customers. To bring 
utilities within the guidelines, if a utility experienced low CIAC 
levels, we have implemented or increased charges, whereas if a 
utility experienced over-contributions, we have lowered or 
eliminated its service availability charges. 

Mr. Williams also testified that intergenerational inequities 
are inherent in utility ratemaking and exist in the implementation 
of service availability charges. Some customers may have connected 
to the utility system and paid little or nothing, and future 
customers may have to pay very substantial charges. The reverse 
may also occur, where existing customers may have paid substantial 
service availability charges, while future customers will have to 
pay little or no charges. We recognized these intergenerational 
inequities at the time the rules were adopted. Mr. Williams also 
agreed, under cross-examination, that intergenerational inequities 
could occur across two or more different service areas of one 
utility. Staff witness Beecher testified that inter-generational 
inequities, or how costs are spread over time, are difficult to 
evaluate. In order to address these intergenerational inequities, 
the Commission has varied from each customer paying his or her pro- 
rata share of costs and developed service availability charges with 
the intent to adjust the CIAC level on a total utility basis. 

Mr. Williams testified that there are drawbacks to the rule. 
The guidelines are a moving target, looking forward in time when 
the utility plant is at designed capacity. This type of analysis 
requires projections of growth rates and many assumptions. The 
factors used to calculate this forward look in time are constantly 
changing. As facilities depreciate, replacements are needed to 
meet regulatory standards. Customer growth may not meet or may 
exceed projections. 

Mr. Williams provided specific details as to SSU's evolution. 
Prior to the late 198O's, SSU grew in size through acquisitions of 
small utilities. Many of these small utilities were previously 
unregulated due to their size or location. SSU inherited the 
individual CIAC levels of these utilities, which were based upon 
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various levels of charges, donated property and imputed CIAC. Many 
of these service areas were built-out, therefore SSU could not 
charge any service availability charges. pfter SSU was purchased 
by the Topeka Group in the late 198O's, its acquisitions tended to 
involve utilities with substantial CIAC levels. These later 
acquisitions had substantial charges based on sophisticated 
policies that had been in place for a number of years, and may 
still be in effect today. 

Mr. Williams testified that when the CIAC rules were adopted, 
they were done so based upon the entire population of regulated 
utilities. Therefore, they were adopted as guidelines for 
designing service availability charges. SSU is a very unusual 
utility, made up of hundreds of separate facilities. Mr. Williams 
further stated that the rules on service availability charges may 
have been followed in the past, but when the service areas are 
combined, as in the case of SSU, it creates a problem. Mr. 
Williams further testified that CIAC policy and ratemaking 
treatment move together throughout the life of the utility. Once 
the goals and rate structure are chosen, then these can be 
complimented by the design of the service availability charges. He 
stated that, conceptually, if a uniform rate is approved then a 
uniform service availability charge should be approved. 

In our consideration of service availability charges, we also 
considered the issue of competitive and market-based rates. 
Utilities sometimes set service availability charges that are lower 
than the prevailing charges of a county or city. Environmental, 
growth, and infrastructure requirements may be difficult to meet if 
the charges are too low. Ms. Beecher testified that a national 
survey she conducted indicated that most investor-owned utilities 
use little or no connection fees in order to attract additional 
customers. Conversely, charges which are based upon a market rate 
are set as high as possible in the surrounding markets. This would 
make it possible for those people who have paid for the 
infrastructure to derive some benefits from these costs. However, 
developers would reap a windfall by building in investor-owned 
utilities' service areas with lower service availability charges 
because counties charge much higher impact fees. 

We have considered all of these factors in the approved 
combined service availability charges of $1,379 for water and 
$1,950 for wastewater, as detailed below. We find these charges to 
be fair, just, and reasonable as they are based upon both actual 
costs and a market rate. These charges balance the concerns of 
competition, by letting growth pay for itself while not collecting 
a charge that is too low to address future growth and regulatory 
requirements. These charges will be slightly above the combined 
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average of competitors, but will still remain competitive with 
surrounding utilities. We have approved meter and service 
installation, and water main extension charges based upon cost. We 
believe that this is the appropriate methodology for these charges. 
In approving the wastewater main extension charges, we took into 
consideration other anomalies related to SSU. 

Mr. Williams testified that on a total utility basis, the 
service availability goal should meet the minimum guidelines as 
contained in Rule 25-30.580 (1) (b) , or at least move the utility 
closer to the minimum level. We agree that while it may be 
difficult to set a goal, the minimum level of CIAC should be used 
as a guideline. The approved combined service availability charges 
result in CIAC levels of 61.73 percent for water and 45.77 percent 
for wastewater. This is above the minimum CIAC level of 37.37 
percent for water and 37.86 percent for wastewater. The 
calculations indicating these amounts are appended to this Order as 
Attachment I for informational purposes. As discussed below, the 
approved service availability charges are found on Schedules Nos. 
7, 8 ,  and 9. 

We have addressed the following elements of SSU’s proposed 
service availability charges separately: plant capacity charges, 
meter and service installation charges, and main extension charges. 
We have applied our findings and considerations regarding service 
availability charges to our review of these individual charges. 

1. p- 

SSU requested the following plant capacity charges: $219 for 
conventional water treatment; $1,250 for reverse osmosis water 
treatment; and $850 for wastewater treatment. SSU witness Bliss 
testified that the plant capacity portions of the service 
availability charges were calculated by determining the average 
cost per ERC based on projected 1996 account balance and projected 
1996 plant capacities as indicated. Mr. Bliss also testified that 
capacity charges were calculated separately for treatment plant and 
lines. 

Mr. Bliss agreed that the calculation of individual plant 
capacity charges would result in unrealistic amounts. For example, 
for the Holiday Heights service area, with a 1996 projected gross 
book value of plant of $107,452. SSU’s calculations resulted in a 
stand-alone minimum plant capacity charge of $260,636. Mr. Ludsen 
and Mr. Bliss agreed that there was an error in this calculation 
and many other errors throughout the analysis, and in fact this was 
one of the reasons that SSU did not request these stand-alone 
charges. 
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Aside from the errors in SSU's calculation of these charges 
that were previously identified, there were several flaws in the 
schedules which provide the calculation of the overall plant 
capacity charges for conventional water treatment, reverse osmosis 
water treatment, and wastewater. For its calculation of all of the 
proposed overall plant capacity charges, SSU took net UPIS as of 
1996, grossed up for used and useful. Then SSU divided this amount 
by the number of 1996 ERCs to determine net plant per ERC. Finally 
ssu subtracted a percentage which represents SSU's investment in 
net plant. 

The first individual flaw appeared in the calculation of the , 

overall conventional water treatment charges. SSU removed utility 
investment of 10 percent. According to Rule 25-30.580(1) (a), the 
maximum amount of CIAC should not exceed 75 percent of the total 
original cost, net of accumulated depreciation. This flaw appeared 
again in the calculation of the overall wastewater treatment 
charges, where SSU removed utility investment of eight percent. 
According to witnesses Ludsen and Williams, the maximum level 
provides that the utility retain some investment in the utility as 
an incentive to continue ownership and operation. If the owner has 
no investment in the utility and no rate base on which to earn a 
return, any increase in operating expenses will result in losses 
which will discourage proper operation of the facilities. 

SSU first subtracted the non-used and useful plant, then added a 
margin reserve of ERCs. The purpose of calculating service 
availability charges is so that growth will pay for itself as the 
utility expands. Therefore, the calculation of service 
availability charges should be based on total UPIS and total ERCs 
at design capacity. Finally, there is a fatal flaw in SSU's 
calculation of all three of its proposed plant capacity charges. 
The calculation does not take into consideration the minimum amount 
of CIAC as required by Rule 25-30.580(1) (b). This minimum amount 
should be equal to the amount of water transmission and 
distribution and wastewater collection systems. At a minimum, SSU 
should have subtracted this amount before calculating its proposed 
plant capacity charges. 

There were other flaws related to all three calculations. 

We do not believe that it is reasonable to use standard 
calculations to determine the appropriate plant capacity charges 
for SSU. Based on its unique structure and because SSU has in the 
past, and will continue, to acquire utilities throughout the state, 
there cannot be goal as to the level of CIAC. Circumstances will 
continue to change for SSU, based on future acquisitions, future 
sales, continued plant investment, and a varied growth rate. 
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Therefore, a market based rate is appropriate for determining plant 
capacity charges for SSU. 

As stated herein, SSU conducted a statewide survey of service 
availability charges for water and wastewater utilities. .. Our 
analysis of the market information differed from SSU's in sevelial 
ways. A significant number of utilities did not have a plant 
capacity charge, which may be due in part to the fact that the 
majority of the surveyed population consisted of municipalities and 
counties, which often subsidize their utility services. SSU used 
the average of the combined minimum and maximum service 
availability charges. Because meter and service installation, and 
main extension charges should be cost based, only the plant 
capacity charges should be reviewed when determining the market 
based charge. Secondly, SSU included its own current service 
availability charges in the average. In order to obtain an 
overview of charges imposed by competitors, these charges should be 
isolated. We therefore removed SSU's charges from the information, 
resulting in average charges of $709 for water and $1,343 for 
wastewater. When the highest and lowest charges were also removed 
to eliminate skewing, the average amount of plant capacity charges, 
was $687 for water and $1,338 for wastewater. When SSU's charges 
were included and the lowest and highest were eliminated, the 
average amount of plant capacity charges was $643 for water and 
$1,247 for wastewater. 

Based upon the average plant capacity charge in this survey, 
we find the appropriate plant capacity charge for all of SSU's 
service areas is $700 for water, and $1,300 for wastewater. While 
this amount is based upon an average market rate of plant capacity 
charges, these charges, combined with the other approved charges, 
create the best service availability charges for SSU at this time. 

Treatmen . As noted above, SSU 
proposed plant capacity charges differentiated by two types of 
treatment: conventional treatment plants and reverse osmosis 
plants. There are differences with respect to the initial 
construction costs, as well as operating differentials of these 
treatment types. SSU has two reverse osmosis facilities. 
Furthermore, SSU did not substantiate the plant capacity charges 
calculated in the MFRs on this basis. Therefore, while the concept 
of differentiating plant capacity charges by treatment type may 
have merit, there was insufficient evidence in the record upon 
which to approve the utility's proposal. 

P f i  I A  . Staff 
witness Williams testified that because SSU has acquired existing 
systems, it has inherited the individual system CIAC levels with 
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varying potential for customer growth. The wide ranges in CIAC 
levels of the existing service areas are largely a result of the 
service availability policies and charges of the prl 7 or owners. 

We have considered whether the plant capacity charges should 
be differentiated by the existing level of CIAC of the service area 
to bring each service area to some prescribed level of CIAC. This 
question must be answered in the context of whatever overall goal 
for service availability charges is established for this utility. 
Mr. Williams testified that Rule 25-30.580 is forward-looking in 
that it establishes guidelines to be applied to a utility when it 
reaches design capacity. Due to SSU's acquisitions of systems, the 
necessary projections of the utility at buildout are not practical. 
Further, it would be difficult for the change in capacity charges 
to have any impact on the CIAC level for specific plants which are 
at or near buildout. 

Keystone/Marion, the only party that discussed of this issue 
in its brief, argued that capacity charges should not be 
differentiated by the level of CIAC because SSU is one system and 
every contribution received from a customer is a contribution to 
that single system. 

The unique nature of SSU must be considered in setting plant 
capacity charges on a going forward basis. For this reason and 
others discussed in detail above, we have approved uniform plant 
capacity charges for all of SSU's service areas which are based on 
a market study. In this way, all future customers will pay a 
reasonable amount toward their pro rata share of treatment plant to 
serve them. Implementing plant capacity charges in service areas 
where none existed is a step in the right direction regardless of 
CIAC levels. Because we have not set plant capacity charges based 
upon the achievement of a prescribed level, we likewise do not find 
that capacity charges should be differentiated for current CIAC 
levels. 

Provision for ReDlacement Costs. Plant capacity charges are 
designed so that each customer connecting to the system will pay 
for a share of treatment facilities. Because these charges recover 
a portion of total plant costs necessitated by all factors, 
including replacement, growth and regulatory mandate, the charge, 
by definition includes a provision for both replacement cost and 
growth. Therefore, for a growing plant, no specific modification 
of the plant capacity charge is needed. 

However, plants which are near to or at build-out raise a 
regulatory concern. Staff witness Williams testified that it would 
be difficult to change the CIAC level for specific plants which are 
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near or at build-out. Cash CIAC is traditionally collected as a 
one time charge in order to connect to a plant. However, as 
facilities depreciate and need replacement or additional capital is 
needed to meet regulatory standards, there may be little or no 
additional CIAC depending on the extent of additional customer 
growth. As noted by staff witness Beecher, aging infrastructure is 
a problem which cannot be ignored. 

The above scenario presents a regulatory problem without a 
conventional solution. For example, a built-out plant may need 
substantial replacement of aging facilities. Because no customer 
growth is available to generate additional CIAC, the plant 
additions will only lessen the existing CIAC level. Mr. Williams 
presented a methodology whereby SSU could generate the needed 
capital while treating the collection of such funds as CIAC instead 
of as revenue collected through monthly service rates. He 
suggested that a surcharge, separate from the monthly service rate, 
could be used to recover from existing customers replacement costs 
as well as the cost of facilities needed due to regulatory or 
environmental mandates. 

Of the parties in this docket, only SSU stated a position on 
this issue. However, SSU offered no argument or analysis in its 
brief to support its position, which is essentially that the 
proposed charges are appropriate and need no additional provisions 
for replacement or growth. 

Allowing a utility to generate additional CIAC from existing 
customers would be an innovative way to address low CIAC levels and 
generate additional capital to replace aging equipment. Mr. 
Williams was not aware of similar charges in other jurisdictions. 
Implementation of such charges would represent a drastic change 
from our present service availability policy. To address this 
concern, we may eventually evaluate our CIAC policy on a generic 
basis to consider the appropriateness as well as methodologies of 
collecting additional CIAC from existing customers. However, we 
find that no specific provision for replacement costs or growth is 
appropriate at this time. 

P p n .  We find that a uniform 
plant capacity charge is in the. long term best interest of the 
customers as well as the utility. We agree with Mr. Williams that 
if SSU has separate service availability charges for each service 
area, it would be very difficult to design reasonable charges and 
still comply with the minimum and maximum guidelines contained in 
the rule. Further, there was little evidence presented in the 
record that persuades us that the water plant capacity charge 
should be differentiated by treatment type. Based upon all of the 
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evidence in the record, we find the appropriate plant capacity 
charge for this utility to be $700 for all water service areas and 
$1,300 for all wastewater service areas. Schedule No. 9 reflects 
the approved plant capacity charges. 

The utility’s tariffs filed on June 28, 1995 for plant 
capacity charges are denied as filed. If the utility files revised 
tariff sheets within thirty days of the issuance of this Order, our 
staff shall have administrative authority to approve the revised 
tariff sheets upon verification that the tariffs are consistent 
with our decision. If revised tariff sheets are filed and 
approved, the plant capacity charges shall become effective for 
connections made on or after the stamped approval date of the 
revised tariff sheets. 

2. Meter Installation and Service Installation Charues 

SSU Witness Bliss testified that meter and service 
installation charges were determined based on company-wide averages 
of actual material and labor costs to install these components. 
SSU also provided schedules detailing the proposed charges and cost 
justification. SSU’s cost justification for meter and water 
service installation charges detailed the labor costs, specific 
materials, and an allocation of A & G Overhead for each service. 
ssu provided similar information for unpaved and paved wastewater 
service installations. The unpaved installation includes an Open 
Cut Permit (if required) at cost. The paved installation includes 
a cost of pavement repair. No party opposed or provided testimony 
concerning SSU‘s proposed charges 

Utility witnesses testified that SSU has developed a 
standardized purchasing method and obtains its materials in bulk 
for all of its service areas through a centralized purchasing 
department. SSU shares equipment and personnel services, including 
meter installation, among its facilities. Based upon this 
evidence, we find the costs of the materials and labor to be the 
same for each service area, and that the cost justifications for 
these charges are reasonable. 

The approved meter installation and service installation 
charges are depicted on Schedule No. 7. These charges shall become 
effective for connections made on or after the stamped approval 
date of the tariff sheets pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(2), Florida 
Administrative Code. 
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3 .  Main extension charaes 

SSU provided schedules detailing the calculation of its 
proposed main extension charges on a uniform and stand alone basis. 
For its calculation of all of the proposed main extension charges, 
SSU used the net value of transmission/distribution and collection 
lines as of 1996, grossed up for used and useful. SSU then divided 
this amount by the number of 1996 ERCs to determine net investment 
of lines per ERC. Finally, SSU subtracted a percentage which 
represents its investment in net plant. 

This methodology deviated in two significant areas from our 
standard practice of calculating a main extension charge. First, 
SSU subtracted the non-used and useful plant, then added a margin 
reserve of ERCs. The purpose of calculating a service availability 
charge is to make growth pay for itself as the utility expands. 
Therefore the calculation of the main extension charges should be 
based on total lines and total ERCs at design capacity. Secondly, 
SSU included a reduction due to utility investment. This 
calculation does not take into consideration the minimum amount of 
CIAC as required by Rule 25-30.580(1) (b), Florida Administrative 
Code. This minimum amount should be equal to the amount of water 
transmission and distribution and sewage collection systems. It is 
our standard practice to calculate the main extension charge with 
no investment percentage reduction. Therefore, 100 percent of the 
investment should be used to calculate the main extension charge. 

We initially calculated the water and wastewater main 
extension charges based on Rule 25-30.580(1) (b) , resulting in a 
main extension charge of $446 for the water service areas and $895 
for the wastewater service areas. As discussed above, the 
resulting combined service availability charges should remain 
competitive. This resulting main extension charge for water would 
be fair, just, and reasonable. However, the resulting wastewater 
main extension charge, taken in combination with the approved plant 
capacity charges, would not be reasonable, in that it would not 
remain competitive with the market based rate. 

We considered removing the built-out service areas from the 
calculation to arrive at a more reasonable wastewater charge. 
However, these calculations again resulted in an unreasonably high 
number. While we do not necessarily agree with the utility's 
methodology for calculating its water or its wastewater main 
extension charge, we accept SSU's proposed uniform main extension 
charge for its wastewater facilities as being a reasonable charge. 
We shall utilize the standard practice set forth in Rule 25- 
30.580 (1) (b) for calculating the appropriate uniform water main 
extension charge. Therefore, we find that the appropriate main 
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extension charge iS $446 for water and $480 for wastewater. These 
charges are depicted on Schedule No. 8. 

Because we have approved the utility's proposed uniform 
wastewater main extension charges, the wastewater tariff sheet 
filed by the utility on June 28, 1995, for the main extension 
charge shall be approved as filed. The wastewater main extension 
charges shall become effective for connections made on or after the 
stamped approval date of the tariff sheets pursuant to Rule 25- 
30.475 (21, Florida Administrative Code. However, because we have 
approved a water main extension charge different from the utility's 
request, the water tariff sheet filed on June 2 8 ,  1995 for the 
water main extension charge is denied as filed. If the utility 
files revised tariff sheets within thirty days of this Order, our 
staff is given administrative authority to approve the. revised 
tariff sheets upon verification that the tariffs are consistent 
with our decision. The main extension charges shall become 
effective for connections made on or after the stamped approval 
date of the revised tariff sheets. 

4. Susarmill Woods Wastewater Main Extension Charoe 

Our review of pertinent orders indicates that the wastewater 
main extension charge of $280 for Sugarmill Woods has not been 
approved by this Commission. The error apparently occurred during 
the course of the transfer of the utility (Twin County Utility 
Company) to SSU, and the subsequent implementation of SSU's rates 
and charges for the service area. The utility contended that it 
has only assessed customers the authorized customer connection tap- 
in charge of $100. SSU witness Forest Ludsen agreed that the 
charge was never approved and that if a customer substantiates that 
the wrong charge was assessed, the amount should be refunded with 
interest. 

Based on the evidence in the record, we find that the 
wastewater main extension charge of $ 2 8 0  was not approved. The 
record does not indicate that any customer has been assessed the 
incorrect charge. However, if a customer presents proof of being 
incorrectly charged, SSU shall refund the amount with interest. 
SSU shall submit tariff sheets which reflect the appropriate 
charge. 

5. Allowance for Funds Prudentlv Invested (AFPI) 

We have reviewed the utility's requested AFPI charges for 
those facilities that were below 100 percent used and useful. We 
find that the utility's calculations were consistent with Rule 25- 
30.434, Florida Administrative Code, regarding AFPI. However. we 
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have made modifications in this Order which affect those 
calculations. We have made those changes, which are reflected in 
Schedule No. 10 attached to this Order. The schedule for each 
facility indicates whether an AFPI charge for plant capacity, main 

SSU proposed three exceptions to the calculations indicated by 
Rule 25-30.434. The utility requested approval to cap AFPI charges 
for any service area at an amount equal to its requested level of 
service availability charges. Secondly, the utility requested 
approval to apply the cap to AFPI charges in the Chuluota, Florida 
Central Commerce Park and Marc0 Island wastewater service areas, 
even though the cap reduced the current AFPI charge. These caps 
would allow the utility to remain competitive with neighboring 
utilities’ charges and benefit growth in the long run. We find 
these proposed exceptions to the considerations set forth’ in Rule 
25-30.434 to be acceptable, with the notation that the charge will 
be capped at the service availability levels approved herein, 
instead of the amounts requested by SSU. 

SSU further proposed to maintain existing AFPI charges in 
instances where the total revenue collected under the existing 
charge was greater than the revenue which could be expected if new 
AFPI charges were implemented. We do not find this request to be 
appropriate. The use of the previous charge would cause a mismatch 
of the current AFPI components. As noted above, many of the 
facilities had major changes made to the used and useful 
adjustments, with corresponding changes to th$ future number of 
customers and expenses. With the exception of the cap proposed by 
the utility, AFPI charges should not deviate from the calculations 
and appropriate adjustments. 

The approved AFPI charges for each service area are depicted 
in Schedule No. 10. Pursuant to Rule 25-30.434(4), Florida 
Administrative Code, these charges shall become effective January 
1, 1997, which is the month following the end of the period used to 
determine the charge. Further, if any connections have been made 
between the beginning date and the effective date of the charge, 
AFPI shall not be collected from those connections. For any given 
facility, a prior charge is effective until that time. All of 
SSU‘s prior tariff charges for AFPI shall be cancelled as of 
January 1, 1997. 

XIV. c 7  

extension fees, or a combination of the two, is approved. .. 
.. - 

In its brief, SSU stated that this Commission has no 
jurisdiction to interpret statutes or laws other than Chapter 367, 
Florida Statutes, or to decide constitutional questions in order to 
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defeat the utility's request for uniform rates. SSU contended that 
uniform rates are fair, just and reasonable and not unduly 
discriminatory. Moreover, SSU argued that pursuant to Citrus 
Countv v. SSU, 656 So. 2d 1307, 1311 (Fla. 1st DCA 19951, a uniform 
rate structure may be approved if the utility's land and facilities 
are functionally related, as required by the statute. By Order No. 
PSC-95-0894-FOF-WU, issued July 21, 1995, in Docket No. 930945-WS, 
we held that all of SSU's facilities and land are functionally 
related statewide. SSU's position is that uniform rates are lawful 
because they comply with all applicable criteria.of Chapter 367, 
Florida Statutes. 

Keystone/Marion aligned with SSU's position on this issue. 
They added that because the First District Court of Appeal has 
found uniform rates appropriate (citing to Board of County Comm'rs 
v. Beard, 601 So. 2d 1307 (Fla. 1st D a  1995)). as well as legal 
for SSU upon an appropriate evidentiary finding (Citrus Countv v. 
- SSU), a constitutional infirmity based on a uniform rate structure 
argument is highly unlikely. 

Marco argued that it is a violation of Section 367.081(2) (a), 
Florida Statutes, to impose uniform rates without any regard for 
whether the resulting rate base and operating expenses are 
necessary or used and useful to the utility service being provided 
to the customers of any particular facility. Marco cited C.F. - -  
Indus.. Inc. v. Nichola, 536 So. 2d 234, 238-39 (Fla. 1988) in 
arsuins that shifting the costs of serving one group of customers 
to-another is discrcminatory because it causes one group to pay 
more than its fair share and gives unlawfully preferential 
treatment to those customers who are not required to pay the costs 
of their services. Marco also relied upon Action Grouu v. Deason, 
615 So. 2d 683 (Fla. 1993) for the proposition that uniform rates 
are unduly discriminatory. As Witness Beecher testified, water 
pricing that does not accurately reflect cost of service sends 
incorrect signals to consumers and could encourage wasteful 
consumption, especially when the rate charged is less than the cost 
of urovidins the service. Marco also quoted from Wabash Vallev - 
Elec. Co. v. Younq, 287 U.S. 488 (1933), as legal support for 
treatins SSU's non-interconnected water and wastewater facilities 
as sepa;ate systems for ratemaking purposes. 

Moreover, Marco argued that the adoption of statewide uniform 
rates will result in an unconstitutional taking of customers' CIAC 
under the Florida and Federal Constitutions because CIAC will 
consequently be redistributed from one subdivision's rate base to 
another. According to Marco, CIAC must be considered protected 
private property pursuant to Blumbers v. Pinellas County, 836 
F.Supp. 839, 846 (M.D.Fla. 1993). 
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We note that in its brief, Marco presented a "non issue 
comment on size of case" and a "non issue overview and conclusion. 'I 
However, Rule 25-22.056(3), Florida Administrative Code, requires 
that: 

[iln any proceeding where a prehearing order has been 
issued, and such prehearing order contains a statement of 
the issues as well as the positions of the parties 
thereon, all post-hearing statements and other documents 
filed pursuant to this rule shall conform to the form and 
content of the statement of the issues and positions. 

By failing to identify these "non issues" in its prehearing 
statement, Marco has waived them. PSC-95-1208-PCO-WS at 5;  Rule 
25-22.056(3)(a), Florida Administrative Code. Moreover, Rule 25- 
22.056 (3) (b) , Florida Administrative Code, requires that if a brief 
is filed, each argument must be identified by the issue number to 
which it relates. For these reasons, we do not address these "non 
issues. It 

We are persuaded generally by the positions of SSU and 
Keystone/Marion on this issue. The First District Court of Appeal 
has not ruled upon the constitutionality of implementing a uniform 
rate structure. Nevertheless, because we are not empowered to rule 
upon constitutional questions, we decline to speculate on the 
matter. For this same reason, we decline to address Marco's 
argument that the adoption of statewide uniform rates will result 
in an unconstitutional taking of customers' CIAC.' 

This Commission has exclusive jurisdiction over each utility 
with respect to its authority, service, and rates. Section 
367.011(2), Florida Statutes. Pursuant to Section 367.081(2) (a), 
Florida Statutes, the Commission must "fix rates which are just, 
reasonable, compensatory, and not unfairly discriminatory." 
Section 367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes, requires, among other 
things, that we allow a utility to collect a fair return on its 
investment in property used and useful in the public service. The 
rate of return "cannot be set so low as to confiscate the property 
of the utility, nor can it be made so high as to provide greater 
than a reasonable rate of return, thereby prejudicing the 
consumer." United Tel. Co. v. Mavo. 345 So. 2d 648, 651 (Fla. 

'"As an administrative agency created by the legislature, the 
Commission's power, duties and authority are those and only those 
that are conferred expressly or impliedly by statute of the 
State."' Citrus Countv v. SSU, 1307 So. 2d at 1311 (quoting Rolling 
Oaks Utils. v. FPSC, 533 So. 2d 770, 773 (Fla. 1st DCA 1988). 
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1977). In order to set lawful rates for SSU, we must set rates 
that will provide the utility with an opportunity to earn a 
reasonable rate of return on its investment without unduly 
discriminating between customers who are similarly situated and who 
receive essentially the same service. 

Moreover, this Commission may lawfully approve the 
implementation of a uniform rate structure pursuant to Section 
367.021(11), Florida Statutes, upon making the requisite finding 
that SSU is a single system composed of facilities and land 
functionally related in the provision of water and wastewater 
service to the public in a manner beyond fiscal functions resulting 
from common ownership. Citrus Countv v. SSU, 656 So. 2d at 1310- 
11. SSU's facilities need not be physically connected in order to 
constitute a functionally related system under the law. a 
Because we find herein that SSU's land and facilities are 
functionally related and constitute one system as required by law, 
we may lawfully approve a uniform rate structure in this docket. 
As previously stated, we have not authorized a uniform rate 
structure in this docket, but have authorized uniform service 
availability charges. 

Marc0 essentially presented various arguments as to why 
uniform rates should be per se unlawful. However, they are not. 
We find that because Florida law allows this Commission to set 
uniform rates for a utility system that is composed of facilities 
and land functionally related in the provision of water and 
wastewater service to the public, Citrus Countv v. SSU , 656 So. 2d 
at 1309, Marco's arguments must fail. Marco evidently believes 
that the law is unconstitutional, at least as applied to them. If 
such is the case, they may challenge the law in an appropriate 
forum. 

X V .  DOCKET CLOSURE 

This docket shall be closed after the time for filing an 
appeal has run, and upon our staff's verification that the utility 
has completed the required refunds with interest and the proper 
revised tariff sheets and customer notice have been filed by the 
utility and approved by staff. The utility's bond may be released 
upon staff's verification that the refund has been completed. 

XVI. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Commission has jurisdiction to determine the 
water and wastewater rates and charges of Southern 
States Utilities, Inc., pursuant to Sections 
367.081 and 367.101, Florida Statutes. 
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2. As the applicant in this case, Southern States 
Utilities, Inc., has the burden of proof that its 
proposed rates and charges are justified. 

3. The rates and charges approved herein are just, 
reasonable, compensatory, not unf air1 y 
discriminatory and in accordance with the 
requirements of Sections 367.081(2) and 367.101, 
Florida Statutes, and other governing law. 

4. Pursuant to Chapter 25-9.001(3), Florida 
Administrative Code, no rules and regulations, or 
schedules of rates and charges, or modifications or 
revisions of the same, shall be effective until 
filed with and approved by the Commission. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
application by Southern States Utilities, Inc. for increased rates 
and charges for water and wastewater service is hereby approved to 
the extent set forth in this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that each of the findings contained in the body of 
this Order is hereby approved in every respect. It is further 

ORDERED that all matters contained herein, whether set forth 
in the body of this Order or schedules attached hereto are, by 
reference, expressly incorporated herein. It is further 

ORDERED that the motions to dismiss filed by the Office of 
Public Counsel, Marco et. al., Nassau Association and Citrus County 
are hereby denied. It is further 

ORDERED that the motion for attorney’s fees and costs filed by 
Southern States Utilities, Inc., is hereby denied. It is further 

ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc.’s return on 
equity shall be reduced by 50 basis points for a two year period. 
It is further 

ORDERED that the increased rates approved herein shall be 
effective for service rendered on or after the stamped approval 
date of the revised tariffs sheets in accordance with Rule 25- 
30.475, Florida Administrative Code, provided the customers have 
received notice. It is further 
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ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc. shall provide 
proof of the date notice was given within 10 days after the date of 
the notice. It is further 

ORDERED that, prior to the implementation of the rates and 
charges approved herein, Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall 
submit a proposed customer notice explaining the increased rates 
and charges and the reasons therefor. It is further 

ORDERED that, prior to the implementation of the rates and 
charges approved herein, Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall 
submit, and have approved, revised tariff sheets. The revised . 
tariff sheets will be approved upon staff's verification that they 
are consistent with this Commission's decision and that the 
proposed customer notice is adequate. It is further 

ORDERED that the tariff sheets filed by Southern States 
Utilities, Inc., for water and wastewater meter installation and 
service installation charges, wastewater main extension charges are 
approved as filed. It is further 

ORDERED that the tariff sheets filed by Southern States 
utilities, Inc., for water main extension charges, and water and 
wastewater plant capacity charges, and water and wastewater plant 
capacity charges are denied as filed. It is further 

ORDEREDthat Southern States Utilities, Inc., is authorizedto 
charge the water main extension charges, and water and wastewater 
plant capacity charges, and water and wastewater plant capacity 
charges approved by this Order, provided the utility files, and has 
approved by our staff, revised tariff sheets within 30 days of the 
issuance of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the approved water main extension charges, and 
water and wastewater plant capacity charges, and water and 
wastewater plant capacity charges shall become effective for 
connections made on or after the stamped approval date of the 
revised tariff sheets. 

ORDERED that the refund report shall be completed in 
accordance with Rule 25-30.360, Florida Administrative Code. It is 
further 

ORDERED that the rates approved herein shall be reduced at the 
end of the four-year rate case expense amortization period. 
Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall file revised tariff sheets 
no later than one month prior to the actual date of the reduction 
and shall also file a customer notice. It is further 
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ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall file all 
required reports within the time periods prescribed in the body of 
this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall implement 
the approved charge for reuse service to all of its customers in 
the Deltona Service area or file a request with this Commission to 
change its tariff. It further 

ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, .Inc.'s next rate 
filing shall contain information sufficient to enable this 
Commission to review whether conservation rates should be 
implemented, and should address reuse rates for all reuse 
customers, and the potential allocation of the reuse revenue 
requirement among water, wastewater, and reuse customers. It is 
further ordered 

ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc. shall file index 
and pass-through increases in the manner set forth in this Order. 
It is further 

ORDERED that in future rate filings, Southern States 
Utilities, Inc., shall provide minimum filing requirements and 
annual reports on a plant specific basis. It is further 

ORDERED that this docket shall be closed after the time for 
filing an appeal has run, after the approval of revised tariff 
sheets, and our staff's verification that the required refund has 
been made. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 30th 
day of October, B. 

u BLANCA S .  BAY6, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

( S E A L )  

ME0 
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DISSENTS 

Chairman Clark dissents in part, with opinion: 

I respectfully disagree with the majority decision regarding 
the question of setting used and useful percentages below those 
determined in SSU’s previous rate case. Setting used and useful 
percentages below the levels established in SSU‘s previous rate 
case, under the circumstances presented in this case, is contrary 
to the doctrine of administrative finality and, results in an 
inappropriate policy that undermines the reliability and stability 
of prior Commission decisions. 

Florida Courts have long recognized that at some point, an 
agency‘s order must pass out of its control and become final. The 
concept of administrative finality stems from the belief that there 
should be a terminal point to every proceeding at which the parties 
and public may rely on an agency’s decision as being final and 
dispositive of the rights and issues involved. The courts, 
however, have recognized the appropriateness of modifying an 
earlier order due to changed circumstances or public need or 
interest. 

The Commission should not lower the used and useful 
percentages from previously established levels absent changed 
circumstances. Adopting a different methodology that results in 
lower used and useful percentages when there has been no 
accompanying reduction in consumption or customer base, sends the 
wrong signal to the utility and potential suppliers of investment 
capital. 

Banks and other potential creditors of water and wastewater 
utilities rely on financial forecasts and other information to 
indicate the ability of borrowers to repay loans. Similarly, 
potential equity investors rely on such forecasts to indicate the 
potential to earn a reasonable return on their investment. 
Investors should be able to rely on regulatory policies not . . 
changing in such a way that adversely affects the level of 
investment on which utilities are allowed to earn a return, absent 
changed circumstances. Changes in regulatory policy that tend to 
“pull the rug out from under the investors” are a factor that 
unnecessarily adds to investors’ uncertainty about a utility. This 
uncertainty translates into increased r i s k  to investors. Such risk 
and uncertainty, in turn, causes investors to demand a higher rate 
of return to induce them to invest in the utility. This higher 
rate of return ultimately results in higher rates f o r  customers. 
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In consideration of the foregoing, I believe that the 
Commission's decision to reduce the used and useful percentages to 
levels below those found reasonable in SSU's previous rate case is 
inappropriate. 

Commissioner Deason dissents in part, with written opinion: 

In addition to the dissenting votes reflected below, 
Commission Deason dissents with written opinion on the issues 
identified in the Prehearing Order as Issues 2 ,  4, 5, 29, 53, and 
128. 

I dissent from the decision finding that this utility's 
quality of service is "marginally satisfactory". While I 
acknowledge that the evidence shows that the product delivered and 
treated by the company meets, in virtually all instances, the 
applicable regulatory standards, I believe there is more to service 
quality. In my opinion, the term "quality of service" has a 
specialized meaning for the purposes of our ratesetting function. 
In the vast majority of circumstances it is appropriate to consider 
only the physical aspect of the delivery of a utility's service. 
In ratesetting all interactions with the customers are a measure of 
service quality. If our job were only to act upon the official 
determinations of DEP and/or the county health departments, we 
would not go through the exercise of holding extensive hearings 
throughout the state to hear from the customers. 

In over a dozen hearings we heard from the customers - -  
thousands of them. I did not come away from those hearings with 
the understanding that SSU was doing all that should be done for 
its customers. Certainly some of the discontent we heard was based 
on the company's requested increase. Still, I remain concerned 
that SSU has focused more on corporate goals of expansion and 
acquisition and less on what should be their first priority of 
customer service. Management needs to focus on delivering the 
highest quality of service. The record convincingly demonstrates 
that SSU has failed in this regard. I would not find the overall 
service quality to be marginally satisfactory or satisfactory at 
all. 

This leads me to the next area where I differ from the 
majority decision on the methodology of implementing the downward 
adjustment to ROE. Hopefully the message the Commission sent the 
company in the downward adjustment of 50 basis points on equity 
will have the intended effect. My doubts about the effectiveness 
of a limited duration return on equity reduction are reflected in 
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my dissenting vote on those issues, upon reconsideration of AuguSt 
15, 1996. I would not have allowed the rates of the customers to 
be increased two years from now unless there was a showing by the 
company that the service and management problems had been 
addressed. What the Commission has authorized instead .is an 
automatic predetermined rate increase in two years’ time which wi”I1 
not necessarily let us know whether the deficiencies necessitating 
this adjustment have been corrected. 

-Pass-throucrhs 

I respectfully dissent from the decision to allow SSU to apply 
pass-through increases to all customers throughout a given band. 
I believe the Commission will rue the day that we allowed this 
unintended (or perhaps uncontemplated) consequence of the pass- 
through statute. My concern is that the utility will directly pass 
through charges and taxes imposed by local governments and require 
customers wholly outside the jurisdiction of those entities to 
explicitly pay those charges and/or taxes. Most visible will be & 
valorem tax increases being borne by customers of a distant county 
who are already perhaps paying an intra-band subsidy as it is. 
Certainly the existence, or lack thereof, of the intra-band subsidy 
will not hide the awkward fact of these pass throughs being imposed 
on customers whom the legislature probably did not intend that 
burden to fall upon. 

I recognize that the other industries have.uniform rates that 
contain similar cost sharing in them. However, recognizing the 
physical interconnectedness of these industries, the legislature 
perhaps did not see the need to impose the functional-relatedness 
test for uniform rate setting, nor do they allow pass throughs for 
those other industries. 

B- 

I respectfully dissent from the treatment of the 169 acre 
wetlands utilized for a backup facility related to the Buenaventura 
Lakes (BVL) facility. The majority agreedthat any used and useful 
adjustment be made in the general used and useful determinations. 
I do not dispute the adjustments made there. My concern is that 
the combination of the three issues do not explicitly address the 
real issue. In my opinion the question that should be answered is 
whether it is cost effective to pass on the cost of over $1 million 
for a backup facility that is processing less than one tenth of the 
effluent for which it was originally designed and constructed. I 
do not find that SSU has met its burden of demonstrating that this 
is a cost-effective, and thus prudent, investment. 
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Prior to SSU purchasing the BVL system, the wetlands were 
found to be 15.2 percent used and useful. 

rates in Osceola Countv. Docket N o .  871134-WS. Order N o .  20434, 
issued December 8. 1988. After the purchase, SSU has redesignated 
this facility up as a back-up and called it a reuse facility and, 
as if by magic, the facility has effectively been elevated to 82.87 
percent used and useful without processing any more effluent on 
average. 

As I have in the past, I dissent from the Commission's 
decision to ignore the negative acquisition adjustments (NAA) 
resulting from the acquisition of systems such as Lehigh and 
Deltona. As I understand the majority decision, the basis for non- 
recognition is because this issue has been previously addressed 
with no new evidence and that the Commission's acquisition policy 
is to not recognize a NAA absent "extraordinary circumstances. 'I My 
disagreement is manifest in both of these points. 

As this is the first time we will be explicitly applying any 
variation of uniform ratemaking in the context of a rate case, I 
believe that the establishment of rate base is a completely wide- 
open issue. Unlike the initial Lehigh rate case, for example, we 
are for the first time imposing on other customers, the cost 
component of rate base that does not represent SSU's investment in 
the particular system. That is a crucial distinction for me. It 
is one thing, in the context of our policy, to continue basing 
rates paid by the system-specific customers on the previously 
established rate base. It's quite another to seek to pass that 
non-existent investment along to other customers who had no 
standing or conceivable interest in whatever proceeding where the 
non-investment was given recognition. 

Additionally, I would reiterate my position that the 
appropriate regulatory approach to the NAA is to squarely place the 
burden on the company to justify why the actual investment of the 
utility should not be utilized in setting rates, especially where 
the cost basis of the investment affects customers who are not 
being directly served by those assets. When the utility investment 
level exceeds the original cost of the assets, the burden of proof 
concept would still require the utility to justify the imposition 
of additional costs on the customers. There is no explicit 
positive acquisition adjustment issue here. I make the point in 
order to complete the theoretical framework that I believe is most 
fair. 
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The following dissents were made without written opinion: 

Commissioner Garcia dissented as to the finding that the value 
and quality of service provided by SSU to its service areas was 
marginally satisfactory. 

Commissioner Kiesling dissented as to the finding that half of 
the associated CIAC should be imputed on the ERCs included in the 
margin reserve. 

Commissioner Johnson dissented as to the allowance and 
amortization for deferred debits related to SSU's attempts to 
obtain a water source for its Marco Island service area. 

Commissioner Deason and Commissioner Kiesling dissented from 
the approval of SSU's projected wage increases of 5.75 percent for 
market equity, merit, licensure, and promotional adjustments, and 
the utility's proposed salary market adjustment of 2.7 percent. 

Commissioner Kiesling dissented from the approval of the 
utility's conservation expenses in that there was no evidence to 
support the requested expenses. 

Commissioner Deason and Commissioner Kiesling dissented as to 
the approved rate case expense for this proceeding, and would 
remove the $45.000 in travel expenses not supported by any 
documentation. 

Commissioner Deason and Commissioner Johnson dissented as to 
the classification of expenses associatedwith Dockets Nos. 930880- 
WS and 930945-WS as Regulatory Commissioner Expense-Other, and the 
appropriate amount of those expenses. 

Cornmissioner Deason dissented from the approval of additional 
rate case expense for Docket No. 920199-WS incurred subsequent to 
the final order in that docket. 

Commissioner Deason dissented as to the utility's appropriate 
rate structure. 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all 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 
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of 
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
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 sewer 
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 Civil Procedure. The 
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900 (a), 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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sournern St . tn  Utilltlu. Inc. 
Schedule of Rcwnur R e q u l n m n b  i% Revenue Incnawa 
1-1 Year EndM 0eeemb.r 31,1996 

1 AMELIAISLAND 
2 APACHE SHORES 
3 APPLE V U  
4 BAY w(E ESTATES 
5 BEACON HILLS 
6 BEECHERS POINT 
7 BUENAMMURALAKES 
8 BURNT STORE 
9 CARLTON VlLLAGE 

10 CHULUOTA 
11 cmus PARK 
12 CITRUS SPRINGS 
13 CRYSTAL RNER HIGHUNDS 
14 MENWLER SHORES 
15 DEEPCREEK 
16 DELTONA 
17 W L  RAY MANOR 
18 DRUID HILLS 
19 EAST WQ HARRIS ESTATES 
20 FERN PARK 
21 FERNTERRACE 
22 F I S H E R W S  HAVEN 
23 FLA CENTRAL COMMC PARK 
24 FOUNTAINS 
25 FOXRUN 
26 FRIENDLY CENTER 
27 GENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
28 GOLDEN TERRACE 
29 GOSPEL ISLAND ESTATES 
30 GRAND TERRACE 
31 HARMGtWHOMES 
32 HERMrrSCOM 
33 HOBBYHILLS 
34 HOLIDAY HAVEN 
35 HOUMY HEIGHTS 
36 IMPERIAL MOBILE TERRACE 
37 INTERcEsSloN CrrY 
30 IN'ERLACH W A R K  MANOR 
39 JUNGLE DEN .~~ _ _  
40 KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES 
41 KEYSONEHEIGHT8 
42 fflNGSWOO0 
43 LAKE AJAY ESTATES 
44 w(EBRANnEY 
45 IAKE CONWAY PARK 
46 IAKE HARRIET ESTATES 
47 LAKESIDE 
48 IAKEVlEWVlLLAs 
49 LEHIGH 
50 LEllANl HEIGHTS 
51 LEISURELAKES 
52 MARC0 ISLAND 
53 M4RWSHORES 
54 MARION OAKS 
55 MEREDITH MANOR 
56 MORNINGVIEW 
57 OAKFOREST 
58 OAKWOOD 
59 PALISADES COUNTRY CLUB 
Bo PALM PORT 
61 PALMTERRACE 
62 PALM VALLEY 

286.288 169.079 S.W% 
103.292 (50.437) -5857% 
172.2ea la3.365 w.00% 

87.262 
60.176 
40,710 

110361) 
61.240 
2s.m 
35.564 

ZBZBOI 
17,408 
ea2B3 
18.289 
23.628 
49.935 
14.154 
6.506 

2086.982 
77.043 43.382 56.31% 
49.117 m . m  sxin 

. 
258.754 
65.284 

535,569 
56.552 
36.113 

1.5BB.po 
4,523,001) 

86.245 
171.682 
235.904 
740,199 
24,426 
25.262 

0 
29.217 
63.m 
7.137 

31.053 

27.632 11.406 41.28% 
601.210 4s3.036 8201% 

36.562 39.152 107.09% 
1,2)5.911 %,aG5 32.03% 

625.802 144.458 23.08% 
31974 4.523 154.89% 

ss.32a 2 1 . 3 %  
1 9 . m  a . 7 3 w  

(102.818) -19.20% 
(4,555) -12- 
22,408 82.05% 

282.722 16.54% 
620,847 13.73% 
(41,301) 47.095: 
(61.483) -35.81% 

(130,885) 55.39% 
(78.095) -52.70% 
22.128 90.9% 
16.818 66.57% 

0 0.m 
23,194 79.38% 
34.073 a%% 

1.898 23.79% 
5.673 17.81% 

5.013 3.029 8%- 
35.883 (497) -1.39% 
19.zm 17774 sZ?s% 
(6.626 26.171 56.13% 
54,147 ,(27,9Il) 61.- 

(47.124) -54.m 
(2s.W 4.61% 
20.857 51.23% 

(10265) -8.33% 
13,8458 22.63% 
zea iaow 

26.133 73.48% 
71,384 27.17% 
(494) 3.82% 

5.117 5.73% 
29.w 1se.83% 
10.na 45.62% 
34.097 68.28% 
44.880 317.00% 

2.117 32.54% #.ass 21.15% 

2 8 ; w  15.6% 5.75% 

455.347 
44.855 

275.851 
39.03 

l . W Z 4 S  
75.714 

1,631,718 

81.M 
314,082 
84,- 

432.753 
31.997 
se.521 

nom 

i.m,mi 
uw 

5.143.855 

110,199 
1- 
70,104 
4A564 
4 2 . W  

0 
52.411 
97,681 

8.835 
3 7 , s  
U.684 
(La42 

Scindula No. 2 
Dockel No. 9604SS-WS 

TealYW &inm& ADpmved Awlwed 

M 2 . 0  144,245 16.3!5%..1.m7.'%id 
75.068 (32.319) 43.06% 42.729 
S 1 2 3  15.584 28.27% 70,707 

0 0 0.00% 0 
1.185.139 m.058 17.13% 1.588.195 

31.834 53.643 168.51% 85,477 
2,605.744 257.567. 9.18% 3,C63,31l 

399.837 ( 1 4 4 . M )  -38.14% 255.351 
0 0 0.00% 0 

93,759 203.469 217.01% 297.228 
179215 (15.931) -8.89% 163.2- 

0 0 0 . m  0 
0 0 0 . w  0 

1 . 8 4 9 . 0  8.181 0.44% 1.858.019 

183,102 122.~17 66.77% 305.489 

2.422.155 837.887 34% ~.m.nz 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 OW% 0 
0 0 O M U  0 - 
0 0 0.WA 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 

51.702 51.904 100.39% 103,606 
1 9 4 . 0  89S. 0.46% 195.827 

0 0 O.W% 0 
S3.840 64,913 l02m 128.553 

0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.m 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.m 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 O.W% 0 
0 0 0 . m  0 

259.642 (153.848) -59.25% 105.794 
0 0 0.m 0 
0 0 .o.m 0 
0 0 0.004: 0 
0 0 o.w% 0 

85.137 24.140 37.07% 83,285 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.m 0 
0 0 0.03% 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.m 0 
0 0 0 . m  0 
0 0 0.m 0 
0 0 0 . m  0 
0 0 0.w. .  0 

26U3.981) 176,044 6.76% 2.779.612 
170.561 23,902 14.01% 194,463 
31- 24.- 73.24% 58.790 

8.089;220 1.458;815 18.03% 9.548.035 5,008,265 (478;W) -15.92% 2.529.361 

4CS.669 248.860 61.19% 656.529 437.071 319.540 73.11% 756,611 
142.307 64.002 44.97% 206,309 15,392 (1,025) 6.66% 14.367 
54.822 (31.707) -53.00% 28,115 64353 (34.554) -53.69% 29.799 
26.010 27.446 lffi.Sz% 93.456 0 0 0.00% 0 
26,719 23.056 66.29% 49,775 0 0 0.00% 0 
32.325 30,090 93.0% 62.415 0 0 0.m 0 
13.643 26.452 193.89% 40.095 34.540 68,115 198.36% 102.455 

164,897 136,036 8ZZ.SO% 300,813 301.672 4 7 . M  15.68% 348,970 
43.081 230,986 536.17% 274.067 0 0 O.W% 0 

m.413 2'77,802 am% 346.015 101.032 w.ae a e . 9 5 ~  i90.897 
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Southern Slates Utilitir, Inc. 
Schedule of Revenue Roqotrementr L Revenue I m m ~  
Test Year Ended December 31, I996 

Schdula No. 2 
Dwbt NO. BMuB6-WS 

63 PALMS MOBILE HOME PARK 
64 PARKMANOR 
65 PlCClOlA ISLAND 
66 PINE RIDGE 
67 PINE RIDGE ESTATES 
68 PINEY WOODS 
69 W I N T O W O O D S  
70 POMONA PARK 
71 POSlWSTERVlLLAGE 
72 QUAIL RIDGE 
73 REMINOTON FOREST 
74 RIVERGROVE 
75 ROSEMONTlROUNG GREEN 
76 SALT SPRINGS n SAMIRAVILIAS 
76 SILVER LK EST MEST SHRS 
79 SILVER LAKE OAKS 
80 SKYCREST 
81 S O u T n F O R l Y  
82 SPRING GARDENS 
83 STONE MOUNTAIN 
84 ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
85 SUGARMILL 
86 SUGARMILL WOODS 
87 SUNNY HlUS 
88 SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
89 TRoPlCALlSLEs 
90 TROPICAL PARK 
91 UNNERSlTY SHORES . ~~ .~~ 
92 VALENCIA TERRACE 
93 VENETIAN VlLLAGE 
94 WELAKAISARATOGA HARBOR 
95 W E S T M O M  
96 WINDSONG 
97 WOODMERE 
98 W O O E N S  
99 ZEPHYR SHORES 

6.W 
0 

25,473 
403,291 

93,759 
141,611 
316.971 
42,049 
5 4 . a  
12.376 
21.440 
39.971 
78,970 

169,221 
5.702 

199,759 
14.051 
24,183 

0 
28.484 
25.OOo 
28.137 

579,906 
508.170 
164.458 
81,630 

0 
120.263 
849,800 
46.879 
28.472 
45.154 
32.776 
38.776 

299.084 
7.942 
57.623 

35.415 
0 

20.738 
(127.384 

(16.388) 
(64,490) 

(164.684) 
16.305 
25.026 
12.862 
17,020 

3.066 
7,092 

(69.122) 
(573) 

200.653 
5,090 
38,846 

0 
(6.971) 

(14,528) 
423 

(321,823) 
178.049 
44.282 

(674) 
0 

69,913 

45.194 
18.375 
8.470 

10.045 
6.143 

90.- 
6.856 

60.816 

m.= 

584.41% 
0.00% 

81.40% 
-31.59% 
-17.48% 
45.54% 
- 5 l S %  
38.76% 
45.81% 

103.93% 
79.38% 

7.67% 
8.W% 

40.85% 
-10.05% 
!00.45% 
36.21% 

1 5 9 . W  
0.00% 

-24.47% 
-38.11% 

1 . W  
45.50% 
35.04% 
2&9?% 
4.83% 

58.13% 
10.78% 
96.40% 

18.76% 
30.65% 
15.84% 
3024% 
e5.32% 

las.18% 

a m  

64.54% 

41.475 
0 

275.907 
77.371 
77,121 

152,287 
58.354 
79.661 
25.238 
38.480 
43.037 
88.m 

100,099 
5.129 

400.412 
19,147 
62.829 

0 
21,513 
10.472 
28.580 
258,- 
686.219 
a 7 4 1  
80,956 

0 
190.176 
941.434 

92,073 
*LuT 
53.624 
42821 
44.921 

Jeo.K)3 
14.798 

iiaes 

0 0 0.00% 0 
2.538 7.72% 35.399 

0 0 0.00% 0 
0. 0 0.00Sb 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 

179,447 (98.338) -54.80% 81.109 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 . 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.m 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 

101,401 (11,919) -11.75% 69.462 
0 0 0.m 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 

16.584 9.514 57.37% 26.098 
0 0 000% 0 

43.472 6 0 . W  138.11% 103,512 
19,732 8.925 45.23% 28.657 

0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 

356065 (108,742) -30.37% 249,321 
583.078 (41.355) -6.97% 551.723 
106.776 14.660 13.73% 121,436 
134.932 1,261 0.93% 136,193 
46.436 69,794 150.29% 116,232 

0 0 0.00% 0 
1.816.873 638.683 35.12% 2.457.356 
' 67;817 46;587 68.70% .114,404 
a532 (15.207) -25.12% 45.325 

0 a 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 
0 0 0.00% 0 

633.000 291.729 46.09% 924.729 ~ 

0 0 000% 0 
87.697 87.263 99.51% 174,960 

I -1 W A S W A T E R  
78.916.790 78.916.790 50.440.146 50.440.146 Total FPSC Rata Buc 

Cwall Rata of R a m  (Mhj-wnf 6 50 basts pts M ROE. rssp) 10 13% 9 9 4 %  1013% 994% 
Ne.! Opcrabng Income Generated (R& Buc X ORR) 7.994.271 7,844,328 5.109.587 5.013.750 

Diffemnce 149,942 95.836 
G m s w p  for State Fodcnl l n m e  6 Reg Asses Fees 
Revenue Incnase in Two Yean For Equity Adj~mlment 
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SCHEDULE NO. SA 
DOCKET NO. %%WS 

CWMISSION A W  
TEST YEAR 

*m6 

1 UTlUPl PLANT IN SERVICE s 3.Iyo.356 o s  3.849.138 Bz.803) 3.m*u3 

2 LAND L LAND RKjHTS 74.503 

3 NON-USED L USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 

0 74.523 0 74.503 

5 ClAC 

6 *MORTK4TION OF WAC 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED 1-E TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

(2.373.5723 (8.169) (2.381.741) 

571.693 

w3.w 
0 

(10.995) 

246.550 

63.697 

0 (2,301,741) 

0 571,893 

0 

246.560 291.012 

63.881 (21.119) 
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SU, AMELL4 ISLAM) 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
'Em YEAR ENDm IYJlFM 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO 93049SWS 

TYEAR CSJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
VTm muN TESTYEAN CWMISIICU TESTYEAR 

COUPOWEKT IS96 ADJUSTMENTS MUTIqSS6 CSJUSTMENTS 1996 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 7.579.505 o s  7.579.5m m.oos) 7.5c5.593 

2 LAND 78.9s 0 70.983 0 70.989 

3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMPONENTS (135,641) 0 (135.602) (685.431) (831.m) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (2,571,184) 

5 ClAC 0.039.665) 

6 AMORTlZ4TION OF ClAC m.%¶ 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET Rm.W 
8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS @.-a) 
10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 330.206 

1 . a  (2.569.288) 

(41.615) (3.090.760) 

1.120 (194.a97 

0 . m5.w 
0 0 

0 @.sr0) 

212.14 542.346 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 55.406 0 55.m (1S.lss) 3 7 . w  

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BISE S 2.975.785 (s.4ao)s 2.986.305 (614.186) 2.352.119 
=---/ _p___ I-- =---=== I-*- 
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r 
SSU/ AMELIA ISLAND 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TEST YWI ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. $4 
DOCKET NO. S M B S - W S  
PAGE 1 OF I - 

1 BVL trans(n C11 
2 To adjust fa @ant #i@F+@/&Ubk booldngs 1-13 
3 Reaalla of R k  Park mmmOn PhM S-1 

Tdal 

IAKR 
1 
2 Lahih !and. Parcel 4, T R d  C PHFU I 4  
3 Cdlw pits Imdmst 1-7 
4 sation 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 MOM Lam PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL tran6fu 1-1 1 

lad PNoa(s 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 

Toto1 

P 
1 B M  bansfel 1-1 1 
2 P M  SlippgdDoubb BCMn36 1-13 
3 R- Depronw N-UN aDsets 1-46 
4 Reslkc of R k  Park C o m m  Plant S-I 

Toto1 

yB(z 
1 BVL lmnsfef 1-1 1 
2 Impnation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Mam ASR Cast Share CS1 

Total - 
1 woruLakesconection-watuS-4 
2 BVL tranofcr 1-1 1 
3 Camdim f a  Gui&lme mhs I47 
4 lrnpuialim of ClACMR 1-48 
5 Marm ASR cost Share 1-51 

Tdal - 
I D+M Defend T a m  on ClAC 
2 cndt Wand T x a m  oeprpbon 

Tc4rl 

0 0 
0 0 

1695.431) 

0 0 
53.1 2.128 

0 0 
(226) (232) 
359 1.886 

0 0 
0 (41,615) 
0 0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

(4.788) (33,579) 
0 1.128 
0 0 

l 4 . x  A 451 

291,012 212.140 
,292) 4 2,848 

(21.119) 18398 - 
0 



SSUl AMELIA ISLAND 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED iinim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9504%-WS 

1 COMMISSION AW. TEST YEAR AWUSTED 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1098 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 19M ADJUSTMENTS 1BB6 INCREASE REWlREMEHT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 833.719 (122,318)s 511.401 (225,133) 286,281) 188.079 455.347 .............................. 
OPERATING EXPENSES: s9.wm 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 298.947 7.715 S 304,862 2.489 307.151 S 307.151 

3 DEPRECIATION 52,655 0 52.655 (20,504) 32.151 32,151 

4 AMORTIZATION (1.887) 0 (1.997) 0 (1.997) (1.997) 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 52.720 (4.958) 47.782 (14.678) 33.w 7.BoB 40,883 

6 INCOMETAXES e5.m (46.081) 18.925 (65.948) (49.023) 62.287 13.264 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 465.331 (45.324)s 420.007 W . W  321.335 88.m 391.281 
.. I _ 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

lEll.388 R6.994)S 91,394 (126.491) (35.097) 99.183 64.088 ..................................................................................... 
894,027 s 865.850 645.035 645.035 

ii..i..III.* 1.1.11.1.1.. ............ ............. 
RATEOFRETURN 18.83% 10.32% -5.44m e.wm 

1-11 11.1-1.. 11-1-1.1.111 .-.-.*.*-1.1 1=.1111..iii. 



SSlU AMELIA ISLAND 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12lSlD6 

SCBEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 950195WS 

TEST YEAR AOJUSTED COMMISSKW ADJ. 
PER UTlUlY UTILITY TEST VEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION iesa ADJUSTMENTS uinw law ADJUSTMENTS isa 

1 OPERATING REVENUES i . 2 ~ 5 m  (08.774I 1.167.829 (2M.900) 882.929 144.305 1,027,314 
.. .__ 

OPERATING EXPENSES I6 35% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 460.853 15,887 I 47e.520 (14.524) 4661.996 3 481,998 

3 DEPRECIATION 214.497 0 214,497 (45.9843 160.513 180.513 

4 AMORTIZATION (9,127) 0 (9,127) 0 (9.127) (9.127) 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 147,851 (4.907) 142,944 (27.605) 115.059 8.497 121.557 

e INCOMETAXES I 88.887 (52.028) JB.959 (39.463) (2.w 53.190 50.8116 .. 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

2.975.785 I 2,988,305 2.352.119 2.352.119 
.=.=1.1..111 ............ ===-.*..=-.. ............. 

11.22% 10.32% 6.33% 9.94% ............ ..S=i.ii=.-*. 111.1.11.11.1 ............. 
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LGE 2 7 9  

;u/ AMELLA ISLAND 
DJUSTMLYTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
WrYEARENDEDlrnI~ 

EXPLANATION 

SCHEDULE NO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 55WMWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 

P 
1 BVL Tnnsfef 1-1 1 
2 Phnl slippage adjdju6tmenl 1-13 
3 Realkcale Camon P M  R i v a  Park 
4 l m p l t l m  of CIAC-MR 
5 Nel urvd and useful adjustmmI 
6 Mrm ASR cat S h m  c51 

TDbl 

s-1 

(122.318) 

0 
(IO2.869) 

74 
[rn.1331 

0 
(970) 
21 7 

0 
(19,751) 

0 
(20.W) 

(68.TIO) 
(216.1%) 

0 
65 

(284,900) 

n 

(10.131) (12.821) 
0 0 
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GE 280 

~ 

5UI APACHE SHORE22 
CHFDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EsTYEARENDED12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
WCKET NO. 9S495WS 

1 UTlLllY PUNT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND 6 LAND RffiHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTVATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

O I  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

159.112 

1.516 

(19.303) 

(57.278) 

(36.960) 

15,542 

(tso) 

0 

(1,139) 

(2.712) 

6.589 

0 

159.064 

1.576 

gz.461) 

67.301) 

(36.960) 

15.495 

(no) 

0 

(1.139) 

242 

4.411 

0 
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SClIEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. W % W S  

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 165.645 O I  165.645 m 166,218 

2 LAND 2.403 0 2.403 0 2.403 

3 NON-USEDL USEFULCOMPONENTS (29.7.944) 0 m.7w (1.m) 01.ms) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (62.646) 0 (62.64s) (120) (a.?w) 

5 ClAC 66.965) 0 (26.9W 0 66.965) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 16.403 0 16.403 (114) 16.2- 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET (=a 0 (sso) 0 -  (sso) 

8 ADVANCES F O R  CONSTRUCTION 0 0 '  0 0 0 

S UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS w7) 0 (847) 0 (847) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.983) 0 (2.m) 344 (2.639) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.906 0 4.906 0.627) 3.279 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 65.504 O S  bs.504 B.lW 63.388 
I. spLuI- -I--- 
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SU/ APACHE SHORES 
DSUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1M11% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. S60496WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER W A S W A T E R  - 
1 BVL b3llSfN 1-1 f 
2 To adjust fa plun slippage 1-13 
3 Realla of Rivn Park mnlmOn plant S1 

Total 

ULlYp 
1 L e h i i  tand Parce!s 1.2, md 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehiih land. P a d  4. Tmd C PHFU 14 
3 Collii pits land mol 1-7 
4 Sslpn35PPHFU c9 
5 Deltma Lakes PHFU C10 
6 BVL transfe~ 1-1 1 

TCW - 
To d k d  net mn-yscd and useful adiusa+rd 

P 
1 BVL tramfn 1-1 1 
2 Plant Sli-bk Bodungt 1-13 
3 R- won pmf N-U/U XSetS 146 
4 Realloc of R w  Park Common Plant S-1 

T d  

!a& 
1 BVL bsnsfer 1-1 1 
2 ImputptDn of CIAC-MR I48 
3 Msrco ASR C d  Sham 1-51 

Total - 
1 Dettona !Aes cmectlon-water S-4 
2 BVL IranKfN Cf 1 
3 cancbon fa Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputilm of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marc0 ASR C a t  Share 1-51 

Total 

7 
1 Dabt Dtfend Taxa on ClAC 
2 crodlt D e f d  Tams on apnclaion 

Tdal 

0 0 
5 (100) 
0 0. 

0 0 - 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

(114) 
0 

(47) 
0 
0 0 

A C  114) 

3,109 

2.954 

(2.188) ( 162 , 7) - 



SCHEDULE NO, 4-A 
DOCKET NO. M % W S  

I TEST YEN3 ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITV UTILITY TEST YEAN COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE R M N U E  

DESCRIPTION i996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY i S M  ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 13.907 33,498 s 47.403 55.09 103.292 (56.437J 44.855 ....................... ....._.. 
OPERATING EXPENSES -56.57~ 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 27,041 1390 s 28.431 (1.425) 2 7 . W  S 27.0% 

3 DEPRECIATION 5.eQ7 0 5.807 (1771 5.830 5.630 

4 AMORTIUTION (40) 0 (40) 0 (40) (40) 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 3 . m  1.200 4 . m  2.418 7.304 (2.830) 4.675 

6 INCOMETAXES (10.323) 11.922 1.589 21.293 22.892 (21.528) 1 .m - ....................... - .._._.__..-I 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 26.173 14,512 S 40.05 22.107 62.792 (24,157) Jo.635 
._._...-..-I._ 

8 OPERATING INCOME (12.268) 18 .W s 8.718 33.702 4o.m (34.280) 8.220 ........... 1 -1.....*...1 ii=.li=iPI-D -.I=i*iI*... ...... 1....1 .. i.*....... 1iI1.i.1i.i.. 

85.117 s 85.117 62.808 82.6333 ............ ............ ............ 1.11.111-1.11 

RATE OF RETURN -10.MU 10.32% 6469% 8.84% 
.1i.i.Ii=..- ............ ..=I-=.===.. 1.1.1.1 1.m.1. 

__ 



SSUl AF'ACIIE SHORES 
STATEMEM OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12i3ttM 

SCllEDULE NO 4-8 
DOCKET NO 95019SWS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS OflLlTYiSSll ADJUSTMENTS IS96 WREASE REWIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 24.534 19,703 I 44.237 33.811 75.048 (32,319) 42.729 ___ ...._.__..........I ~ ..... 
OPERATING EXPENSES -43 OB% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN I 

24.507 

5,170 

(W 

5,759 

1.223 t 

0 

25.810 

5.170 

(1.358) 24.452 S 

(@J) 0 

5.649 1.322 

5,144 

(so) 

6.971 

24.452 

5,144 

(a) 
5.517 

65.504 ............ 
-7.74% ............ 

s 85.584 ............ 
10.32% 

--=-.-..-.** 

83.388 ............ 
39.84% 

(IJ.388 ............. 
9.94% 
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E 

iU/ APACHE SHORES 
WUSTME%TSTOOPERATLW S T A T M M S  
m YLUl ENDED lzr3lM 

SCHEDULE NO. U 
DOCKET NO. 55049SWS 
PACE 1 OF 1 

E WATER WASTEWATER 

1 
2 

1 R.rtkale u!ay of SSUs W s-8 
2 I’amtatmlwn rata horn 587% lo 5 75% 5 1 0  
3 Kcyllm H n g b  APT eqmXS 1-58 

33,496 19.703 
P.je5 11,102 

0 0 
8 6 

55.889 - 30.81 1 

0 

2.515 1,386 
0 0 

0 
(58) 

2.41 6 1,322 

(44) 
(55) 

21.293 12.383 
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SSUl APPLE VAUEY 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED luJlFM i ~ 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9S4'KW.S i 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW! 
PERUTIL~  u n w  TESTYEARJ COMMISSION ESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 19% ADJUSTMENTS UTulTylOgC ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 1.173.904 O f  1.173.W (1.755) 7,172,148 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 2.700 0 2.700 0 2.700 j 
! 

3 NONUSED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (141.694) (141.699) ~ 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (434.81 7) 0 (434.817) (10) (434.8271 1 , 
5 ClAC (340.51 1) (495) (341.m) 0 (341.006) ~ 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 o j  
i 

0 0 0 ;  

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 148.741 0 148.741 0 148.741 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (7.1 13) 0 (7.1131 0 (7.113) ~ 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (3.142) 0 (3.142) 69,092 65.950 1 
11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 41.202 0 41.202 (13.6621 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 
27.,; I 

RATE BASE f 58O.W (49511 580.469 (88.0351 492.434 _____*___ ______ -- ------====-E =Ell======== .an==-=== *==.-===i?= 1 
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SI, APPLE VALLEY 
CHEDL'LE O t  HASTEM ATER RATE BASE 
ESTYLul ENDED IMIt96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-6 
DOCKET NO. 95M95-WS 

I 

TEST WEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
pERunuTy u n m  TEST YEUU COMYIEJION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT $De6 ALUUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJUSTMENTS $996 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE f 

2 LAND 

3 NOKUSED h USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZPlTlON OF C!AC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

168.251 

1,764 

0 

(82.539) 

(65.163) 

40.061 

0 

0 

o s  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

168.251 

1,764 

0 

(82.539) 

(65.163) 

40.061 

0 

0 

(531 

0 

(3.664) 

(71 

0 

0 

0 

0 

168.198 

1,764 

(3.6M) 

(82.546) 

(65.163) 

40.061 

0 

0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.2521 0 (1.252) 0 (1.2521 ~ 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.846) 0 (2.846) 20.708 17.862 

I1 WORKING CAPlTAL ALLOWANCE 7.250 0 7.2M (2.4041 4.846 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 Q !  

i RATE BISE I 65.526 o s  65.526 14.580 80,106 1 

I I I - = = I I = = D I  31=1=5=1=1== =======.===E ======--==== 
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X I  APPLE VALLEY 
DKSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED lZLIlB6 

I 
I 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I 
m m o N  WATER WASTEWATER , - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of Rker Park common plant S-1 

Total 

!AtiQ 
1 Lehigh land Parcsls 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Trad C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pRt land coot 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer I-? 1 

Total - 
To mlled net non-used and useful rdjuslrnent 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant S l i p p a g e u b k  Bookings 1-13 
3 Revem Depr on prior N-UN assets 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmwtation of ClAC-MR 148 
3 Marw ASR Cost Sham 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes wmdion-water 5 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Corredion for Guideline rates 147 
4 hnpulaiian of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cart Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Debl Deferred Tues on ClAC 
2 credfl Deferred Tams on Depredation 

Total - 
To d e d  the plant speclflc allocation 

QmEE 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 162 

n 0 " 
(2.098) (113) 

342 60 
(532 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 n 
0 0 
0 .  0 

(141.699) (3.564) 

70.231 20.871 
(1,139) (163) 

69.W2 20.708 

113.662) A) 2 404 

0 



. ~ ..... 
~~ __ .- .- 

SSOI APPLE VALLEY 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED IZI3IB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
WCKET NO. 950495-WS 

OESCWPTION 
__ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

TEST YEAR 
PER UTlUN 

r s n  

AlUUSteO CoWy11SS1ON ADJ. 
U N U N  TEST Y C W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1OW AWUSTMENTS ISM INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
~~ ~ 

232.363 74.866 t 305.229 (132.943) 172.288 103,365 275.651 
..................... ............................ ....................... 

60.00% 

148.072 6.531 f 154.603 (5.330) 149.273 S 

38.445 0 38.445 (4.490) 33.955 

0 0 0 0 0 

33.601 3.734 37,335 (9.244) 28.091 4.651 

(9.972) 24.930 14.958 (42.281) (27.323) 38.079 
.................................................................................... ..................... 

210.146 35.195 I 245.341 (61,345) 183.996 42.730 
..................... ............................................................................................ 

20.217 39.671 S 59.888 (71.598) (11.710) 80.835 ____________ ----==-===== llilllllllli Illiiill=sii 11=1111==111 S.lllllilllS __----_----- ---- 
492,434 ____________ 580.469 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  500,964 t 

=====1=5==1= S=.l=iE3E.E==E 

3.48% 10.32% -2.38% _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ==.=P=E.II=I 11115=1111?? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

149,273 

33.955 

0 

32,743 

10.756 

226.727 



~ ___ ___ . . .. ... 

SSlll APPLE VALLEY 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

SCIIEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO, 95049SWS I 

DESCRIPTION 
. - 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

8 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 60.552 2.443 I 62.995 (6.689) 56.306 6.442 62.748 
......................................................................................................... .......... 

8 OPERATING INCOME 2.658 4.105 I 6.761 (7.944) (1.183) 9,142 7.959 

65.526 80,108 80.106 9 RATE BASE 85.528 I 

10.32% -1.48% 9.84% 

__I .SI.=lilOll. =1.5==31=1== ========.=== a==========. =iDI==l=.==I ===P===EI=I= ===a======-- 

Illii=llElll = = l i = E l l l = = l  L . l l i - E I = E l l i = .  I I E i i S D I . 1 S l i  

_____-_____- = = i l i l = = D l i i  ===~===I=*ES= .=i=D.l==iE== ____________ RATEOFRETURN 4.05% 

~ 
__~____. .. ... 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTlLlN UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REMNU6 REVENUE 

(OW ADJUSTMENTS UTlUNWSE ADJUSTMENTS 1888 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

63.208 8.548 f 68.756 (14.833) 55.123 15,584 70,707 
..................... ............................ 

2 8 . 2 7 ~  

51.182 1.300 f 52,482 (1.898) 50.584 f 50.584 

5.555 0 5.555 (190) 5.365 5.365 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

4.805 352 5.157 (817) 4.340 701 5.041 

(990) 791 (199) (3.784) (3.983) 5.741 1.758 
.......................................... ....................... .- 
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5U/ APPLE VALLEY 
DNSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1y31i96 

SCHEDULE NO. C C  
DOCKET NO. 993495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

EXPUNATION WATER WASTEWAT!ZR, 1 - 
1 Remove requnted final revenue increase 
2 Billing detennlnanls 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted s e ~ c e  1-77 
4 Miscellaneous nonuttty inmme 1.77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Coned attrition rate fmm 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone HeQhts APT expenses 1-58 
4 H M  study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisaion salaries 6 mix .  e w .  1-83 6 1-84 
6 HepaMis Amortization Adjusmnt 1-86 
7 Bud@cd overtime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amoniution l a  

10 Purchased power Delona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Pmgram S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Unifonn Rate Dodcet-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 JuMiclion W e t  Excenae 1-95 
16 920199 rate case w n a e  1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
10 Empty recognhiwn normalization I-1W 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unacmunted For Water 1-21 
21 ~xceu tnhitration 1-23 
22 Gainskorser 1-105 

Total 

-TION E X P F N S E W  
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippapa adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Phnt R w r  Park S-1 
4 ImpuWion of CIACMR I48 
5 Net used and useful sdjusrment 
6 Marm ASR Coal Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue sdiuabnenu move 
2 Reg F e a  Mama Island 1-107 
3 Non-usM and useful Pmpsly 1-108 
4  discount^ R(XNM on ~mperty tan S-14 

Total 

To ao).st to last year l n m e  tax expense 

(74,866) (6.548) 
(58.125) (8.093) 

n n 
48 8 

(132.943) (14.633) 

0 
(416) (73) 

(5.330) a 1 898 

(5.982) (658) 
0 0 

(2.855) (100) 
(406) (58) 

(9.2441 (817) 

(42.281) (3.784) 
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,L/ BAY LAKE ESTATES 
MUSTMINTS TO RATE BASE 
S T  YEAR ENDED IyJ1)96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPIANATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park wmrnon plant SI 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parwls 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lahigh land, Parcel 4. T n d  C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collar p b  land wst l-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 B M  transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To mflecl net non-used and usaful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SllppagWDouble BWkIngs 1-13 
3 Revem Depr on pnor N U N  asset0 I 4  
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant $1 

Total 

!2AG 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Canons Lakes wnuaion-water S4 
2 B M  transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conedion for Guideline rata 1-47 
4 lmputrtion of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cat  Share 1-51 

Total 

v 
1 Cabd M m d  T W  on ClAC 
2 Cmdd M m d  Taxes on Capmoation 

Total 

QnlEB 
Marw Island defemd debil-waler 1-62 

0 0 
(48) 0 
25 0 
123) 0 

0 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 16 ~ 

0 0 
10 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(13) 
13) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(990) 0 
(98) 0 

Cl.O* 0 

0 



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

SSIII BAY LAKE ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRlPTlON 
-___ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOI 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

~~ ~. ~ 

TEST YEAR *OJUSTED COMSSDN ADJ. 
PER unLirr ~ L I W  TEST YEARl COYMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE -. 

1886 ADJUSTMENTS mUTY 1896 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 INCREA~E REQUIREMENT 

13,985 26,187 I 40.172 (12.540) 27.632 11,406 39.038 ......................................................................................................... ._ .................... 
41.28% 

24.720 840 I 25.560 (357) 25.203 S 25.203 

3.579 0 3,579 7 3.586 3.586 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.757 1,167 3.924 (597) 3.327 513 3.840 

(7.883) 9,327 1.444 (4.483) (3.039) 4,202 1.163 ............................................................................................................................. ._ .................... 

23,173 11.334 S 34.507 (5.430) 29.077 4.715 33,792 ..................................................................................................................................................... 

14.853 $ 5.865 (7.110) (1,445) 6.691 5.246 
---___-.____ Ilililil131= 3ii12s11=ill ------llzll __--__ I= ====-======= ---___-.____ 

(9.188) 
IPliil-EIIIT ________lli= _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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Ul BAS LAKE E S T A N  
)ICSTME%TS TO OPERATI*IC STATEMENTS 
ST YEAR ENDED lZf31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 

1 

1 
WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION - 

1 Remove requestedfinal revenue inmase 
2 Billing dwnninantr 1-75 
3 Imputed w n y c  tor discounted seMce 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility inwme 1-77 

Tolal 

p 
1 Reallocale salary of SSV'S President S-6 
2 c o m d  attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heiphts APT exFenres !-HI 
4 Hewltt Study 1-82 
5 Lobbyin@Acquitilion salaries & misc. C X P  1-83 e. 1-84 
6 w a t t s  Amortkation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted oveltime to rate Case CXPeflK 5-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Arnortizaiwn M a  

10 Purchased power DeHona Lakes 1 4  
11 ~mor the  Hunicane Preparedness Prcgrarn S-13 
12 Consewailon Expense 1-92 
13 Cumnt raie case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate W e t - R e g .  Comm. Exp I-S4 
15 Junsdiclion DOCkOl ExpeflSe 1-95 
16 920199 rate aseex~ense 1-96 
17 T m U p  -1 adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply mccgnition normalization 1-100 
19 ShareholdCr Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unawaunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
22 GainsLosses 1-105 

TOW 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adiusbnent 1-13 
3 Reallogte Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of ClAGMR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustnent 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on mvenw ad~urtmana aWwe 
2 Reg Fees MOM Irlana 1-107 
3 Non-used and ut.tul prwefly uxes 1-108 
4 DSWUnlS - N e d  On PmDerrY We6 S-14 

Total 

uuuEI&m 
To aqust to lest year inwme tax expense 

(26.187) 0 1  

0 0 1  
13.643 0 

112,540) ~ 

4 o i  
O I  

1 

(22) 0 :  m 0 1  
0 0 

(100) 0 1  
($50)  . 0 1  

(4) 0 
(17) 0 
149 0 
(20) 0 

0 
(4) 
rn) 
49 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
(5) 
10 
0 
2 0 
0 0 
7 0 

0 

(W) 0 
0 0 
2 0 

(35) 0 
(597) 0 

(4,483) 0 
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SSU/ BEACON HILLS 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12R1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A , 
DOCKET NO. 950195-WS I 

I 
TESTYEAR AWSTED COMMISSION *DJi 

PERUTITIUTY unuw TESTYEARJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR 
COMPONENT 1SSS MJWTMENTS UTlLllY1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

.. 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 5.521.406 0 I 5.521.406 (90.059) 5.431.347 -' 
2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 50.342 0 50.342 0 50,342 ~ 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECMTION (1.081.398) 0 (1.081.398) 12.922 (1.068.476) 

5 ClAC (2.325.870) (3.041) (2.328.911) 0 (2.328.911) ~ 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 ;  

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (22.777) 0 (22.777) 0 (22.777) ~ 

~ 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 555.462 0 555,462 0 555.462 ~ 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 .  0 0 0 

i 
10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 76.094 0 76.084 429.134 505.228 ~ 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 131.941 0 131.941 (43.749) 88.192 1 

' i  12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 

$ 2.905.2W (3.041)s 2.902.159 308248 3,210,407 
====-==in E=-I=XEEE =--======= -a==_- =.======-== 1 

~ 

RATE W E  
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I 

SSUl BEACON HILLS 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1231196 

SCHEWLE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I 
COMYtSSlON ADJ.1 TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 

PERUT~LI-IV u n w  TESTYfAW COMMIStON TESTYEAR I 
1- ADJUSTMENTS UllLIlYlSS6 ADJUSTMENTS 19% 1 

I 
1 I 1 UTILIP( PLAM IN SERVICE i 2 M D  

I 3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

I 4 ACCUMULATE0 DEPRECMTION 

I 5 ClAC 
I 
1 6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 

I 7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

1 8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

1 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS 

I 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I 

11 WORfflNG CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

l 12 omm 

(53.285) 6.079.061 6.132.346 0 f 6,132,346 

23.293 0 23.293 0 23.293 ~ 

0 0 0 0 0 

(1.539.966) 21.500 (1,518,465) 739 (1,517,727) 

(3.674805) (4.505) (3.679.31 0) 0 (3,679,310) i 
991.313 0 991.513 0 991.513 

0 0 0 0 .  0 

0 0 0 0 0 

(21.997) 0 (21.997) 0 (21.997) 

224.602 0 224.602 585.148 809.950 

127.426 0 127,426 (42.252) 85.174 

0 0 0 0 

, 1 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 95M9S-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

S U I  BEACON HILLS 
LDJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
‘EST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

PI ANT I N SFRVU;E 
0 0 

(91.154) (54.343) 
1,095 1.058 

190.059) (53.285) 

1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Panels 1.2.  and 3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehgh land. Parcel 4, Tract C PHFu 16 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denons Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plan1 SlippageKJoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on ptior N-UN assets 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

€I& 
1 BVL lransfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of ClAGMR 148 
3 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tolal 

MORT. OF CUC 
1 Denona -akes common-wsler S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Deb# Dafarred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credn Dafarred Taxes on Oepreuation 

Total - 
To re f k t  the plant speuflc allocation 

QW!s 
Marw Island deferred debil-water 162 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
13,473 1.271 

0 0 
(551) (532) 

- 12.922 739 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

424.410 591.254 
(5,276) (5,906) 

429,134 585.348 

(43.749) 142.252) 



- _ ~ ~ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ _ ~  
iSUl BEACON HlLlS 
iTATEMElYT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 4  
DOCKET NO. 9SM95-WS 

rEsT YEAR ENDED imwx 

DESCRIPTION 
- ..__ ~~- 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

6 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

1 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

I) OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADA 
PER unuw unuw TESTYEAR! COMMISSION TEST YEAR ReVENUE REVENUE 

1W6 ADJUSTMENTS VTlLlTYIW6 ADJUSTMENTS lDBd INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

858.196 235.665 S 1.OB1.861 (490.651) 601,210 493.038 1.094.246 
............................................................................................. ....................... 

62.01% 

471.448 15,115 S 4m.563 14,457) 482.106 S 482.106 

154.422 0 154.422 (6.062) 148.360 148.360 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

64,083 11,594 75.677 123.960) 51.717 22.187 73.903 

(4.883) 80.667 75.7e-l (186,500) (110,716) 181.630 70.914 
.............................................. ..................... ..................... 

685.070 107.376 S 792,446 (220.979) 571,467 203.817 775.284 
.......................................... .......................................... 

171.126 128.289 S 288.415 (268.6722) 29.743 209.219 318.882 
=lll==lliiL.L. ======-===*= -llllollll=l =a========== =~==.===?=~S Illiills===== 

3.210.407 
====-=====sf= 

3,210107 
_l_l__---__- . I E I = = I I E I I I  ==========s= - ___--__- 2.905.200 f 2,902,159 

9.94% 
=*=========a= 

5.89% 10.32% 0.93% 
====3======= _ _ _ _  ___-=_ -=ii=== ============ 



SSW BEACON HILLS 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED i z n m  

SCIIEDULE NO. 4 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTlLlN TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR &€VENUE RWENUB 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 19W ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN IW ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE RASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

~ ~~ 

1,411,659 (75.0621f 1.336597 (151.458) 1.185.139 203.058 1.388.195 .................................................. .. 
17.13% 

044,245 29.747 f 873.992 (33.353) ' 840.839 $ 840,639 

122,371 0 122.371 (1.510) 120.881 120.861 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

92,623 (2.0321 90.591 (8.9211 81,670 9.138 90,808 

78,974 (64.498) 14.476 (28.596) (14.120) 74.804 60.684 .......................................... .. ..................... ........... 

1.138.213 (36,78311 1.101.430 (72.379) 1.029,051 83.941 1.1 12.992 
.................................................................................... ..................... ........... 

273.446 (38.279)f 235.167 (79.079) 156,088 119.114 275.203 
_______E==== ____________= ====_____==== _==__==== __-----__-__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ___----_____ =Ill=PEDZ111 5ESI=I=IEs=I= 

2,262,412 f 2.279.407 2.769.957 2.769.957 
==x=1(1.5=51= sl===lii==ll EIilllllliiE =========s=== 

10.32% 5.64% 9.94% -----_____--_ ====E.====== ---__________ -___________ ____________ 12.09% 
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UI BEACON HILLS 
bJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
:ST YXAR ENDED 1ySlr96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9W95-WS 
PAGE I OF I 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANAlION - 
1 Remove requesled final revenue inC4ase 
2 Billing delenninanls 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dismunted seNiQ 1-P 
4 Mkallaneous non-utility inmme 1-77 

TOlal 

1 RuIIWU) salary of SSUr premdent 58 
2 conecl auntion rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 <cystone Helghls APT wenses 1-58 
4 Hemn truay I 4 2  
5 Lob~nplAcquisdlon L i l l a m  61 misc exp I 4 3  6 I s 0  
6 Hepaldl5 AmoNubOn Adlustmen1 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime lo rate caw expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU procoMd repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortualion IM6a 

10 P u r c h a d  m r  Cenona Lakes 048 
11 Amorlllc Humcane Preparedness Prognrn S-13 
12 Consemuon Expense 1-92 
13 Cumm rale caw expense 1-93 
14 Unlform Rale DockeI-R@g Comm Exp 8-94 
15 Jurodldlon Docket Expensa 1-95 
16 920199 me asa expnre I-% 
17 T N ~ U P  Dudpel adiusltmml-99 
18 Emply ruogndmn normalualion t-100 
19 Shareholder Expcnsm 1-90 
20 Erccrs Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfilnhon 1-23 
22 GainsAorsas 1-105 

TOW 

P 
1 BVLTnnsferI-11 
2 Plant slippage adjuomient l-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Pa* 
4 lmputalion of ClACMR 1-46 
5 Net used and useful adjustmen1 
6 Marm ASR cort Share 1-51 

Total 

c s-1 

- 
Marm Island D.hmd Dend 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marm Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful pmprty taxes 1-108 
4 Dismunls ~celMd om property taxes 5 1 4  

TOUl - 
To adjust 10 lest year mmme lax exsense 

(235.665) 75.062 
(255,140) (226.569) 

0 0 
154 149 

(490,651) A 151 458) 

(958) 
(310) 

0 
(4.325) 
(6.525) 

(170) 
(751) 

8 . W  
(666) 

0 
(188) 

(3.345) 
2,110 
(278) 
(543) 

5.488 
3,652 
(265) 

(3.858) 
0 

(1.331) 
(4.4571 

0 
(6.512) 

450 
0 
0 
0 

(6.062) 

0 

(22.079) 
0 
0 

(1.881) 
(23,960) 

(186.500) 

0 

(33,353) 
(1.2862 

0 
(1.944) 

434 
0 
0 
0 

(1,510) 

(6.816) 
0 
n " 

(2.105) 
(8.921) 

(28.5961 
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SUI BEECHER'S POINT 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED W3lJ96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. %M95-WS 

COMPONENT 

ADJUSTED COMMISSION M TEST YEAR 
PERUT~LITY unuw TESTYEAN COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

Y 9 9 6  ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1% 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 273.167 O f  273.167 (12.087) 261.OBb * 

2 LAND 6 LAND RlGKTS 15.123 0 15.123 0 15,123 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (16.2W) (16.209) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (39,129) 0 (39.129) 575 (38.554) 

5 ClAC (42.558) (13) (42.571) 0 (42.571) 

6 AMORTEATION OF ClAC 14.672 0 14.672 (191) 14.481 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (322) 0 (322) 0 (322) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 7.891 0 7.891 (8.483) (592) 

1 WORKING CAPlTAL ALLOWANCE 1.867 0 1.867 (619) 1.248 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 
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SCEEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 93MSWS 

1 UTIW PLANT IN SERWCE 

2 LAND 

3 N O M S E D  6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON 

3 CVV: 

6 AMORTVATION OF CWC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

s 95.w 

4.580 

(21,986) 

(26.783) 

(17,181) 

9.125 

0 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

(2) 

0 

0 

0 

95,383 

4.580 

(21.986) 

nB.7831 

( 1 7 . 1 0  

9.125 

0 

0 

95.378 

4.560 

(22.258) 

(26.784) 

(17,183) 

8.946 

0 

0 

9 UNFUNDED WSTAETIRE. BENEFITS (120) 0 (120) 0 (120) 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.891) 0 (1.891) 491 (1,400) 

I 1  WORKING CAPrrAL ALLOWANCE 695 0 695 (230) 465 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 41.802 (2)) 41.8m (1%) 4 1 . W  i --- =-I=_- -==- =--= .-=IT= 

I 
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iSU/ BEECHER'S P O N I  
LDJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
rEsT YEAR ENDED i m i ~  

~, 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C I 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 

eumuEwm 
1 B M  transfer 1-1 1 0 0 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 (12,102) (11) 
3 Realloc of R m r  Paw mmmon plant S 1  15 6 

Total (12.087) (51 

w 
1 Lehgh land P a d s  I. 2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. P a d  4. Trad C PHFU 1.6 
3 Collier p b  hnd cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Oeitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVLtransferI-11 

Total 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDoubb Bookings 1-13 
3 Rsvana h p r  on prior Kwv a& 1.46 
4 Raallcc of Rivar Paw Common Plant S-1 

Total 

uh(; 
1 B M  tnnsfer 1-1 1 
2 lrnputaton of ClAC-MR I48 
3 Marm ASR C a t  Sham 1-51 

Total 

2 B M  transfer 1-1 1 
3 Comdion for Guidelim rates 1-47 
4 lmpuiaiion of CIAC-MR I48 
5 Marm ASR Con Sham 1-51 

Total - 
1 Oebd C&enwd Tpor on CVIC 
2 C r e d i I ~ m d T ~ o n ~  

. .  
Total - 

To RRed HM phnt sp&fc allocation 

PIliEB 
Marm Island Me& debit-mtsr I 4 2  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
2 

0 
583 

0 0 
(8) (3) 

575 1) 1 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

(191) (179) 
0 0 
0 0 

(191) (179) 

(8,229) 5a4 
(254) (93) 

(8.483) _ _ _ _  491 

1619) (2301 

0 



iSUl BEECHER'S POINT 
TATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
'ESTYEARENDED 1MW% 

SCHEDULE NO. I - A  
DOCKET NO. 95019SWS 

~~ ~ ~ ~ 

COYYISSION ADJ. 
REV EN U E 

VEST V U R  WWTeD 
P e n u n u n  unwi TE8T Y W  COYUl8SION T@ST YEAR ReMNUE 

DESCRIPTION 'lm AWLMTYENTS VTIUTYOSM MJUSIy6NT3 1088 INCREASE REWIREUENT 

I OPERATING REVENUES 12.818 68.948 I 81.764 (45.202) 36.562 
-__ ....... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

1 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 38.878 (1.803)I 38.273 1.833 40.2ffi 

3 DEPRECIATION 7.1M 0 7,184 (745) 6.438 

I AMORTIUTION 0 0 0 0 0 

i TAXES OTHER THAN W O M E  2,871 3,135 8.W (2.243) 3.763 

39,152 75.714 

107.08% 

40.206 

8.439 

0 

1.782 5,525 

5 INCOMETAXES (18.507) 26.007 6.500 (18.622) (10.122) 14,423 4.302 - 
1 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 30.424 27.538 I 57.883 '(17.877) 40.286 18.105 56.471 

.. ..-__ 

I OPERATING INCOME 

t RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

(17.800) 41.408 I 23.801 (27.525) (3.724) 22.887 19.243 ............................................................ -=-=a===--- ............. 
230,888 193.885 183.685 

===-======*= .i.I*E.S=I.il 

.7.63Y 10.32% -1.92W 8.84% 

230,711 s 
=51=1.111.11 IES=.-PDII.. 

=5111111511== .01111=..1011 ............ ====.===E=== 



SSU/ BOECIIER'S POINT 
STATEMEW OF WASTOWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED lZnlt% 

SCHEDULE NO. CB 
DOCKET NO. 9XI495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTlUW WlUN TEST Y W V  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION *Ow ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlrY 1- ADJUSTMENTS 1886 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

14,235 7 1 3 4  S 05.588 (53.765) 31,034 53.643 85.477 _______ __ -- ..--- 1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 168.51% 

2 OPERATION AND MINTENANCE 71.437 056 s 72.293 (182) 72.111 t 72.111 

3 MPRECMTION 2.679 0 2.678 (13) 2.888 2.888 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 2.768 2.808 5.672 (2.430) 3.242 2.414 5.656 

6 INCOMETAXES (25,107) 25.030 643 (19.484) (10.851) 19.761 810 - - 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 51.695 29.592 S 81.207 (22.119) 59.160 22.175 81.343 --- .___ 

8 OPERATING INCOME (37.460) 41.772 S 4.312 (31.646) (27.334) 31.467 4.134 
ii=ililE=.SD..I ..I=-==*==== .D.=I==il=lP. .=I.-=-==-=- 0.=====1~=11 =====**===== =z======--=== 

8 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 
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2 Billing delerminanls 1-75 
3 Imputed m w  for docounled WMeS 1-77 
4 M i l l a m u s  nonutili in- I-77 

TotDl 

P 
1 RAFs on nvonue .djUtmumr a m  
2 Reg FII M a m  Iwnd 1-107 
3 Non-ured ana uvful Uxcr C l O 8  
4 Dium maw on p m  mxea 5 1 4  

Tolal 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 95MKWS 
PAGE I OF I 

(68.948) (71.364) 
23,744 17.598 

0 0 
2 1 

(45.202) (53,7652 

0 
(19) (7) AA 182 

0 

(2.034) (2.419) 
0 0 

(119) 22 
(90) (33) 

( 2 . 2 4 3 ) a  2 430 

(16,622) 119,494) 
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SC3EDUL.E NO. 3-A 
DOCKFT NO. 950495-WS I 

TEST E A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST- CWMISSm TESTYEAR ~ 

COMPONENT d9og ALWJSTUENTS U N I P ( l e O 6  ADJUSTMEWS WS6 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMWNENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

7.894.223 

41.402 

58.335 

R.563.694) 

(3,sOS.ZSS) 

1.015.026 

0 

0 

(64.448) 

302,547 

3 7 3 . m  

0 

O I  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7.81u.m 

41.402 

sa.= 
R.563.694) 

0.6as.Za8) 

1.015.026 

0 

0 

(64.448) 

302.547 

373.334 

0 

5.563 

0 

(17.1w) 

R81.074) 

(128,808) 

87.356 

0 

0 

0 

(425.999) 

(123,790) 

0 

7.899.786 ; 

41.- ~ 

41.210 ~ 

O.M.106) i 

1.102.382 , 
o i  

(64.448) 

(123.452) 

249.544 1 
0 ’  
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-5 
DOCKET NO. 950195WS 

TEST Y U R  BDJUSTED CWMISSDN ADJ 
PERMUTY UTtLITY T E S T W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 4996 ADJUSTMENTS uTluw%% ADJUSTMENTS <OS0 

1 u71~1N PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 CIAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSlRUCTlON 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TMES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTNER 

17.642.717 O f  

992.827 0 

(531.528) 0 

(5.219.609) 0 

(7.103.699, 0 

1.469.972 0 

0 0 

0 0 

(51 .S32) 0 

742,7@ 0 

299.092 0 

0 0 

17.642.717 

992.827 

(531.528) 

(5,219,609) 

V.103.699) 

1,469,972 

0 

a 

(51 .S32) 

742.704 

299.092 

0 

002.736) 

(535) 

(85.854) 

(374.552) 

(285.489) 

245,723 

0 

0 

0 

(1.c67.971) 

(99.173) 

0 

17.339.981 

992.289 

(617.382) 

(5.594.161) 

V.389.188) 

1.715.695 

0 

0 

(51.632) 

(315.267) 

199.919 

0 

PATE EASE I 8,240,844 0 I 8.240.844 (1,960,590) 6.280.254 
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iUl BUENAVENTURA LAKES SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  I 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12i31196 

DOCKET NO. 960496MIS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPUNATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippgelDouMe Bwbngs 1-13 
3 Realla of Rmr  Park cmmon plant S-1 

Total 

IAMR 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pm land wSt 1-7 
4 Secbon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deiiona Laker PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
P 

To reflect net rwrrused and useful ad]uPtment 

1 BVL hansfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDwble Boolclngr 1-13 
3 Ravwnc Depi on pnor N-UIU assets 146 
4 Raalla ol R i w  Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBI; 
1 BVL tnnsfer I-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR ldB 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Laker ComCth-Waer S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 co~.clion for Guideline rates 147 
4 ImputatlOn of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Dei& Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Defend Taws on DepreciPtion 

Total 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 (us) 
0 (558) 

(17.125) (85.854) 

(372.035) 
(1.268) 

0 0 

(287,074) (374,552) 
(1.559) (1.249) 

( 1 m . m )  (285,489) 
(2.173) 0 

0 0 
(126,808) 

0 
245.723 

0 

0 
87.319 

0 
37 0 
0 0 

87,356 

(418,325) (1 .w i . im)  
(7674) (16,845) 

@5994) 1, 1057.971) 

1123.7433 (99.173) 

eMEB 
M a w  Island deferred debitMer 1-62 



NllBUENAVENTURA LAKES 
TATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
'EST YEAU ENDED IZNli96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 1 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION MJ. 
PEfi iiTlLlW W L I 3  TESTYEAR' CQMMISSION TEST YE4R R E M N E  REVENUE 

1SBE ADJUSTMENTS UTIUTY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1990 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

! OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

I DEPRECIATION 

1 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

3 INCOMETAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

I OPERATING INCOME 

3 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

1.M3.589 568.032 I 1.871.621 (635.710) 1,235.91 1 395.805 1,631,716 
..... ............. 

32.03% 

920,478 54,535 I 975.01 3 (91.382) 883.631 S 

244.214 0 244.214 (2.498) 241.716 

883.631 

241.716 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

99,929 110,602 210,531 (31.280) 179.251 17.811 197,062 

(69,225) 155.417 86.192 (176,796) (90.W4) 145.811 55.207 
.............................................. ..... .... 

1.195.396 320.554 S 1.515.950 (301,956) 1.213.994 163.622 1.377.616 
....................... ..................................... ................ . . 

108.193 2477*78 S 355.671 (333.754) 21.917 232.182 254.099 
===-.*=-==== -=======-.== .E... --====== -=ZII=EEI=SII ==-=-=a==*-- =-===-.-.-.= -===-====-=-- 

3.447.425 $ 3,447,425 2.557.548 2,557.548 
0=1...1-1--1 SI...i .l~l=Il ===.=====sa= .lilll=llllli 



-____ ~ ~~~~ ..... ~~ ~ 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-6 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY unuw TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE RWENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION ISM ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. .- .___I.._.._____ _. __ ..... .-__ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 2,780,493 656.484 s 3,438,977 (631,233) 2.805.744 257.587 3.063.311 ......................................................................................................................... ........ 
OPERATING EXPENSES 9.18% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOME TAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

1.539.414 

453.990 

0 

62.624 S 1.602.038 

0 453.990 

0 0 

181.030 218.730 399.760 

(104.555) 1.497.483 $ 

(24.659) 429.331 

0 0 

(35.119) 364,641 

1.497.483 

429.331 

0 

11,590 376.232 

34.540 96.441 130.981 (89.561) 41.420 94.885 136.305 ................................... I ................................. 

2.208.974 377.795 s 2 . ~ 7 6 9  (253,894) 2332,875 106.476 2,439,351 ._ ............... .......................... 

571.519 278.689 S 850.208 (377.339) 472.869 151,091 623.960 
_______51=1- _______ iil.....mP*= .m.=-D==S=PI .1..1.-..s=5 =cslllllilll 1=.1155==1=. li=lps=l=I..=l 

S 8.243844 6,280,254 6.280.254 
Ilil=i=lilll ............. 

......... ~ _ _ _ _ ~ ~ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~. ......... I.._~ ............. 
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I SCHEDULE NO. CC 
SSUl BUENA- LAKES 
IADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING SI'ATEMmTS 
ITEST YEAR ENDED lZi3lR6 
I 

DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

k------ WATER WSTEYVATER EXPIANATION 

1 Remove nquosfed final revrnuc maease 
2 Billing defennmwnts 1-75 
3 ImputM revenue for daswnted rem 1-77 
4 M ~ c d l a n a n  -It, illcDmc 1-77 

Total -- 
1 Reallocate Wary of SSU 8 prasldent S-8 
2 coned ambon tale from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heghts APT UpnHIt 1-58 
4 Hemtt StUW 1-82 
5 Lobbp#Acqulsltlon SlhM 8 mly: Up 183 8 1-84 
6 HeptIfls ArnorbZalIon Ad]ustmmt 1-86 
7 Budgaed ovmnne l o  rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposKl repnssm adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amorhnnon I* 

i o  Purchased pomr Debna Lakes 1-88 
11 Amo~ike Humcane Preparedness P W m m  S-13 

13 Cumnt mte caw 1-93 
14 U n d m  Rate Docket-Reg Comrn Exp 1-94 
15 Jumdrchon Dockat 195 
16 920199 ntc case W n s e  1-96 
17 T w p  budget aryustmenf 1-99 
18 EmplyncognhDn m a d t l o n  1-100 
19 S I p n h W  ExpMses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Waler 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltrabon 1-23 
19 GamdLa3ses 1-105 

12 ConDarvSbon ExpNlsa I-gz 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plan( slippage adpslmmf 1-13 
3 R e a l l d e  Common Pbnf Rmr Park S-1 
4 lmputatrm of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Nef used and useful adjttstmmf 
6 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
I RAFs on revenue adpmnenk above 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 IbiantJ 1-107 
3 Nmused and useful property faxes 1-1 08 
4 Dlvaunts recaived on propertv faxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust lo test year income tan expense 

Y 

437 3 9  
(635,710) (631.233) 

" 
0 0 

(91.382) 5 

Y 

(461 j (5.851) 
0 0 

0 

(28.607) (28.405) 
0 n 

(1 76.796) (89.561) ___ 
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SSUl BURKT WORE 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED IMlI¶6 

SCHEDULE NO, 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TESTYEAR ADJUSTED COYYlSSlON ALL  
P E R M u w  muw TESTY€ARJ OOMMlSSlON TESTYEAR 

i COMPONENT 4996 ADJUSTUEWTS unLrrY~r)6 UJJUSTMENTS Y 9 9 6  

I I 6.773.192 0 f 6.773.192 (107.030) 6.€€6.162 I 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 
! 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 33.695 0 33.695 0 33.695 ~ 

! 
~ 3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.472.550) 0 (1,472,550) (749.385) (2221,935) 

1 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,383.040) 144,511 (1,238,529) (137.515) (1.376.044) ! 
~ 5 c I A c  (355.357) (12) (355.369) 0 (355.369) ~ 

I 1 6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 71.305 0 71.305 0 71.305 

I 

I 

~ 

1 7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMEMS - NET 0 0 0 0 o !  
~ 8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 1  

112 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 ;  

I 

i I 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (21287) 0 (21.287) (48.760) (70.047) I 
! 

j 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2.871) 0 (2.871) 0 (2.871) j 

16.628 0 16.628 (5.514) 11.114 i 11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

I 3.659.715 144.499 5 3.804.214 (1,048.203) 2.756.011 : 
I ______I_=E - -- _______ -5--51------ =======I-. =--I==== =1--11=1=1 

RATE BASE 
~ 
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SUI BURNT STORE 

EST YZAR ENDED lMIr96 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 

SCHEDLLE YO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 9YM95-WS 

TEST YEIR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
m u n m  unuw TESTyulRJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 19% ADJUSTMENTS l3TUJlY1986 ADJUSTMENTS 1196 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICL 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECY~TION 

5 CIAC 

6 AMORTlZ4TlON OF CIAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXE.S 

I1 WORfflNG CAPITAL ALLO\NANCE 

12 OTHER 

S 5,418,671 

33.549 

(1.073.438) 

(I ,827,061) 

(3.813.225) 

1,222,060 

0 

0 

(2,488) 

(60.822) 

14.414 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

247.282 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,418,671 

33.549 

(1.073.438) 

(1.579.779) 

(3313.225) 

1.222.060 

0 

0 

(2.488) 

(60.822) 

14.414 

0 

(16.237) 

0 

205.154 

(246.954) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(17,404) 

(4.779) 

0 

RITE BASE 

~ 

5.402.434 1 
33.549 

(868.284) ' 

(1.826.733) 

(3.813.225) 

1.222.060 

0 

0 

(2.488) 

(78.226) 

9.635 

0 
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SLI BLRh'T STORE 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED IU31i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 95049CWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPUNATION 

~~ 

WATER WASTEWATEF 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plan1 S-1 

Total 

LAMQ 
1 Lehgh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehgh land, Parcel 4, Traa C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier p b  land w s t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-40 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reW net non-U& and useful adjustment 

P 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagwDoublc Bookings 113 
3 Reverse Depr on pnor N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of RNer Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

G K  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Delona Lakes wrndion-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conschon for Guldelme rates 1-47 

5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 
4 Irnputabon olC!AC-MR 1-48 

Total 

P 
1 Debt Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credn Deferred T u n  on Depreaation 

Total - 
To refleu the plant w u f l c  alkmtion 

miE6  
Marw Island deferred debd-water 142 

0 0 
(107.168) (16.357) 

1% 120 
(107,0301 (16,237) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(749.385) 205.154 

0 n 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(42.284) (12.156) 
(6.476) (5.248) 

(48.760) 117404) 

(5,514) (4.779) 

0 



~ ___~. 

SSlll BURNT STORE 
I i ; i [ g $ ; ' E R 4 T K J N S  DOCKET NO. 950d95-WS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 

TEST YEAR AWUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTlLlN UTILITY TeST YEUV COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION IOBO ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1SS8 ADJUSTMENTS IOW INCREASE REQUlREMENT 
_______-__- ~- ~ 

OPERATING REVENUES 183.233 810.414 S 1.W3.647 (377.845) 625,802 144.458 770.260 

OPERATING EXPENSES 23 08% 
............................................................................................................................. 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

205.011 4.953 I 209.964 (1.288) 208.676 f 208.676 

180.941 0 180.941 (45.808) 135.1 33 135.133 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

84.280 35.329 119.589 (33,612) 85.977 6.501 92.478 

(193.459) 294.129 100,670 (93.731) 6.939 53.217 60.156 
_.. ................................................................................ ............................................ 

276.753 334.411 S 611.164 (174.438) 436.725 59,718 496,443 
.............................................................................................................................. .... 

(83.520) 476.003 S 392.483 (203.406) 189,077 M.740 273.817 
5==51===1115 ID=ii=====S.= =s=*======== liliillliil= ==1.1==x:1.11 E=II=.Silll5 1111s3==11=== 

3.659.715 I 3,804,214 2,756.011 2.756.011 
= i P P l l i = . l i i  s ( E l i i l l S = E l ~ l  ===========e ==5111=====ii 



SSU! BURNT STORE 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEAR ENDED 12/31)96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TESl  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1006 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY l#SE ADJUSTMENTS lW INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
_ ~ _ _ _ _ _  ~- __-~____ 
1 OPERATING REVENUES 296.322 (53.42911 242.893 156.944 399.837 (144.486) 255,351 

..................... ..................... ....................... 
OPERATINO EXPENSES -36.14% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 190.367 5.376 t 195.743 (3.773) 191,970 S 191,970 

3 DEPRECIATION 12.919 0 12.919 7,103 20.022 20.022 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 73.555 (36,822) 36.733 5.465 42.198 (6.502) 35,696 

6 INCOMETAXES (230) (18.670) (18.900) 71.969 53,069 (53.227) (159) ......................................................................................................... . 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 276,611 (50.116)S 226.495 80.764 307.259 (59,729) 247.530 .......................................... .................................................... 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

1 
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iC, BCRW STORE 
DSCSTMENTS TO OPERATmG STATEMEFTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1201~96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

PAGE 1 OF 1 
DOCKET NO. 9501%-WS 1 , 

EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER ~ 

1 

(810.414) 53,429 ~ 1 Remove mquwlcd fmal revenue i m e  
2 Billing detenninanls 1-73 432.550 103.498 ~ 

4 Miscellaneous notuitilify inuame 1-77 

1 - 
3 Imputed revenue for dismunted sewice 1-77 0 0 

19 
Total (377.845) 1 5 6 2  j - 

1 Rea lout. salary of SSJ’s presdent S-8 
2 Conea attrition me from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heghls APT expenses 1-56 
4 H e m  sluoy 1-82 
5 LobbylnplAcquisnion salamr 8 mlsc em 1-83 8 1-84 
6 M p a t ~ s  AmoNption Ad~usbnenl 1-86 
7 Budgnsa overtime to rate use expense S-11 
6 Remove SSL, pmrmrec repruston adjunmnl l-74 
9 OAP Amoruution 1868 

10 Purchased power Dekona Lakes 1-88 
11 AmoNLe Hurnune Prepananess Program S-13 
12 C o ~ ~ r ~ a l i o n  Expense 1-92 
13 Current me use expense 1-93 
14 Unltorm Rate Dockn-Reg Comm Eq r.94 
15 Junsdimon W e t  Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rats use expense 1-96 
17 Trubup budget adjumnenl l-99 
18 Ernply rscopndion norn~alualmn 1-IO0 
19 Sharehoidar Eawnses 1-90 
20 Ex- Unaccounted For Waler 1-21 
21 €xes$ lnfii7ralion 1-23 
22 GainrRosses 1-105 

Total 

0 
(168) (145) 

(1,283 (3.773) 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Impulalbn of CIAC-MI? 148 
5 Net used and useful aujustmcnt 
6 Mama ASR Cort Sham 1-53 

Total 

-JMwblE 
1 RAFr on revenue adjutrmenk above 
2 Reg Fees Marw 1rIand 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful pmpeny taxes 1-108 
4 Dwunls  rwsived on pmpeny taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust lo test p a r  inwme lax expense 

0 0 
0.2471 (7071 

57 49 
0 0 

142.6181 7.762 
6 0 

(45.808) __L 7 103 - 
0 

(17.003) 7.062 
0 0 

(14.301) 273 
(2.3081 (1.871) 

(33.612) 5.465 

(93.731) 71,969 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 320 

SUI CARLTON VILLAGE 
MEDULZ OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST Y M R  ENDED IMlM 

SCHEDULE NO. %A 
DOCKET NO. 9 S U S W S  

E S T  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD. 
PERMU~Y tlnm TESTYEW COMMISSION TESIYEAR 

COMPO)(ENT Y S S 6  ADJUSTMEUTS UTILITY1996 ADJUSTMENTS t996 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 442.m O S  442.006 (27.396) 414.610 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 6,711 0 6.711 0 6.711 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (61.260) 0 (61.260) (135) (61.395) 

4 ACCUMUMTED DEPRECIATION (28.501) 0 (26.501 1 440 (26.061) 

5 ClAC (46,532) (288) (46.820) 0 (46.620) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 12.662 0 12.662 0 12.662 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFiTS (944) 0 (Qw 0 (944) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (257) 0 (257) 200 4.943 

1 WORKING CAPrrAL ALLOWANCE 5.470 0 5,470 (1.814) 3,656 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

I . 329.555 (28815 329.267 (23.705) 305.562 ______-_____ ____________ RATE BASE ____________ ____________ =I.=====.== =====E====== 
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DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SU/ CARLTON WLLACE 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST Y U R  ENDED 1M1M 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 95M9CWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATJON WATER WASTEWATER I - 
1 BM transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LcIclp 
1 Lehbh land Panels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Panel 4. Traa C PHFU 16 
3 Collicr pilr land mst 1-7 
4 Sedion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Daitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 B M  transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

TO refkd net nonutcd and useful adluatment 

P 
1 B M  tnnsfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagwDoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Rewrse Oepr on prbr N-UN asKk 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S1 

Total 

GI&€ 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of ClAGMR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denons Lakes mmdiortmter S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Corredion for Guideline ra& 147 
4 lmputstln of ClAGMR 1-48 
5 Mafa  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

v 
1 DaDt Dahrred TaXBS on ClAC 
2 Credil Deferred Taxes on Depredation 

Total - 
To rem lhe plant spedfic allocDlion 

QQlEfi 
Marw Island dcfemd debil-water 162 

0 0 
(27.441) 0 ,  

45 0 
(27.3%) 0 

0 0 
0 0 '  
0 0 1  

(135) 0 

0 0 
463 0 

0 0 
(23) 0 
4.40 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

5,603 0 
(403) 0 

5.2W 0 

(1,814) 0 

0 



SSUl CARLTON VILLAGE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS I TEST YEAR ENDED nnim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR AWUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER unuw unmv TEST YEAR/ COMMISSION E S T  YEAR ReVeNUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UNUW 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 25.134 64.662 s 89.798 (57,822) 31,974 49.523 81.497 
......................................................................................................... ....................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 154.89% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 28,220 1.095 S 27.315 (950) 26.385 I 26.365 

3 DEPRECIATION 12,979 0 12.979 (883) 12.096 12.096 

4 AMORTUATKJN 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 3.652 2,752 6.404 (2.740) 3,664 2.229 5.892 

6 INCOMETAXES (14.338) 23,465 9.127 (20.505) (1 1.458) 18.244 8.786 ........................................................................ ..................... . 

7 TOTAL OPERATlNG EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

28.513 27.312 S 55.825 (25,159) 30.666 20.473 51.139 
................................................................................................................................ 

(3.379) 37,350 S 33.971 (32.663) 1.308 20.051 30.358 
-----=PIIIIP _____ llllllllrlll ========s=== i=======s*== ===1=====_== ===-=======I _=====E===== 
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SSUl CARLTON VILLAGE 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMkNTS 
TEST YEAR ENDED IYJll96 
I 

SCHEDbLE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPUNATION WATER WASTEWATER 

(64.662) 0 1 -  
1 2 Billing determinants 1-75 6.834 0 
I 

I 

1 Remove mquctted final revenue lnaease 

3 ImDuted revenue for  discounted sewice 1-77 0 0 

L=- 
1 4 Miscellaneous non-uti l i  income 1-77 

Total 

1 Realloate salary of SSUr pmsdent S-8 
2 C o m d  attnbon rab from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone H.9hU APT expenses 1-58 
4 H s m a  study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcqusdon salancs h mi% exp 1-83 h 1-84 
6 Hepaths Amortuaton Aajuswnt  1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate cuc expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed iepnuion adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP AmoNPton 1- 

10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amorluo Hurncane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Consewanon €avense 1-92 
13 Curnnt rate case expnse 1-93 
14 Unlform Rate M t - R e g  Comm Gv $ 4 4  
15 JunsdlPK)n W e t  Expanse 1-95 
16 920199 rate a s e  m n s e  1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empty mopndon nonnalmon 1-100 
19 Shareholder W n r e S  1-90 
20 Ex- Unaccounted FOI Water 1-21 
21 Ex- lnfiltntion 1-23 
22 Gainlhoues 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallowla Common Plant RNer Par6 S-1 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1 4  
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marm ASR Chat Sham 1.51 

Total 

7 
Marm Island Dofern4 Oeb# 

P 
1 RAFr on revenue adjustments abwe 
2 Reg Fees Marm Island h107 
3 Non-used and useful propcrly toxcs 1-108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes 5 1 4  

Total 

v 
To adjust to tesl year inmme tax expense 

6 0 
(57.8223 0 

0 
(899) 

19 
0 

(3) 0 
0 0 

(883) 0 

(2402) 0 
0 0 
6 0 

(144) 0 
(2,740) 0 

(20.585) 0 
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10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (17.956) 0 (17.9561 8.971 (8.985) 1 
11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 28.a28 0 28.828 (9.5501 19.269 j 

SSUICHULUOTA 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE i ,TEST YEAR ENDED W31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. W%WS 

L 
TEST EAR MJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERU TI^ unm TESTYEARI COMMISSION TESTY€&R , 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTKlW1996 AOJUSTMENTS 1-6 
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DOCKET NO.  950495-WS 

SUI CHULUOTA SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
CHEDULE OF W-ATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1M1M 

I 
I 

DOCKET NO. 9SM9SWS 

AWUSTEO COMMISSION AW. TEST YEAR 
PERUTILITY u n m  TEST- m M l % M N  TESTYEAR 1 

1- AOJUSlMENTS uIILITylgs( ADJUSTMENTS 1996 I COMPONENT 

1 UTlLrPl PLANT IN SERVICE I 1.809.388 0 I 1,809,388 (22.566) 1.786.822 

2 LAND 287,046 0 287.046 0 287.046 

3 NON-USED (L USEFUL COMPONENTS (257.121) 0 (257.121) (151.030) (408.151) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON (433.154) 33.185 (399.969) 244 (399.725) 

5 ClAC (98.793) (56) (98.849) 0 (98.849) 

6 AMORTKATION OF ClAC 59.131 0 59,131 0 59.131 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1,004) 0 (1.004) 0 (1.004) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1 1.095) 0 (1 1,095) (12.751) (23.846) 

1 WORKING CAPlTAL ALLOWANCE 5.818 0 5.818 (1.929) 3.889 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 1.360.216 33,129 I 1.393.345 (188.032) 1.205313 
-====:cy =_-== ===_==I *s= I=====__. ==-z'I=*sl..S 
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CHULUOTA 
USTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
r YEAR ENDED 1y31i% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  -~ ~~ 

DOCKET NO. 05049CWS 
PAGE 1 OF t 

WATER W A S m A T E R  =puK*TIoN - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of Rivar Park mmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LAW 
1 Lehgh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Panel 4. Tract C PHFU I 4  
3 Collier p N  land wst  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 cmnona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

To r e h a  net non-uwa and useful adjuslmenl 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlipprgelDouble Boakings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN 158eI-3 1-45 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant s-1 

Total 

€l& 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of ClACMR 148 
3 Marm ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 cmnona Lakes wnedlon-wster S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Comelion for Guideline rates I 4 7  
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Dcbit Defemd Taxes on CLAC 
2 cmdn Deferred T r x a  on Depreciation 

Totrl - 
To rewd the plant specific allocation 

QIliE5 
Marw Island defernd deb*-water 142 

0 0 
(191,069) (22.614) 

239 48 
(190.830) (22.566) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(202.769) (151,030) 

~ 

0 0 
3.313 268 

0 0 
(120) (241 

3,193 244 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

10.306 (1 1,015) 
(1,335) (1,736) 
8.971 (12,751) 

(9,559) (1,929) 

0 



SUI CllULUOTA SCllEDULE NO. 4-A 
TA rEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
EST YEAR ENDED iznm 
_ _ _  

TEST YEAR ALUUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Y W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR ReVeNUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY lW ADJUSTMENTS 1#86 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

8 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

5 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

B OPERATING INCOME 

D RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

122.339 280.503 I 402,842 (144,088) 258.754 55.328 314.082 
............................................................... ..................... - ..................... 

21.38% 

130.136 3.976 S 134.112 (8.877) 124,235 I 124,235 

55.614 0 55,614 (10.936) 44.678 44.678 

801 0 801 0 801 801 

31.894 12.657 44.551 (10.487) 34.064 2,490 36.554 

(65.884) 101,755 35.871 (36.806) (735) 20.382 19.647 
. ..................... ................................................................. 

152,561 118.388 S 270.949 (67,905) 203.M4 22.872 225.916 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

(30.222) 162.115 I 131.893 (76.183) 55.710 32.456 88.166 
III.~E~EEIII lllslllllilr ====s*-==m*= E=DE=lllllil =====il==IE= ===a======== ===i===i===ii 

1.276.766 $ 1.278.401 887.407 887.407 
=ii?.=======L.= _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ____________ ____________ -----=~EEEI= _____ 

6.28% 9.94% 
_____._Ei=l_ 1si=lilllilll 

-2.37% 10.32% _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ==El i l l====% _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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$UI CHULUOTA 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED IY31f96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9W495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

u(pUNAT1oN WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili in- 1-77 

Total 

1 Rsaliocste salary of SSUs pmsldent S-8 
2 C o m d  attrition rata from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 HevM study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisitwn salaries a misc. exp 1-83 a 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amorlization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjuslmenl l-74 
9 OAP Amortiition I-86a 

10 Purchased p o w r  DeHona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Humcane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Cumnt rate case u p e n s a  1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Do&et-R~.  Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdidon W e t  Exqense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNSUP b w  adjustment I-= 
18 Emply recognition normaliration I-1W 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infillfation 1-23 
22 Gainflosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant RNer Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net usad and useful adjustment 
6 Marm ASR Cost Sham 1-51 

TOW 

j%G.S OTHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Mar= Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful pmpety taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on propetytaxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(280.503) 
136.381 

0 - 
34 

1144088) 

(291) 
(9.877) 

(304.679) 
48.175 

0 
7 

-256,497) 

0 0 
(6.490) (509) 

98 20 
0 0 

(4.543) (10,549) 
0 0 

(10,9361 I 11 , 038) 

0 

(6.484) 
0 

(1 1.542) 
0 

(3.52;) (2.666) 
1476) (619) 

(10.487) (14.827) 

136,606) I 85 a 750 
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SUI CITRUS PARK 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
E5T YEAR ENDED IUJlB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A I 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PERuTlLlTy UTlLlTY T E S T Y W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

C(WyIPOI(EI(T .IS36 WUSTMENTS lJTiUTY19B6 ADJUSTMENTS 39% ~ 

.. 
c 

1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE s 179.756 (3.025)S 176.731 (113) 176.6f8 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGMS 2.823 0 2.823 0 2.823 i 
I 

3 NOKUSED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (45.166) 2.476 (42.690) (16) (42.7%) j 

0 0 0 0 0 1  

5 c!Ac (127.227) (40) (127.267) 0 (127,267) 

6 AMORTIZ4TION OF ClAC 51.930 0 51.930 0 51,930 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2.631) 0 (2.631) 0 (2.631) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 1.791 0 1.791 25,771 27.562 

I1 WORKING CAPfTAL ALLOWANCE 15.239 0 15.239 (5.053) 10.186 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 76.515 (589)s 75.926 20.589 96.515 
.=1==1x5==11 ==I=-==_==- ===SI.=*==== ==-=*LU-=. ========s= 
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I SUI CITRUS PARK 
CHEDULE OF W A ~ A T E R  RATE BASE DOCKET NO. 95049SWS , 
'EST YEAR ENDED lMlM 

SCHEDULE NO 3-0 

I 
I 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COYLnSSlON ADJ. 
PERWIUTY u n m  TESTYEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

coupom 'lW ADJWTMENTS UTarP I lW ADJUSTMENTS lW I 

1 UTILITY PUNT IN SERVICE s 528.695 o s  528.695 (85) 528.610 

2 LAND 345.327 0 345.327 0 345.327 

3 NON-USED li USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (62.811) (62.811) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECINION (270.974) 0 (270.974) (12) (270.986) 

5 ClAC (106.437) 0 (106.437) 0 (106.437) 

6 AMORTWTION OF ClAC 57.969 0 57.969 0 57.969 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.994) 0 (1.9941 0 (1.994) 

IO DEFERRED INCOMETAXES (4.677) 0 (4.677) 21.054 16.377 

1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 11.549 0 11 . Y 9  (3.829) 7.720 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

559,458 O S  559.458 (45.683) 513.775 
________* =-11111.11 Ell=.=.=.== 3==111E=11 

RATE BASE s 
==__I ---- 
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SU/CITRUS PARK SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DNSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1M1r96 

DOCKET NO. 950496WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehgh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehgh land, Parcel 4. Trad C PHFU 16 
3 Collier piis land cost 1-7 
4 Sedion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NONUSED*NDUSEFVL 
To refkd net non-usec and useful adiustment 

1 BVL Vpnsfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SIippageXJoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Reversa h p r  on prior K U N  pssctr 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Pbnt S-1 

Total 

a!& 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDutolion of CUC-MR 148 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdal 

0 0 1  

0 0 ; 1  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
36 48 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

1 Daitona Lakes correction-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conedion for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 148 
5 Maroo ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Dabk Defemd T a m  on CIAC 
2 Credii h f e m d  Tuea on Depmcjation 

Total - 
To retied me plsnt s~ec f ic  alloutlon 

QmEE 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 162 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

25.943 21.568 
(172) (514) 

2s.ni  

(5,053) 



. - ~ _ _ ~  . ..... ~- 

SSlll CITRUS PARK 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
'TEST YEAR ENDED iznm 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION Ah). 
PER UTILITY UTIUTV TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1990 ADJUSTMENTS umiv igw ADJUSTMENTS 1~9s INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

59.889 25,089 I 04.738 (19,474) 65.264 19.400 84.W 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

29.73% 

58.181 2.587 f 60,768 (2.031) 58.737 t 58.737 

8.876 0 6,676 28 6.704 6.704 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

8.311 1,260 7.571 (937) 6.634 7.507 873 

(6.309) 8.198 1,889 (6.908) (5.020) 7,147 2.127 
............................................................... ....................... 

64,859 12.045 S 76.904 (9.849) 67.055 8,020 75,075 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

(5.190) 13.024 f 7.834 (9.625) (1.791) 11.380 9.589 
IIIESEIIII== ===========s c.=i.=*l=.=ISI Il==llllilll ==i==iss==s- ==s.1351=.=1 Z.=E.ilS.IISi 



SSIY CITRUS PARK 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED imim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-9 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

-~ ~ 

TEST YEAR AWUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION lm AWUSIMENTS UTILITY leM ADJUSTMENTS 1SW INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.... ... 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 94.606 88.381 S 182.987 (3.772) 179.21 5 (15,931) 163.284 
.................................................................................... ....................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES -8.88% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHERTHAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

'87.986 

23.828 

0 

13.736 

2.381 S 

0 

0 

4.084 

70.347 

23.628 

0 

17.820 

(3.023) 

(5.8261 

0 

(1.461) 

67.324 S 

17,802 

0 

16.358 

67.324 

17.802 

0 

15.642 

(16,484) 29,957 13.473 3.887 17,340 (5.889) 11.471 
..................... ............................................................... _ ................... 

1.03% ............ 
L .......... ~- ____ ..... ~ ~ _ _  ........ 
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X I  CITRUS PARK 
DNSTMENTS TO OPERATKNC STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12nlF)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C i 
DOCKET NO. 9M195-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

1 

€XPUNATK)N WATER WASTEWATER ~ 

(25 069) (88 381) 
2 Billina determinants 1-75 5 577 84.595 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 

3 Imp& revenue for diswunmd service 1-77 
4 Mscellaneous non-utili i n m e  1-77 

Total 

I Reallocate salary of SSU's ps ident  s-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights Am expenses I-58 
4 HewiH study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAquision salaries & misc. e-. 1-83 & I& 
6 Hepataii Amorhution Adjustment 1 4 6  
7 Budgeted ovaltime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU prop-ased repression adiuslment l-74 
9 OAP Amortization 1- 

10 Purchased powor Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amodke Hurricane Preparedness Prcgram S-13 
12 Conservatim W n s e  1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Unaorm Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdidion Wet Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T r u w p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition normalkation 1-100 
19 Shareholder Exwnses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfihntion 1-23 
22 Gainsbasses 1-105 

Total 

1 B M  Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAGMR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjuS!ment 
6 Marw ASR cofi Shere 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustmentt above 
2 Reg  Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and uKful properly taxes 1-108 
4 DlrcDunts received on properly taxes 5-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expenre 

0 
18 

(19.474) 

(1%) 

0 

52 
0 
0 
0 

28 

(24) 

- 

16.909) 

(117) 
(3.023) 

0 
(18) 
39 
0 

(5.847) 
0 

(5,826) 

(170) 
0 

(183) 
(1,108) 

11,461) 

3.867 
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,u/ cmus m G S  
ZHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1M1M 

SCHEDULE NO. S A  
DOCKET NO. " K W S  

TESTYEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A N  
 PER^ u n m  l €STyEuu COUMISSION TESTEAR 

COMPONENT i)gs ADJUSTMENTS unmi)gs ADJUSTMENTS 19% 
~ 

c 
.. ~~ 

1 UTlLlpl PLANT IN SERVICE S 5.661.630 (2.WO)S 5.659.630 (573) 5.659.057 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 7,251 3.400 10.651 0 10.651 

3 NONUSED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.775.864) 0 (1.775.W) (894.542) (2.670.410) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,132273) 133,463 (998.810) (130.056) (1,128,866) 

5 CIAC (61 1.895) 0 (611.895) 0 (61 1.895) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 87.393 0 87.393 (2.678) 84.715 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION (961.506) 0 (961.506) 0 (961.506) 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (13,453) 0 (13.453) 0 (13,453) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 56.078 0 56.078 (53.179) 2.899 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE ~7.932 0 ~1.932 (25.841) 52.091 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

s I . ~ Q s . z ~ ~  134863 S 1.530.152 (1.106.869) 423.283 _ = ~ = = =  _____ RATE BISE 
_-_-===*=I= =====.=a==== =_=_==El .11=-51e= 
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iU/ CITRUS SPRINGS SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 ! 

EST YEAR ENDED 1MIB6 ~ 

XEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE DOCKET NO. 95045SWS I 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMMION AD. 
PER~TILITY UTILITY TESTY- COMMISSION TEST E A R  

COMPONENT 3SSS ADJUSTMENTS UTIUTYlSSS ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
~~~ ~~~~ 

1 IJTILIM PLANT IN SERVICE S 1.715.195 0 S 1,715.195 (6,566) 1.708.629 

2 LAND 24,119 0 24.119 0 24,119 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (274.711) 0 (274.711) 466 (274.245) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (732.973) 0 (732.973) 146 (732.827) 

5 ClAC (107.126) 0 (107.126) (1.695) (108,821) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 10.655 0 10,655 (157) 10.498 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (5,141) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (25.201) 

1 WORKING CAPlTAL ALLOWANCE 29.783 

0 0 0 

0 (5.141) 0 

0 , (25.201) 17.515 

0 29.783 (9.876) 

0 
(5.141) 1 

i 
(7.686) , 
19,907 

~ 

I 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 3 3 8  

/ssU/ CITRUS SPRINGS 
(ADSUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1U31r96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. S50495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

i 

mpL*NAnop( WATER WASTEWATER, 1 
1 - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of R h r  Park cmnmon plant S-1 

Total 

LAW! 
1 Leheh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 16 
3 Collier plts land w s t  1-7 
4 SeUion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFLI 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To refleu net non-used ana useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfar 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble &kings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets I 4  
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

!2A!2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

* C C U W . U l .  OF C W  
1 hi ions  Lakes mmdlon-water Sd . ~ ~~ ~~ 

2 EVL transfer 1-11 
3 CorreUmn for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of ClACMR I48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debd Defened Taxes on CIAC 
2 CRdn Deferred Taxes on DepmiPtion 

Total - 
TO nfku the plant specm allocation 

m 
Marw Island deferred debd-water 162 

0 0 :  
0 0 ,  
0 0 :  
0 0 :  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - ___ 

(894.542) 466 

0 

0 0 
0 (1,695) 
0 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

(2.678) (185) 
0 28 
0 0 

(2.678) (157) 

(47.681) 19.175 
(5,498) (1.560) 

153,1791 17.515 

(25,841) 

0 



SSlll CITRUS SPRINGS 
WATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED l2/3llp6 

SCIIEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UnLlM UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION lS86 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY ISM ADJUSTMENTS IBW INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 324.156 324.814 S 848.770 (113.201) 535.569 (102,816) 432.753 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: -19.20% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 245,374 12,451 S 257.825 (12.812) 245.013 S 245.013 

3 DEPRECIATION 92,631 0 92.631 (28.896) 65.735 65.735 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 113.602 (5.228) 108,374 (31,367) 77.007 (4.627) 72.380 

6 INCOMETAXES (87.808) 119,602 32,074 13.373 45.447 (37.876) 7,571 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 363,999 126.905 S 490.904 (57,702) 433.202 (42.503) 390,699 
.......................................... .............................................................................. 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

I .. ...... . .  .. ~- 



-~ ... .... -__ 
iSl l l  CITRUS SPRINGS 
;TATEMEN? OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 

SCIfEDULE NO. 4-6 
DOCKET NO. 95M95WS 

rEsT YEAR ENDED iinim 

TEST YEAR ARIUSTEO COmrUSSlON AM.  
PER UTILITY unwv TESTYEARl COMMISSION TESTVEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 AWUSTMENTS UTILITY l9S6 ADJUSTMENTS I996 INCREASE RE9UIREMENT 

I OPERATING REVENUES 21 1,020 101,316 S 312.336 (129.154) 163.162 122.307 305.489 ...... ... ..................... ._._ 
OPERATING EXPENSES 66.77% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

144,534 6.386 5 150.920 

50,020 0 50,020 

0 0 0 

38.942 (2.169) 36.773 

(24,641) 33.793 9.152 ..................... ..................... 

208.655 38.010 1 246.865 
..................... ..................... 

2.165 63.306 t 65.471 
.=E========= EEI I I I I x==E.  i l l = = = l = = S E i l  

634.600 
==so1~11111== 

634,600 t _______ 
0.34% 10.32% 

=EEI==I=I.Is 

(7.796) 143.124'1 

(536) 49,484 

0 0 

(6.213) 30.560 5.504 

(40.424) (31.272) 45,057 

(54.969) 191.896 50.561 
.. ..................... 

(74.185) (8,714) 71.746 
=Il-i.ESSIII= _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ____-- 

634.432 
_____=-iiill ----- 

-1.37% 
i i l l l D l i . l . l .  

143,124 

49.484 

0 

36.W 

13.765 
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~ 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF I 

EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
#PI revenue increase 

Total 

QPERAT ION 6 MA INTENA&EEXEME 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct anntion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keyrtone Heghts APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/AcguisNon salaries a misc. exp. 1-83 (L 1-84 
6 Hepatilis Amortization Adjustment 1-88 
7 Budgeted ovemme to fate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OW AmortizatrOn I-88a 

10 Purchased pomr Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amottize Humane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expenre 1-92 
13 current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction W e t  Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply reccpnilmn normalkation I-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfiitration 1-23 
22 GainsLosses 1-105 

TOtal 

1 B M  Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marm Island Deferred Debn 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on pmperlytaxes 5-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(324.614) (101.316) 
211.322 (27.873) 

n n - - 
91 35 

(1 13,201) (129.1 54) 

3.242 1.211 
(3.466) (3.704) 

(157) (60) 

(1.776) 
(2.279) (871) 

0 
(786) (3001 

(12.812) (7,796) 

0 0 
(1221 (399) 
266 101 

0 (551 
(27.040) (182) 

0 0 
( 2 6 . 3  (536) 

(5.094) (5.812) 
n n 

13,373 (40,424) 
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SUI CRYSTAL RIVER 
CHEDULE OF WATSR RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12'316'6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95M95-WS 

TESTEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ! 
PERuTfLrpl UTlLrn TESTYEARJ COMMISSION 'IESTYVIR 1 

COMPONENT l$SS ~ W T M E N T S  UTNTY1896 ADJUSTWENTS 3996 

I 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 211.688 O S  21 1.688 (23) i1;.665 -' 

3 NOKUSED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (37.W) 0 0 7 . W )  (6.095) ( ~ 9 )  i 
~ 

1 2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 19,180 0 19,180 0 19.180 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON (53.733) 0 (53.733) (3) (53.736) j 

5 c!Ac (126.158) (36) (126.194) 0 (126,194) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 42.019 0 42.019 (1%) 41.883 1 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (555) 0 (555) 0 (555) 

IO  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.544) 0 (234) 25.669 23.125 1 
I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3.213 0 3,213 (1.065) 2.148 ~ 

i 
I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 ;  

RATE BASE I 55.116 (36)s 55.080 18.247 73.427 I 
1-1==1-1 =._=11--1. =1=1==1===1 .LlEI .=PI= 13========. ~ 
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_ _  
DJVSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST M A R  ENDED 1M1M 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 95049CWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER ' 
~ 

u(PUNATHIN - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park mmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehlgh land Pam16 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehlah land. Pam1 4. Trad C PHFU 16 
3 Colt& prls land mst 1-7 
4 Sedion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Danona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect mal non-used and uwful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagerDoubb Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Dapr on prior N-UAJ assets 1 4  
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR I48 
3 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes mmdioniwPer S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of ClAGMR 1 4  
5 M a m  ASR Coot Share 1-51 

Tots1 

P 
t Dabd Defemd Taxa on ClAC 
2 Cndd Detrmd l a m  on Cnmaabon 

Total 

uBmmxm& 
To raRcu the plant speahc allocabon 

QQLEB 
M a m  Island defemd debdmter 162 

0 0 1  
(56  0 
27 0 
123) 0 

0 0 1  
0 0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

(6,095) 0 

0 0 
0 10 

0 0 
0 (13) 

(3) 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(136) 
0 
0 0 

1 136) 0 

25.875 0 
(206) 0 

25.669 0 

(1,065) 0 

0 

c 



.. .. ..... .... .... ~. ~ 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSUl CRYSTAL RIVER 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/JlFM i DESCRIPTION 

-__ __ . ~ 

TEST YEAR MIUSTeD COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

$996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REPUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 ffATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

12.925 17.530 I 30,455 
.......................................... 

17.391 722 I 18,113 

3.348 0 3.348 

0 0 0 

I .m 815 2.179 

15.038) 6.170 1,132 .......................................... 

17.085 7.707 f 24,772 
............................................................... 

14.140) 9.823 I 5,683 
=====-=-=a== ====z======= EilEE.=.=ilil 

55,116 f 55.080 
lii=.IIIII=E 

-7.51% 10.32% 
cIIIIII~~=II ============ 

6.091 36.552 14.555) 31.997 .......................................... ....................... 
-12.46% 

1366) 17.747 I 17.747 

1173) 3,175 3.175 

0 0 0 

217 2.396 (205) 2.191 

2.136 3.268 11.678) 1,590 
.......................................... ....................... 

1,813 26.585 11,883) 24.702 ...................................................................................... 

4,284 #,e67 (2,672) 7.295 =====-====== ---------_-- __--_________ ---_----__-- __________.__ 

73.42r 73.427 
============ I1lsi=lD1ll=s 

13.57% 9.94% _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  =.=EIE=ES==5 _-_--________ 
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SCI CRYSTAL RRZR 
DIUSTMESTS TO OPERATING STATEIENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED IU31/M 

I 
DOCKET NO. 9W95-WS ! 

SCHEDULE NO. CC 

PAGE I OF I 
I 

~ 

EXPUNATION WATER WASTEWATER j - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing deteminants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utill inwmc 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallowte salary ot SSu's pmldenl S-8 
2 C o m a  auntion me from 5 87% to 5 75% 5-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-50 

5 Loobyngncqusamn salaner h misc em 1-83 h 1-84 
6 hepatlto Amomrabon Adjustment 1-06 
7 Budgeted ovenme to rate caw expense S 1 1  
8 Remove SSU p r o p o d  repmion adlustment 1.74 
9 OW Amomraton 1- 

4 HCM study 1-82 

10 Pumasea cover M o n a  ubi 1-88 
11 Amorlue Humwne Pmparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Emense 1-92 
13 Curnnt rate case c w n s e  1-93 
14 Unlform Rate Doact-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 J u n s d w n  Dock.( Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate caw expense 1-96 
17 TNCUP budget sdjusmenl l-99 
18 Emply mcogndon normaluatmn 1-100 
19 Shamholder E x p e w s  1-93 
20 Excus Unacmunled For Water 1-21 
21 Excass lnf ihtwn 1-23 
22 GainsAosses 1-105 

TMal 

Plant sllppage aalustmem 1-13 
3 R e a l m e  Common Plant R w r  Pan S-1 
4 Imputation of ClACMR 148 
5  et ured acd V&JI a d i m  
6 Marm ASR CosISham 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 R4Fs on revenue aqustmenu above 
2 Reg Fees Mama Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properFl taxes 1-108 
4 Dmmunts raceNed on pmpertytam 54-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(17.530) 0 ;  
23.623 0 

0 o i  
4 0 ,  

6.097 0 1  

1 0 :  
0 ;  
O !  
0 :  
O !  
0 '  

0 
134 

0 
(32) 0 

> (359 0 

0 0 
(5) 0 
11 0 
0 0 

(179) 0 
0 0 

(173) 0 

2,136 0 
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i 

tu/ DAETWYLER SHORES 
DNSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
2ST YEAR ENDED 1y311% 

1 
EXPLANATION WAlER WASTIWATER 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 95MSSWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippdpe 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LAW 
1 Lehgh land PaMIS 1. :!, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehiah land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Col l i r  plts land cor1 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Oenona Lakes PHFU 140 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

WN-USED AkIRUEFU 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble -kings 1-13 
3 Reverse Dcpr on prbr N-UN asms 1 4  
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant 5-1 

Total 

a4c 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputrtion of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

1 DoIlona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of ClACMR 148 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Totpl - 
I DcbR Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 creda Deferred Taxes on Ce!xeciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant speclW allocation 

PlliEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-waler 1-62 

0 0 
(85) 0 
45 0 
140) 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 
0 
0 

(2.308) 0 

0 0 
17 0 
0 0 

(23) 0 
3 0 

1 
0 0 1  
0 0 
0 0 
U U 

0 
0 

0 
0 

(69) 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(69) 0 

7.697 0 
(101) 0 

7 z  0 

(1.799 0 



SSIl/DA).IWVI.ERSHORES 
STAIFMEhTOF WATEROPERATIONS 
TKSI YEAR mntn linin6 

SCIIEDULE NO. 4-A 
WCKET NO, 950495-WS 

~~~~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTEI) COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILIM unuw TEST YEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1006 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLllY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1896 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.~ . ... ..... ....... ~- ... __ . ~- ~~~~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 28.224 29.801 s 57.825 (21.712) 38.113 22.408 58.521 
............................................................................................................................................. 

OPERATING EXPENSES 62.05% 

12 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 39.018 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

4.724 

509 

4.289 

0 

0 

4,724 

509 

1,090 39,105 S 

(92) 

0 

4,632 

509 

39.105 

4.632 

509 

1,372 5.661 (1.116) 4.545 1,008 5,553 

(9,443) 11,302 1.859 (8.522) (6.663) 8.255 1,591 
......................................................................................................... ....................... 

39.097 11.671 S 50.768 (8.640) 42.128 9.263 51.391 
..................... ............................................ 

(10.873) 17.930 S 7.057 113.072) 16.015) 13.145 7.130 
L.===IIIIIIIL ______-----_ ____________ li=1111I1s=s =E====*===.= ======-=e=*= 55E=lllllII. ==IE===i.l=== 

69,660 t 68.391 71,765 71.765 
ll..=.=.E3==1 I-5.lll.zEI. I .=LD==mE~=S =S=EII=I==.5 
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lSSUl DAETWYLER SHORES 
/ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
II€ST Y U R  ENDED IY31B6 

! 

.! 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 
PAGE I OF I 

~ - 
WATER WASTEWATER I EXPLANATION - 

1 Remove requested final revenue inaease 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 hputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miswllaneous non-d l i i  income 1-77 

i 
j 

1 
Total 

1 Realiocate salary of SSU s president S-8 
2 Ccrre~ anntion rate from 5 87% to 5 75% 510 
3 Keystone HeqhD APT e W n K s  1-58 
4 H& study 1-82 
5 LobbvmslAmuisnion salanes & msc e m  1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatili; Amoniition Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted OveRime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustmenl l-74 
9 OAP Amoftiution 1-86s 
10 Purchased p m r  Dekona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparednes Prcgram S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Cumnl rate case upcnse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Rey. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 J u r w i i o n  Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case ewnK1-96 
17 TNWJ~ budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply ncognkion normaliition 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expnses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 bess infinration 1-23 
22 GainsLosses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant R w r  Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marm ASR Cost Share 1 4 1  

TOM - 
Manx Island Defcmd Debt 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adiurtmcnts above 
2 Reg Fees Marcn Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful prowrty taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts rewtved on propeqtaxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust 10 lest year Incnme tax expense 

(29,601) 0 :  
7.883 0 

0 0 1  
6 o i  

O i  (21.712) 

(39) 
(13) 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 ;  

0 0 
(9) 0 
16 0 
0 0 

(101) 0 
0 0 

c9g 0 

0 

(9n) 0 
0 0 

(103) 0 
(36) 0 

(1.116) 0 

(8,522) 0 
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SUI DEEP CREEK 
CHEDULE OF WATER R4TE BASE 
FST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9S049SWS 

~ ~ ~ 

TESTYEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD 
P U I M L f T Y  tmLlTY E S T Y u R l  COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMWNENT 1- ADJUSTMENTS U ~ 1 9 9 6  AUJUSMNTS 1996 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED a USEFULCOMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZ4TION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES F O R  CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

4.958.750 

8,432 

f1.352.378) 

(1,696,413) 

(543.1001 

132,726 

0 

0 

(22.125) 

(90.829) 

128.164 

0 

o s  
0 

0 

123.948 

0 

0 

O 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4.958.750 

8.432 

(1.352.378) 

(1.572.465) 

(543.1001 

132.726 

0 

0 

(22.125) 

(90.829) 

128.164 

0 

(11.7M) 

0 

63.126 

(123.812) 

(26.123) 

30.1 

0 

0 

0 

53.318 

(42.497) 

0 

4.947.000 

8,432 

(1.289.252) 

(1,696,277) 

(569.223) 

133.030 

0 

0 

(22.125) 

(37.511) 

85.667 

0 

RATE EASE $ 1.523.227 123.948 I 1,647,175 (87.433) 1.559.742 
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9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

SSUl DEEP CREEK 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED IMlFM i SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 

DOCKET NO. 95019SWS 

I 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
pERunm u n m  ESTYfAPJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR 1 

I 
CMIPONENT 1- ADJUSTMENTS UnUTYl9S6 ADJUSTMENTS 1% 

9,324,366 

14.202 

(42.4223 

(2.931.2M)) 

(9,499,375) 

2.991.319 

0 

0 

(22.507) 

(179.783) 

130.378 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

234.974 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9.324.366 

14.202 

(42.422) 

(2.755.294) 

(9.499.375) 

2.991.319 

0 

0 

(22.507) 

(179.783) 

130.378 

0 

(10.009) 

0 

82.363 

(234.939) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(9.049) 

(43.231) 

0 

9.314.267 

14.202 

39.941 

(2,991,233) 

(9.499.375) 

2.991.319 

0 

0 

(22.507) 

(188.832) 

87,147 

0 
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SUI DEEP CREEK 
DSUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR E3"ED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  i 

PAGE 1 OF I 
DOCKET NO. 95049CWS 1 

1 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

PLANT IN S E E W E  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realbc of River Park wmmon plant S-I 

Total 

Utm 
1 Lehlgh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Trad C PHFU 14 
3 Colllcr plts land cort 1-7 
4 Sedion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dehona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

To r e k d  net non-used and useful adjustment 

0 0 
(12.814) (1 1.1 81) 

1.064 i .oaz 
(11,750) (10.099) , 

! 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 1  

63,126 - 82 363 

1 B M  transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagefDoube Bookings 1-13 
3 Reversa Depr on pnor N-UN au.1.146 
4 Reslloc of R m r  Pan Common Plant S 1  

Tot;rl 

GI& 
1 BVLtransfer ,-11 

3 M a w  ASR Cost Share -51 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1 4  

Tola1 - 
1 Denona Lakes mnedion-water 54  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conedion for Guldeline rates 147 
4 Impulafion of ClACMR 148 
5 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tots1 

P 
1 Debd Defenud Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credl Deferred T u s s  on Depreciation 

Tolal - 
To refled the plant s W c  alloUtion 

OTHER 

0 0 
671 579 

(123.948) (234.974) 
(535) (544) 

(iz3.aiz) 

0 0 
(26.123) 0 

0 0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

504 0 
0 0 

304 0 

" 

(42.497) (43.2311 

- 
M a w  Island deferred debltwater 182 0 

I 



Slll DEEP CREEK 
TATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
'EST YEAR ENDED ItlJll96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

! OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

I DEPRECIATION 

I AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

9 INCOMETAXES 

I TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

I OPERATING INCOME 

3 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

._ 

TEST YEAR 

1991 
PER u n L i m  

UUUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
UTILITY TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

AWUSTMENTS UTiLlPT 1996 AWUSTMENTS 1906 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
~- ~ _ _ _  

1391.938 222,559 S 1.814.497 (226.268) 1.588.229 262.722 1.850.951 
............................................................................... ............................................ 

16.54% 

1.401.013 (65,997)s 1.335.016 55,083 1,390,099 S 1.390.099 

100,193 0 100.193 97 100.290 100.290 

0 0 

183.192 (I 1,620) 

0 0 0 

171.572 (11.418) 160,154 

0 

11.823 171.976 

(75.486) 113,264 37.778 (100.941) (63,163) 96,785 33.622 
..................... ._ .................. .................................................................. 

1,808,912 35.647 S 1.644559 (57,179) 1.587.380 108.807 1.695.987 
....................................................................................... ............................................ 

(16.974) 186.912 S 189.938 (169.089) 849 154.115 154.964 
lllllill=131 ============ Il=llllS=IE= =========_== i.l=l=S=rll.l ------------ ____________ ------------- ------------- 

rnN 
0 



ISSlll DEEP CREEK ............. 
STATEMEM OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED WJIM 

SCHEDULE NO. 4.0 
DOCKET NO. 950195-WS 

~~~ ~ ~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILIN U n L l N  TESTYEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVEN'& REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 19pb INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHERTHAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

1.798.389 5.621 S 1,804,010 45.828 1.849.838 8.181 1.858.019 
............................................................... 

0.44% 

1.845.549 23.191 S 1,868,740 (45.578) .1.623.164 S 1.623.164 

23.748 0 23.748 17.813 41.559 41,559 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

217.128 (22.833) 194.49s 486 194.981 368 195.349 

(44.774) (34.059) (78.833) 73,765 (5.088) 3.014 (2.054) ._ ............................................................... ....................... 

1.e41.849 (33,501)s 1.808.148 46.489 1.854.637 3.382 1.858.019 
.............................................................................................................................. _ ..................... 
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U/ DEEP CREEK 
>JUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
S T  YEAR ENDED Iy31i96 

j 
! SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 1 
PAGE 1 OF 1 1 

1 
WATER WASEWATER 

1 

1 Remove requested final revenut inuease 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diswunled servIC. 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili i n m e  1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S8 
2 coned attrition rata from 5.87% to 5.75% S10 
3 Kayrtone Heiihk A M  ewcnses 1-58 
4 H& study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition 5 a k M  6 mis .  erg. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis AmoWalion Adjusbnent 1-86 
7 Budgeted ovefiime to nte case CXPenK s-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP AmomzPtWn I* 

IO Purchased paver Denonr Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortire Hurricane Prepandners Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expanre 1-02 
13 currant rate case expense 1-93 
14 Unrlorm Rate W e t - R e g  COmm. EXP 1-94 
15 Jumdidion Docket W n w  1-95 
16 920199 rate case ewense 1-96 
17 T ~ c - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normaliLation 1-100 
19 Shareholder ExWnses 1-90 
20 Excerr Unaewunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
22 Gains/Loues 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVLTransferI-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Pafk SI 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1,48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 M a m  ASR Cart Share 1.51 

Total 

w2.559) (5.621) 
(3.859) 51.297 ~ 

n 0 - 
150 152 , 

(226.2582 45 , 828 

(947) 
(306) 

0 

(855) 
0 

(186) 
(3.306) 
2,085 

(2.599) 
(537) 

(5.138) 
(16.216) 

(262) 
(3.812) 

0 
0 

0 0 
55,083 (45.576) 

0 0 
(741) (546) 
437 444 
(609) 0 

1 . w 9  17.915 
0 0 

97 17813 ____ - 
Y a m  Island Defsrmd Mi 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees M a w  Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and u5eful property taxes 1-108 
4 m w u n t s  received on piopertytaxes S 1 4  

Total 

0 

(10.182) 
n 

2.062 
n - 

477 1.349 
(1.713) (3.225) 

(11.418) 486 

-(100,941) 73.765 
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WDELTONA LAKES 
m U L E  OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED lM1196 

SCEEDULE NO. 3-A i 
DOCKET NO. 9504SWS I 

~ ~ ~~ ~ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I n.099.486 0 I 23.099.406 (145.6003 22.953.886 ~ 

2 LAND h LAND RIGHTS 140,180 33.m 173.180 (u.Oo0) 140,180 ~ 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (671.9m (671.9m (1,141,642) (1.813.619) ~ 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (6.600.1211 122.163 (6,477,958) (117.316) (6,595.274) 

5 ClAC (8.831.391) 0 (8.831.391) V2.366) (8.903.757) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 2.01 1.586 0 2.011.586 64,868) 1,956718 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (171.213) 0 (171.213) 0 (171.213) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 981 .am 0 981,930 (617,039) 364.891 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 991.794 0 901,794 W8.=0) 662.934 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 10.950.274 155.163 I 11.105.437 (2510.531) 8,59+740 
--= _5__ -_- ID___= 
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AGE 357 
SWDELTONA LAI(Es SCBELILILE NO. 3-B 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWAIEN RATE BASE DOCKET NO. 9 5 W S W S  
ESIYEAREhTJED1yJII% 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD. 
PERUT0ll-f Mury TEST-YEIRI COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

c o w o m  iSS6 *DJuSNENTS UIU.lTY1996 ACJUSTMENTS 19% 

1 UTILIM PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMUUTED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTLWTION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRlJCTlON 

9 UNFUNDED FUST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

I2 OTHER 

s 15.220.332 

305.802 

0 

(4.264340 

(693.107) 

253.851 

0 

0 

M.60ro 

(263.056) 

200.451 

0 

o s  
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15.220.332 

305.802 

0 

(4.264.354) 

(693.101) 

253.851 

0 

0 

(34.U) 

(263.056) 

200.451 

0 

(4.648) 

0 

(927.295) 

(255) 

R6.743) 

(18.248) 

0 

0 

0 

(21.279) 

(66.466) 

0 

15.215.684 

305.802 

(927.295) 

(4.264.612) 

V19.1144) 

235.M13 

0 

0 

(34.m) 

(284.335) 

133.985 

0 
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DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SClDELTONA LAKES 
W S T M E N T S T O  RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED Iu31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 050485-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 0 0 
2 To adjust for Plant Slippage/DouMe Bwldnpr 1-13 (153.833) (6.312) 
3 Realloc of Rm Park comtmn plant S-1 8.233 1.664 

Total (145.Mx)) (4.648) ___ 
LBblp 

1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 ColW piis lend cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dettona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To re??eci nel non-used and useful adjustment 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(33.m) 0 
0 0 

(33.ooo) 0 
~ 

f1.141.542) (927.295) 
~~ 

1 BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 Plant Slippa@Dwble Bwlongs 1-13 
3 Ravar~e Dcpr on piw N-UN assets 146 
4 Realbc of Rim Pa& Common Plant S-1 

Total 

GI& 
1 BVL transfu 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Mwm ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Dcltonp Lakes comchwmatn S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conection for Guideline rates 147 
4 lmputmon of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Cort Share 1-51 

Tdpl - 
1 Dabd Defand Taxes on CIAC 
2 Credlt Defemd T m s  on apreuabon 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

cnlm 
Marw Island deferrea debn-water 142 

0 0 
(72.366) (26,743) 

0 0 
(72.3666 28 743 

66 466 

0 



~ - ......... ~~~~ ... .- 

SSUlDELTONA LAKES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11131i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I TEST E A R  AWUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY u n m  TEST YEARJ COMMISSKJN TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

OESCRIPTlOti 1996 AOJUSTMENTS ilTlUTi is% ADJUSTMENtS is96 iNCREASE REWIREMENT I 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATiNG EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

5.303.619 602.613 S 5.906.232 (1.383.224) 4.523.W 620,047 5.143.855 ....................... .............................................. 
13.73% 

3.087.741 132.315 S 3.220.056 (283.159) 2.936.897 I 2.936.897 

707.260 0 707,260 (%.057) 669.203 669.203 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

491.656 57.173 548,829 (79.742) 469.087 27.9% 497.025 

128.144 156.197 284,341 (326,237l (41.896) 228.715 186.819 _ _ ............................................... ......................... 

4.414.801 345,685 s 4.760.486 (727,194) 4.033.292 256.653 4,289,944 
....................... .............................................. ................. 

888.818 256.928 S 1.145.746 (656.030) 489.716 364.194 853.911 
1=.1..11.5.1= ilsPllll=lli = D = S = S l = i . I I E  E=IEEIISIII= Ilis=DDssI=I s i l . i i l L i . l = i  .i3Li.=i===.D=== 

10.950.274 S 11.105.437 8,594,746 8,594.746 
=11111511111 =S=li.sl l===i =====-====== ===-========= 

8.12% 10.32% 5.70% 9.94% 
==-===sa=-== ====.===.=E= 15-....i131=1- ml-iiililsiP= 



SSUIDELTONA LAKES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTlUN TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION I S M  ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REPUlREMENl 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

1.810.132 1.774.051 S 3.S4.183 (1,182,028) 2.422.155 837.887 3.260.042 
_-....-._...I... 

34.59% 

999.801 42.770 S 1,042,571 (52.470) 9go.101 s 990,101 

706.366 0 706,386 (53.936) 652.430 652.433 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

401,934 82.995 484.929 V8.7W) 408.229 37.705 443.934 

(360.619) €04.405 243.786 (338.6643 (94.878) 508.670 213.792 
._ - 

1.747.482 730.170 S 2.477.652 (523.770) 1.953.882 346,375 2.300.257 

62.650 1.043.881 S 1.106.531 (638.258) 468.273 491.512 959.785 

..... ^ ..-......... 

......== 155. ... 11.1==511 i.P..=I-I.I. 111115111-5= s D - I I P s * ( I I - .  .-=======*.. =.sP=S==I-==. 

5 10,725,321 9.660.384 9,660,304 
iI.....-1.=. =5311=1.-o.-- =======--***- 

10.725.321 
*.51111..1.. 

0.58% 10.32% 4.85% 9.94% 
.11.==1.=*-= 5-0..1....1==1 01=11-.1.=.1 =*=-====-=-== 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
\GE 361 

~ T ~ F . T . T O N A  I.AKFS . - - -. - . . . - 
INL'STMEYTS TO OPERATMG STATEMEKTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1Mlr96 

SCHEDULL NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

!zxPUNAm WATER - 
1 Remove reqwsted Snal revenue increase (602,613) 
2 Billing detcnninants 1-75 c180.8'5) 
3 Imputed r e w w  fw dtscmntec d c e  I-n 0 
4 MlsCCIIanecus nwcuhrhy i m  1 7  234 

Total l1.583.z24) 

1 Reallocste salary of SSL's pMdnt s-8 
2 Cone3 a m o n  m e  from 5 87% 10 5 75% S-lo 

4 rlHntt nuay 182 
3 KLyStOM heignts APT expn.ca 1-58 

5 LoteynglAcqulshon 5abn.l d m s c  elp 1-81 8 184 
6 Hopatrls Amorteatlon Adjlurtnmt la 
7 Budgcced arrrbme to rate use expense S-1 1 
8 Rmove SSL, p o w  epnswon ad~ustmart 1-74 
9 OAP AmnhzltDn 

10 Purchased pomr D.llona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amorbzc Humcan Preparedness Prcgnm 5-13 

14 Unitorm Rate DockmI-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Junsdic+on DaM Expm 1-95 
16 920199rat.u~expenseI-96 
17 T n v y p  bud@ ad)- 1-99 
18 Empty ncopnUon m a l m b o n  1-100 
19 Shareholder GpmSes 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infimdtca 1-23 
19 GaindLorres 1-105 

12 CCTISWwahM WtIU 1-92 
13 CJmMrdte-C%pW!4CI-93 

Tobl 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustmart 1-13 
3 Reallocllte Common Plard R m r  Park SI 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Nel used and useful adjuslmmt 
6 Manx ASR Cor( Share 141 

Total 

w 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjwbmntt abow 
2 RFg Fees M a M  Island I 107 
3 Norrusd and W u i  prqertytaxer 1-108 
4 Disccurds racewed on property taxer s-14 

Marc0 Island Defend D M  

Total - 
TO a d p l  to teat year inunnc tax emense 

(7,203) 
(2.329) 

0 

WASTEWATER ~ 

1 

1 
(1.T14.051) , 

610.863 1 
O !  

1.160 ! 
11.162.028) I 

0 
0 

(10.w6) (2.022) 
(283.159) (52.470) 

0 0 

0 

(62,245) 
0 

(52.291) 
0 

(326.237) 1m.m) 



ZDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
XKET NO. 950495-WS 
LGE 362 

TEST YElR U S W  CWMISSICWAA 
P E n m  m TESTYEW COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COUPONEM WS6 ADJUSTMENTS UTLlTy3I86 ADJUSTMENTS 3m 

TEST YElR U S W  CWMISSICWAA 
P E n m  m TESTYEW COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COUPONEM WS6 ADJUSTMENTS UTLlTy3I86 ADJUSTMENTS 3m 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 129.239 O S  129,239 R.wn 126.582 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 188 0 188 0 188 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (5523) 0 @.rm (est) (6.375) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (51.wJ) 0 (51.840) a (51.m) 

5 ClAC (11.326) 0 (11.326) 0 (1 1.326) 

6 AAWRTUATION OF ClAC 9.197 0 9.197 0 9,197 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS ~ NET 6.439 0 8.433 0 6.43s 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (450) 0 (rsa) 0 (450) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES R.421) 0 ~ ~ 4 2 ~ )  16 R.401) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2.605 0 2.m (-1 1,741 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO.  950495-WS 
PAGE 3 6 3  

iu/ DOL RAY MANOR 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST VEAR ENDED 32/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 060495.Ws 
PAGE I OF 1 

UUAUATDN - 
1 BVL lmnsfer c11 

3 R e a l l a  of RNU P w k e u n m  @ant S1 
2 TO .dJUgt fM p(n( SllppsgdDoubk 6 d O y l s  1-13 

Tdal 

LBblp 
1 Lchgh land Parab 1,2.  and3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehgh land. P a d  4. T R d  C PHFU 14 
3 Cdlw pts land Cost 1.7 
4 sabon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dtn~oa Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Tdal 

P 
1 BVL transfer C11 
2 P M  Si- Booldrrgs 1-13 
3 R- Depron plk4 N-UN assets 1-46 
4 R d l a  of Rm Park Commor Planl S-1 

Tdal 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR I48 
3 Mano ASR ccrt Share 1-51 

Tdal 

1 DtncnsLakss s-4 
2 BVL lmnrrfn 1-1 1 
3 ~ O n f M ~  rates 147 
4 IrnpunDI of ClACMR I48 
5 Mm ASR Cc6l Share 151 

Tdal 

WATER WASTEWATER 

0 0 
(2.669) 0 

22 0 
(2.647) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1852) 0 

0 0 
66 0 
0 0 

(11) 0 
57 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

0 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 95019SWS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ, 
PER UTlLlN UTILIN TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION I S M  AWVJTMEHTS UTILlNl906 ADJUSTMENTS IS88 INCREASE REWlREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

20.172 26.822 S 48.994 39.251 W.245 (42.574) 43,671 _.--_.I. 
-49.38% 

26.498 639 s 27.137 (251) 26.808 s 28.808 

4,267 0 4.267 (1.635) 2.632 2.832 

3% 0 3% 0 3% 3% 

4.263 1 .Mo 5,311 1.641 6,952 (l.@lB) 5.036 

(7.w 9+?% 2,032 15.237 17.289 ~ 1 5 , ~ )  1.585 ..................... _ 
27.760 11.383 s 39.143 14.992 54,135 (17.w) 38,535 

._ .. .... - _--_ 
(7.W) 15.439 S 7.851 24.259 32.110 (24.975) 7.138 

==-==...-.-= .---*.--=1 11-m. =1...1-. .-.-...---.. ..-.--.I---. ----....-I. -....I..IuI. 

71.622 ............ 71.022 ............. 
RATE OF RETURN -9.@7% 10.32% 44.71% 9.94% ............ ............ .iiDli.Si.ii.. ............. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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ssc/ DOL RAY MANOR 
ADJUSTMENTSTO opmurwc STATEMENTS 
TESI YEAR W E D  1y31r)i 

SCIlEDULE NO. 4€ 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

P 
1 B M  Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjdjmmant l-13 
3 ~ea~bcate common Plant Rivn Park 5-1 
4 ImpnaCm of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 N u  IS& and useM .diurtmant 
6 Man0 ASR C& .%am 1-51 

TUdI 

- 
To adjuct lo tert year i ~ o m  tax expme 

26.822 0 
12,426 0 

0 0 
3 0 

39,251 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

1,766 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

1.641 0 

(sz) 
(44) 

15.237 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SUI DRUID HILLS 
CHEDIJLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EsTYEARENDEDLuJlr96 

SCTEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. E&%WS 

1 UTILITY PUNT IN SERVICE s 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS ~ NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

423.603 

780 

0 

~158.309) 

(44,771) 

24.903 

13,007 

0 

(1.866) 

(7.770) 

10,811 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

423.- 

780 

0 

(158.309) 

(44771) 

34.903 

13.007 

0 

(1.W 

Yr.770) 

10,811 

0 

P.W 

0 

( 1 6 . W  

233 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.419 

(3.585) 

0 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 8604S6WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

SSU/ DRUID HILLS 
ADJUSTMEhTS TO RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED W31M 

WATER W A S M I A T E R  

-. 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 I 
2 To adjust for ptmt Sli- B0oldy)s 1-13 
3 Raalbc of Rinr Park m m o n  plant SI 

Total 

UfiQ 
1 W i s h  land Parcab 1.2.and3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. P a r d  4, l m d  C PHFU 1-6 
3 C o H i  p4ls land cat 1-7 
4 sodim 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitma La- PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Ptard SlippoOslDoublc Boakings 1-13 
3 R-DlpmpiaN-UNassalS1-48 
4 Realbc of Rinr Park CrmmOn Plant S-1 

Total 

WBF; 
1 BVL tmnsfer 1-1 1 
2 I r n w  of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR cos( Share 1-51 

Total 

1 DebmLakes 
2 BVL tmnsk 1-1 1 
3comchon ' for G u a i n  ratas I47 
4 lmpllrtm of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Ccsl Sbre 1-51 

Total 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 '  

(16.687) 0 

0 0 
278 0 

0 0 
(45) 0 
2x3- 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

1,419 0 
(408) 0 

1,011 0 

(3.585) 0 



SCIIEDULE NO. 4-A 
DDCKET NO. 9Sl495-WS 

SSUl DRUID IllLLS 
SI’ATEMENTOP WATEROPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11131196 

TEST YEAR CoMMlSSloN ADJ. 
PERUTILIN UT!LIN TEST YEW COWlSSlDN TEST YEAR REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1 ~ 9 6  ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY rers ADJUSTMENTS m e  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

71,670 45.908 I 117.578 54.104 171.882 (81.483) 110.199 
...--...-....l.l.. .... 

-35.81% 

48.148 

16.390 

902 

13,422 

1.337 s 49.485 

0 16.390 

0 902 

2,161 15.583 

(1.336) 48.149 S 48.149 

(ss) 16.292 

0 902 

1.947 17.530 (2.787) 

18,292 

Kl2 

14.763 

270,300 ............ 
0.88% 

111..-1-51.- 

8 270.300 ............ 
10.32% ............ 

247,MM ............ 
24.49% 

..11..1..1-. 

247.803 ............. 
9.94% ............. 
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SUI DRUID HILL5 
DJUSTMEKTS TO OPERATING SFATEMEMS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12CW96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

PAGE 1 OF 1 
DocKEr NO. m w s  

WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Rcmore quested firal n m w  increase 

3 lmpuied m u e  fa discaunted rnvice 1-77 
4 Miscellanaur mutility *rw 1-77 

2BimIgdaermirun(tI-75 

Total 

1 Real!wme salary of SSV'S Wesidenl s-8 
2 Con& tnritii rste h m  5.87% lo 5.75% S-10 
3 K e y s t m e H d g h t s A P T ~ l - 5 8  
4 He&I Study M 2  
s LMA-& =-a miac. rrp. 183 a I- 
6 Hcpaith Amorliz&ion Adiusmant 1-86 
7 B w e d  ovcr(im to rdteure- S-11 
8 R- SSU pmpo6d mpmssbn adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP ArmMka!h 

10 Purchased pamr Ddrm Lake0 I-BB 
1 1  A M h  Hu- Prcp1vedn~s6 Program S 1 3  
12 comeN&m Ex$ense 1-92 
13 Cunenl rste case axpnse 1-93 
14 uniform Rate Docket-Reg. C m m .  Em 1-94 
15 Jumdidm Docket Ewensa 1-95 
16 920199 r3@ c.y 1-96 
17 T ~ w p  djustment 1-99 
18 En'@yrrcopni tbnml i~1-100 
19mamdder€?pem%l-o0 
20 Ercccr Urucuunted For Walu 1-21 
21 Excess lnfilhtion 1-23 
22 GainsAcSes 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 B M  Trnmlw 1-1 1 
2 Plant s l i m  adjustmn 1-13 
3 Reallocate cmmon Plant Rim Pa* S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net vrad and useful adjugmnt 
6 Marc0 ASR C& Share I S 1  

Total 

45.908 
8,183 

0 
13 

Y.104 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 .  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(109)  0 
J 0 

0 0 

0 0 
(98) 0 

0 

2.455 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(343) 
(145) 

1.947 0 

M.801 0 - 



?DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 
4GE 370 

rsU/ EAST Lu(E H u ( R I S  ESTATES 
IQIEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
[EST YEAR EWW 1231196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET No. 99495WS 

CWMlSSlON A A  

1 UTILITY PIANT IN SERVICE I 560.151 o s  560.157 0 580.101 

2 LAND 6 UIND RIGHTS 1 .me 0 1 ,= 0 1 .os 
3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (65.012) (65.012) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (46.766) 0 (46.766) m (46.7-w 

5 ClAC (5.168) 0 (5.566) 0 (5.566) 

6 AMORTlUTlON OF ClAC 1 .sa 0 1.1156 0 f.1156 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 .  0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.297) 0 (1 ,287) 0 (1.297) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (S.162) 0 @.I@) 0 (10.107) 

t 1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7.51 1 0 7.51 1 e.-) 5,021 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE EASE 5 508,031 o s  508,031 (68.510) u9.521 
---==--= P___j ---=- __I_. I=--- 
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SUI EAST LAKE HARRlS ESTATES 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. OSMSSHIE  
PAGE 1 OF 1 

LANQ 
1 Lehiih land FYK& 1.2. d 3  PHFU S-2 
2 LChiph land. Panel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 55 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denonr Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 B M  hnsfet 1-1 1 

Tdal 

1 BVL !larefer I-1 1 
2 plant s w m w  eookms 1-13 
3 RmneD.grmpriorN-UN.lsas1-46 
4 R e a h  of Rivn Park C a n m  Phnt S-1 

Tdal 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
24 0 
0 0 

(31) 0 m- 0 

!2I& 
1 BVL transfel c11 0 0 
2 ImpuWm ol CIAC-MR 1-48 0 0 
3 Maw ASR cod Share 1-51 0 0 

Tdal 0 0 - 
1 ~ L a k n s c u r ~ s - 4  
2 BVL h&er 1-1 1 
3 comrtm for GuWm ntcs 1-47 
4 Imputahl ol CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Maw ASR cod Share 1-51 

TOW 

1 D e b ~ l O d ~ T u e s m C l A C  
2 Credl Dchmd lues m DeparatDn 

Trm 

PItlEB 
Marc0 Island deferred deM-mter 1M2 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(945) 0 
(544) 0 

(1.489) 0 

A 0 

0 



SSUl EAST LAKE 1IARRIS ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDEDlUJllPd 

SCHEDULE NO 4 A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR AWUSTED COMMISSION AOJ. 
PER UTlLlTV U T l U N  TEST YEAR/ OOMMlSSWm TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1096 ADJUSTMENTS lDod INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
- __ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

8 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

18.038 102.853 S 120,691 115.013 235.904 (150.665) 105.239 _ _ .................... 
-55.39% 

24.800 1.358 S 25.958 (1.116) 24.840 S 24.840 

19.426 

0 

3.979 

0 

0 

4.m 

19,426 

0 

8.665 

14 

0 

4.731 

19.440 

0 

13.398 

19.440 

0 

7.517 

(22,914) 37.345 14,431 43,479 57.910 (48.130) 9.774 ............................................................. ....... 
25.091 43.307 s 66.478 47.109 115.537 (54.016) 61.571 

... .................................................................................... _ ... 
(7.053) 59.466 s 52,413 67.904 120.317 (76.849) 43.m 

-..-*-I-==. ........................ .1==11=11.-. .11...1.111. .*... .................... 
5MI.031 ............ s 5MI.031 ............ 439.521 ............ 

27.37% ............ 
439.521 ............. 

9.84% ............. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 9504:35-WS 
F E 3 7 3  

,U/ EAST LAKE HARRIS ESTATES 
UUSTMEMS TO OPERATING STATEMEMS 
ST YEAR ENDED llDIi96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4€ 
DOCKET NO. M(USW.5 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER ExpuNLiTloN 

P 
1 BVL T m f w  1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjurtrrnt 1-13 
3 Reallocste Cornmar Phnl R W  Park S-1 
4 lmpnsfm of ClACklR 1-48 
5 N d u s e d M d W I a d j ~  
6 Mrco ASR -Share l-51 

Tc(al - 
Mrco Island Dcfernd DeM 

P 
i RAFS on waiw dpbnents atow 
2 Reg Fees Mnso Island 1-107 
3 N- and useful pmpatv taxes 1-108 
4 Dtsmunts - on pmpatvtaX4SS14 

Total - 
To adjust lo tesl year I- tax uprise 

102.853 0 
12,151 0 

0 0 
9 0 

115.013 0 

0 0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

14 0 

(12) m 

5.176 0 
0 0 

(zso) 0 
(194) 0 

4.731 0 

45.479 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
'AGE 374 

SUI FERN PARK 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12n1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A I 
-NO. 950495-WS 

- 

TEST YEm ADJUSTED COMMISSION ARI. 1 

PER- U T t W  T E S T W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR I 

COMPONENT is96 ADJUSTHEMS UTILTTY19SS ADJUSTMENTS i B S 6  

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s si ,628 o s  331.628 (6S.216) 265,412 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 1.353 0 1,353 0 1,353 

3 NON-USED k USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (17.359) (17.359) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (*.%) 0 (48.586) 1.565 (47.021) 

5 ClAC (18.571) 0 (18.571) 0 (18.571) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 10,544 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.349) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (5.W) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7,815 

0 10,544 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (1.349) 

0 (5.W) 

0 7.815 

0 10,544 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (1.39) 

3.855 (1,449) 

(2.591) 5.224 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-132O-€O€-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SL' FERNPARK 
DJUSTMEYTS TO RATE BASE 
EST yE*R ENDED 11131/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 W 1 

1 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 1 - 

1 BVL bamfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realtos of R i m  Park m m o n  plant S-1 

Total 

w 
I Lehgh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU s-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, rract c PHFU lb 
3 CoUief pits land mrt 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 D&OM Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL tnnsfer 1-11 

Total - 
To refled mt non-uxd and useful adjustment 

1 BVL 1rnllSfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagclDoublc tlwklngs 1-13 
3 Reverse Dep on pnor N-UN asset3 14 
4 Realloc of R l m  Park Commm Plant S-1 

Total 

wB(; 
1 BVL h l S f N  1-1 1 
2 Impbtabon of CIAC-MR 1 4  
3 Mama ASR Cost Share 1-51 

rota1 - 
1 Dehorn Lake w fmc tmmta r  S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Cwecbon rW Guldcline des 147 
4 lrnputabon of CIAC-MR I 4  
5 Marw ASR Cast Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Deb4 Defend Taws on ClAC 
2 Crcdlt Defend Tams on Deprembon 

Total - 
To reflect Mc plant specfic allocation 

!?nm 
Marw Island defnred debt-water 1-62 

.. 
0 -0 7 

(56.281) 
65 

(66,216) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 1  

(17.359) 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3.855 0 
(258) 0 

3,597 0 

(2.591) 0 

0 



.... ~~ __~____. ~~~~ ... ...... ~~~ ..... ~~~ 

SSlll FERN PARK 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED lZl3lCy6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

_ ~ _ _  ~~~ - 

TEST YEAR &JUSTED COMMISSION M J .  
PER UTILIW U T I U N  TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST M A R  REVENUE REVENUE 

MSCRlPTlON 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlW IS90 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
__ ...... 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 33,373 52.601 S 85.974 82,225 148,199 (78.M) 70.104 ....................... .- 
OPERATING EXPENSES: -52.70% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

30.639 

11.076 

0 

4.024 

1.358 I 31.997 

0 11,076 

0 

2.433 

0 

6.457 

(1.013) 30.984 t 

(1.433) 

0 

9.643 

0 

2.613 9.070 (3.514) 

30.984 

9.643 

0 

5,555 

(11,018) 18.829 7.811 25.329 33.140 (28.770) 4.371 ....................... 

34.721 22.620 $ 57.341 25,496 82.837 (32,284) 50,553 
....................... ....................... 

(1.348) 29,981 $ 28.633 36.729 65.362 (45,811) 19,551 
i..l1.1i-i111 *. -IEE-IIIIII  101.....-11= -==m.Iz*=Eli ========*m.m m l = l l l - = * i i i l  =====s=*m==== 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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BUI FER. PARK 
DJUSTMWIS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1U31D6 

SCHEDULE YO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 Remove requested fins. rcvenUe increase 
2 Billing delemlnank 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue lor aiswt.niea YMCF ,.77 
4 Miscsllrneaus non-utllriy inwme 1-77 

Total 

1 ReailoMe salary of SSUs pnsldcnl S 4  
2 Con& atmbon me horn 5 8796 Io 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Helghts APT cxp.nm 1-50 
4 H c m n  rtuoy 142 
5 LobbylnglAcquisRion sabnes 6 mRc clp  I43 h I S a  
6 Hepowr AmoRmuon Adjutrmerd 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime lo rate caw expznrc 5-1 1 
8 Remove SSU propcrco rcprnrwn adjustmen1 1-74 
9 OAP AmorbraDn 186s 
10 Purchaw pQmr Denom Lakes 1-88 
1 1  Am0rW.e Hrmmne PrepareaMII Program 5-13 
12 Consamtan Expnw 1-92 
13 Cdnem me case expense .-93 
14 Unlform Rile DOcksl-Reg Comm E- .-94 

17 TNCU~ bud@ adjuslmenl l-99 
18 Empty remgnlm normaltzalban 1-100 
19 Shamhddcr Emsnrcr 1-90 

15 Junsddldlon Docket E x p n x  1-95 
16 920199 rate u.C eXpMSC 1-96 

20 Exceoo Una&ntcd For Waer 1-21 
21 Excarr Infiitration 1-23 
P GainwLosoor 1-105 

Tnlal 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocote Common Plant RNer Park S-1 
4 IrnpuWion of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and uxlul adjustment 
6 M a w  ASR cort Sham 151 

Total 

P 
Mama I rW Dcfcmd Debn 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adpstmenk above 
2 Reg Fees Mama lslrnd 1-1 07 
3 N w s e d  and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Dncwnk  rRwved on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjun lo ten year m a m e  tax expense 

WATER WASTEWATER 

52.601 
9.615 

0 
9 

62.225 

0 

0 
0 
0 .  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 ,  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
(1.621) 

27 
0 0 

161 0 
0 0 

J 0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

25.329 0 



ORDER NO.  PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

4GE 378 

SUIPERNTERR4CE 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAREMlED 13131iS6 

SCIIEDULE NO 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950095-WS 

1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED LL USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

137.279 

1,131 

0 

(41.639) 

(10.578) 

3.958 

0 

0 

(922) 

n w  
5 , s o  

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

(45) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

137.279 

1.131 

0 

(41.639) 

(10.623) 

3.958 

0 

0 

(922) 

nw 
5.340 

0 

(40) 

0 

0 

(35) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.323 

(1,771) 

0 

I 
137239 1 

1131 

0 

(41 674) 

(10,623) 

3.958 

0 ,  

0 '  

(922) 

1,619 

3,569 

0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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SSUlFER\ TERRACE 
*DJusMENTS TO U T E  BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1231196 

SCHEDULE NO. 342 i 
DOCKET NO. 960495WS 1 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I 

I WATER WASTEWATER , EXPLANATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjusl for Plant SYppagdDouble Bwkings 1-13 
3 Realloc of RNer PaR commOn plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Par& 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehgh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier p b  land cost 1-7 
4 Scction 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect rvt IDMW and dwful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouMc Bockings 1-13 
3 R~varsc Depr on pnor N-U/U assets 14 
4 Rerllos of Rivar Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBI; 
1 BVL m M f N  1-1 I 
2 Impmailm of CIAC-MR I 4  
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes CMCctmn-wter S 4  
2 BVL tmnsfw 1-1 1 
3 C o d o n  for Guideline rates 147 
4 Impuialion of CIAC-MR I 4  
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Sham 1-51 

Total 

- 
To reflest the plant spsutic allocation 

QItlEE 
Marc0 Island deferred deblt-watw 1-62 

0 0 
0 
0 

(84) 

(401 0 
44 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
(13) 0 
0 0 

(22) 0 
(35) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 



..... ~ ~ ~ _ _  .. .... ........ 

.SSII/FERN TERRACE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED imim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ALIJUSTEO COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

OESCRIPTW 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY i9% ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. ~____ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 23,276 24.672 S 47.940 (23.522) 24.426 22.128 46,554 
....................... - ....................... -- 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 90.59% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 23.981 985s 24.966 (507) 24.459 S 24.459 

3 DEPRECIATION 6.000 0 6 . M  i o  6.070 6.070 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 3.515 1.161 4.676 (1.106) 3.570 996 4.565 

6 INCOMETAXES (6.122) 8.690 2.568 18.628) (6.060) 8.152 2,092 
....................... ....................... _ 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 27.434 10.836 t 38.270 (10,232) 28.038 9.148 37.185 
......____I . .......................... 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

N/FER"ITERRAc@ 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERKTING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 

WATER WASTEWATER 
1 

WIANATION - 
1 Remove nqmed final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diSUIunted seMCe I-TI 
4 Mwelbneous non-ubhly Imme I-TI 

Total 

1 Reallocate Wary of SSU's prcudant S-8 
2 Coned amition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystme Heights APT expenses 1- 
4 HevM study 1-82 
5 LobbyinplAcqukitron salaries (L m i x .  up. '1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepa* Amwteaion Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted owtime to rate u s e  expense S-11 
8 R e m  SSU pmpoMd repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amoftmbn I* 

l o  Purchased pwer Deltona Lakes 188 
11 Am- Hurricam Preparedness Program S13 
12 c o w m  Expw 1-92 
13 Current rate case expmc 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Dock&-Rcg. Comm. EXP I-M 
15 Juridiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16920199Rtecase~se1-% 
1 7 T r u u i ~  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply nsognition normalization 1-1 00 
19 Shareholder m s e s  1-90 
M Excaor Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfiitration 1-23 
19 GaingLosras 1-105 

Tolal 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjurtment -1 3 
3 Realioute Common Plant R m  Park S-1 
4 Impttalion of ClACMR 1 4  
5 Nct wcd am usdul adw.trnen1 
6 Marc0 ASR Cod Snue 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on r m u e  adjustments abow 
2 Reg  Fees Marm Island 1-107 
3 Nm-uscd and wful property lares 1-108 
4 Discounts mew on propwhl taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust lo lesi year inwme tax expense 

.. - 
(24,672) 0 

1,146 0 
0 0 1  
4 0 1  

! 
(23,522) 0 1  

(39) 
(13 )  
0 

0 ,  
0 '  
0 ,  

0 
(6) 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
( 8 )  
18 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(8.628) 0 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
~ ~ ~~-~ - 

OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 382 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95M9LWS 

I 

COYPONEHT TSSS ADJUSTMENTS Ul luTy1996 ADJUSTMENTS T O M  i 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ.1 
PERUTILITY UnvrY TESTYEARJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR 1 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND h LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS -NET 

6 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

RATE BASE 

97.562 

654 

0 

(39.992) 

06.370) 

22.020 

0 

0 

(1.042) 

(669) 

6.035 

0 

o s  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

97.562 

654 

0 

(39,992) 

(36.370) 

22.020 

0 

0 

(1.042) 

(669) 

6.035 

0 

97.518 

654 

0 

(mO.008) 

06.370) 

22.020 

0 

0 

(1,042) 

(1.316) 

4.034 

0 

! - 
! 

I 

i 

~ 

I 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I SWFISHERhlAN'S HAVEN SCHEDULE NO 3.B 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RpiTE BASE 
ESTYEARENDEDIY31196 

DOCKET NO 55049SWS 

I 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 1 
P E R M U T Y  M L l M  T E S T W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR , 

COMPONENT .1S% ADJUSTMENTS UTlLITY'Y005 ADJUSTMEWS 99% 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

416.645 

1,938 

(42.683) 

(113.657) 

(45.740) 

29.264 

0 

0 

(1.079) 

(7.999) 

O f  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

416.645 

1.958 

(42.683) 

(113.6W 

(45.740) 

29.264 

0 

0 

(1.079) 

(7.999) 

n 
0 

(21.621) 

(16) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(405) 

416.568 

1.938 

(64.304) 

(113,673) 

(45.740) 

29.264 

0 

0 

(1.079) 

(8.404) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 6.252 0 6.252 (2.073) 4.179 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 1  

RATE BASE I 242,941 O f  242,941 (24,192) 218.749 ~ 

n I-==-=== ====-==-=- I =*-==_ pIIYIIpI= =- 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
3CKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 384 

S C G l S H E R W S  HAVEN 
DJC$TWEhTTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ESDED 1M1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 96049S-WS 1 
PAGE 1 OF I 1 

1 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER ~ 

eum&Emu 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bmkhgs 1-1 3 
3 Realloc of River Park wrnrnon plant S-1 

Total 

1 Lehigh tand Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Trad C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier piis land wst 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflecl net non-U& and useful adjustment 

1 BVL bawler 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippgdDouble Ewlongs 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U ass& 1-46 
4 Realloc of RNW Park Cctnrnon Plant S-1 

Total 

WBt 
1 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Coot Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Defiona Lakes correction-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer i-1 1 
3 Cwrection for Guideline rales 147 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cod Share 1-51 

Total 

0 
0 
0 1  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 1  

0 (21,621) 
~ 

0 0 
9 10 
0 0 

(25) (26) 
(19 (16) 

~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(552) 0 
(95) (405) B J  405 - 

To reflect the plaa spsiric allocation 

QQIEB 
Maw Island deferred debt-water 1-62 0 



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

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSIIIPISHERMAN’S HAVEN 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED IINIR(I 

........ - ~~~_____ .... 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTlUTY UTILITY TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1 8 1  ADJUSTMENTS UTlUTY I$% ADJUSTMENTS lSS6 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

23.627 19.943 S 43.570 (18.W) 25.262 16.818 42,080 _ ....................... ......................... -- ......................... 
56.57% 

29.160 

3.782 

0 

2 . m  

1.147 S m.m7 

0 3.782 

0 

964 

0 

3.266 

(702) 29.m S 

12 3,794 

0 

(8%) 

0 

2.m 757 

29.605 

3,794 

0 

3.165 

(5.637) 6.879 1.242 (6.441) (5.199) 6.1% 997 
..................................................................... ...... .......... 

29.607 8.990 s 38.597 (7.989) 30.608 6.952 37.560 
.. ..................................................................... ....... ............. 

(5.9ao) 10.953 S 4.973 (10,319) (5.348) 9,865 4.520 
.i-=l=*PS.=. ==*=.===.--= s========-== ====-===-.*. ~=1151.....5 Illi=llllsIIP 

48.198 45.490 45.490 
====**====== =PI.D=S=I.==l 

48.198 s 
.1*il.=lllli =======-.=-= 



~~~.~~ -. . ~~~~~~ -~ ..... ~~~ ........... ~~~~ 

:S~IfFlSIlERMAN'S HAVEN SCHEDULE NO, 4-8 
ITATEMEW OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
'EST YEAR EM)ED Ill31196 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR/ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1896 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY IS96 ADJUSTMENTS 1896 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 46,624 .64.M5 S 111,129 (59,427) 51,702 51.904 103 .m 
....................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES lW.39% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 48.178 1.746 s 49.924 (1.638) 48,286 f 48.266 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 R A E  BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

18.652 0 18.652 (1.339) 17.313 

0 0 0 0 0 

17.313 

0 

10.179 2.154 12.333 (3.210) 9.123 2.336 11,459 

(17.413) 22.569 5,156 (19,462) (14.306) 19.121 4.815 
....................... 

59.5% 26.469 I 86.065 (25.649) 60.416 21,457 81.873 

(12.972) 38.036 S 25.064 (33.778) (8.714) 30,447 21.733 

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

Illllli==~lP =i==s======i. *==..=m=-1-5 5115.-.111== =11=1==1=1--* I = = l i l i D , , i l l l =  -1m1=111==1== 

218.749 ............ 
-3.98% 

-=-====me=-* 

218.749 ............. 
9.94% ............. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 387 

;1'msmx..Vs EAVEN 
XR'SIMEST.5 TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
3sT YEAR ENDED 123186 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

ExPlANAm - 
1 Remove reqwotec final revenue Increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dlocounied service 8-77 
4 Mlwrllaneous non-ub l~  i m e  1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU'S pns~denl S-8 
2 canct amhon ntc from 5 87% lo 5 75% $10 
3 K c m e  Heights APT axponres 158 
4 H& study 1-82 
5 LobbymglAcquismon Mtanes 8 m i x  exp 1-83 8 la 
6 HepmD AmotQzalion Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted ovcrtima 10 rate case uganse S-1 1 
8 R e m  SSU pmpowd repression adiustmenl l-74 
9 OAP AmorbL.bon 1-86. 

10 Purchased pamr Debra Lakes 148 
11 Amwbze Humcana Preporedms Pmgnm S-13 
12 Consmatmn Ex$ense 1-92 
13 Cutrent rate case expanse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate DffiM-Reg C m m  Ew 1-94 
15 Junrdldlon DocM W n S C  1-95 
16 320199 rate case UgcnrC 1-98 
17 T ~ b u p  budgel adJwimnl1-99 
18 EmphlrecognNon n m l m b c m  I- lW 
19 SharehoW Expnses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinfaan 1-23 
19 Gains/LosSss 1.105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 P m  slippage adjustmanl 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plan1 R m r  Park S-1 
4 lmputabon of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net used and useful adiustmnl 
6 Mano ASR Cod Shu; I d1  

Total 

P 
Mano Island D.hncd D.M 

P 
1 RAFs on r m u e  aqunmentr above 

3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Dlssoums rccavcd on property taxes 5.1 4 

2 Reg FCes MrW IkbM 1-107 

Total 

v 
To adjust l o  ten year lnwmc tax ewense 

WATER WASTEWATER 

(61) 
(702) 

0 

21 
0 
0 
0 

-12 

(9) 

0 

(6,441) 

.. ,. - 
(64.505) 

5,071 
0 
7 

159.427) 

(63) 
(1.6SJ 

119.462) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 388 

SSUrTLORIDA CENlRAL COMMERCT PARK 
SCHEDCLE OF WASTEH'ATTER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR E.WED 12n1196 

SCEEDVLE NO, 3-8 
DOCKET NO. W % W S  

nssr m ADJUSTED COMMISSION A W  
PERMLlTY UNM n s r w  CWYISUON TESTYEAR j 

COMPONENT 49% ADJUSTHENIS UTlLlTY1SSS BRIUSTMENTS 49% 

! 

1 1 UTILIN PLANT IN SERVICE S 1.241.287 0 I 1.241.287 (14) 1.241.273 
I 

1 ZLAND 1M.123 0 150.123 0 130.123 
i 
1 3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMPONENTS (44.992) 0 (44.992) (114.9W (159.952) 

i 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (356,206) 0 (356206) 0 (356,206) 

I 5 ClAC (543.346) 0 (543.346) M.440) (m.786) 

I 6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 117.781 0 117.781 828 118.609 

j 7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 

i 8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION (194.565) 0 (194.565) 0 (194.565) 
~ 

~ 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS @W 0 (322) 0 (322) 

i 1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.867 0 1.867 (619) 1.248 

0 0 0 0 0 i 12 OTHER 

RATE BASE s 347.149 O S  347,149 (153.481) 193.668 

I 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.478) 0 (4.478) (4.276) (8.754 

i 

3-1- -_ =- P- ='--=3. P -_===s-= 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 389 

U/FLORJDA CEh'TRAL COMMERCE PARK 
LIL'SMENTS TO RATE BASE 
STYEARENDED IY)lB6 

1 SCHEDULE NO. 3 E  
DOCKET NO. SSMSS-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 i 

WAFER WASTEWATER fXPLMIPTlON - 
1 BVL transfwI-11 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Realk  of RNar Pam common pranl S-1 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land Parsels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Cdlier p b  land custl-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
P 

1 BVL Gander 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippagc/DouM Booangs 1-13 
3 Rev- Depr on pnor N-LIIU 146 
4 R m o c  of RNN Pa* Common Plant 5-1 

To reflect n t  non-used and useful ad,ustment 

Total 

w 
1 BVLGansfer ,.ll 
2 ImpuOMn of CIAC-MR t 4 8  

3 Marc0 ASR Cosl Share 151 
To(sl 

1 D&N Lakes carntlon-mtef S 4  
2 BVL transfer i-1 1 
3 CM&M for Guideline Rtcs I 4 7  
4 ImpuWion of CIAC-MR I4 
5 Marc0 ASR Cosl Share 151 

Total 

- 
To renect the plant rpnifc allocawn 

QmEB 
Marc0 toland defmed debii-water 162 

~ 

0 0 '  
0 (29) 
0 15 
0 114) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 1114,960) 

0 0 
0 4 
0 0 
0 (8) 

0 0 
0 (34.440) 
0 0 
0 ( 3 4 . U )  - 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 828 
0 0 
0 828 

0 (619) 

0 



. . .  ~~ ~~~~~ ~ _ _ _  ............ ~~~ ..................... 

SCHEDULE NO. 4.6 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AOJ. 
PER UTILITY UTlUN TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVSNUE RWENUE 

DESCRIPTION 19S6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILIN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19S6 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 109.301 113.082 S 222.383 (27.454) 194,929 898 195.827 _ .............................................. 
OPERATING EXPENSES 0.46% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 107,444 3.478 s 110,922 (459) 110.463 S 110,463 

3 DEPRECIATION 38.168 0 J8.168 (5.925) 32.243 32.243 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 28.823 4.346 33.169 (3.280) 29.889 40 29.930 

6 INCOMETAXES (34.396) 38.706 4.310 ('391) 3.619 331 3.950 
.............................................. ...... 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 140,039 46,530 S 186.569 (10.355) 176.214 371 176.586 
............................................... ............ 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

(30.738) 66.552 S 35.814 (17.093) 18.715 527 19,241 ..................................................................................... 
347,149 193.668 193.668 

====--=-===- 515151=1111=1 

347.149 s 
/-_-.*.=I../- 511115=111=1 



%DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
XKET NO. 950495-WS 
IGE 391 

SUlFulRIDA cENTR*I COMMERCE PARK 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
WCKET NO. 95Ho495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER ~ 

1 
~ 

3 Imputed revenue for discounted seMce I-TI 0 O !  
4 Miscallaneous mMlRy income I-T7 0 2 :  

0 (113.W2) ~ 

- 
1 Remove reqwsted final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 0 85.626 

Total 0 (27,454 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 0 (14) I 
0 (4) 

3 Keystone Heights APT rxpmm 1-58 0 0 ,  
4 H h  stcdy 142 0 (88) 

(92) I. 
(5) ~ 

5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 mix. u p .  1-83 8 164 
6 Heptitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budget& overtime to nte Case expeMc S-11 0 (11) j 

0 O !  8 Remove SSU propooed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortkatan I-8sa 0 (12) I 

10 Purchased power D&OM Lakes 188 0 O !  

12 Consafvatbn -sa I-92 0 (47) ~ 

13 Cumnl rate case expense lL93 0 M I !  
14 U n i f m  Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Ew 1-94 0 (4) ~ 

15 Jurisdiction Docket Expnse 1-95 0 (9) 
16 920199 rata case 1-96 0 76 ~ 

17 T ~ e - u p  bdget adjmtmedi-99 0 (252) 
18 Empiy rewgnifion nonnalkatbn 1-1 00 0 (4) 1 
19 Shareholder -m 1-90 0 (55) : 
x) Excesr Unacwunted for Water 1-21 0 0 ;  
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 0 0 ;  

! 

2 Plant slippage adjurtmcnt 1-1 3 0 (3) I 

2 Correct a t t M  rate lrom 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 

0 
0 

11 Amotibc Hurricaw Preparedness Program S-13 0 (6) j 

19 GainslLorres 1-1s 0 19 i 
Total 0 -(A$ I 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 0 0~ 

3 Reallocate Common Plant R k  Park S-1 0 6 1  
4 imputalbn of CIAC-MR !a 
5 Net used and Mefui adjustment 
6 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjurtments a w e  
2 Reg Fees Maw IMand 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful pmpnytaxes I-108 
4 Discounts rRmed on proparry taxes 5-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

0 (1.651) 
0 (4.271) 
0 0 
0 (5,925) 

0 

0 (1,235) 

0 (1,614) 
0 (430) 

0 0 

0 (3,280) 

0 (691) 



iDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
X K E T  NO. 950495-WS 

Ic/TorNTAI.ys 
X E D L I E  OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEARE3DED LYJLr96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO 950495WS 

E D 7  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A N .  
PERUTlUTY vT(uTy TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

1 COMPONENT $SSS ADJUSTMENTS u f t u r y S 3 S  ALUVSTMENTS $S% 

1 UTlLlPl PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND h LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZ4TION OF ClAC 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

317.884 

93 

(10,873) 

(58.923) 

(130.551) 

18.712 

0 

0 

(217) 

( 5 W  

1.259 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

317,884 

91 

(10,873) 

(sS.923) 

(1300.%l) 

18.712 

0 

0 

(217) 

(562) 

1,259 

0 

(446) 317.418 ! 
! 

0 9 3 :  

23 (58.m) ~ 

581 (10.292) I 

(5.116) (135.667) ' 

121 18.833 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (217) 

27.44S 26.887 

(417) e42 

0 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 393 

WIFOUNTAINS 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

EXPUNATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjurt for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

IAN! 
1 Lehigh land P a d s  1,2.  and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collnr pts land co+L 1-1 
4 Secbon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-70 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net noIwsed and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bodongs 1-13 
3 Revem Depr on pnw N-UIU assets 146 
4 Realloc of Rlver Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBI; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputalm of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

TOM - 
1 Delfona Lakes cmectm-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 CorrectJon for Guideline rat- 147 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Deb* Deferral Tams on ClAC 
2 Credlt Deferral T m s  on aprauabon 

Total - 
To reflect lhe plant opewtic alhx&on 

QItiEB 
Msrco I k n d  deferred deb6-water 142 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 960495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 

.. 
0 ..D . 

1456) 0 
' 10 0 
(446) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

581 0 

0 0 
28 0 
0 0 
(5) 0 
23 0 

0 0 
(51 16) 0 

0 0 
(5,1151 0 

0 0 
0 0 
35 0 
e6 0 
0 0 

121 0 

21,757 0 
(308) 0 

21.449 . 0 

141n 0 

0 



~ 
~~~~~ .................. ~~~.~..._____~.__ 

SSlJlPOUNTAlNS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

___.. .- 

DESCRIPTION 
......... 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTALOPERATINGEXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

....... ~ .... 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILIN UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR ANENUE REVENUE 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

4.621 46,380 s 51.001 (21,784) 29,217 23,194 52.411 _ _ ............................................ .- ............. 
79.3896 

19,940 640 5 20.580 (142) 20.438 S 20.438 

7.954 0 7.954 (174) 7.780 7.780 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.919 2.026 4.945 (1.087) 3.858 1.044 4.901 

(1 3.455) 16.863 3 . m  (8.457) (5.049) 8.544 3.495 
....................... ....................... ......... 

17.358 19.529 S 36.887 (9.861) 27,026 9.588 36.614 
. . ........... ....................... 

26.851 S 14.114 (1 1,923) 2.191 13,606 15,797 
.=*========= ====-=ss===== 

(12.737) 

1M.802 s 

-9.31% 10.3296 1.38% 9.9496 

======-=---. -==-...--=s. ============ =lillll~SI.= 

136.802 158.997 158.997 
________=--_ I=lililllllll .1-=15=11111 ====-=--==== ________ 

11=11=511=11 =====e.--=.= I l i l D I I I I = I s s i  i.-.l.~il=SI 

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



DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950495-WS 

5UU/MIUNTAINS 
LNUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED Ill31196 

SCHEDULE NO. C C  
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WAlER WASTEWATER - 
1 Rerove nqwrted final revenue increase 
2 Billing delminants 1-75 
3 ImputM revenue lor drrcounted tcrvlcc I - 7 7  
4 MDcellaneous non-utll!ly income I-i7 

Total 

1 Rcallcatc salary of SSJs preudmt S-E 
2 Contct a m n  rate lrom 5 87% lo 5 75% S-10 
3 Keyslone Heights APT expcnws 1-58 
4 Hmmt ItuQ 1-82 
5 LobbymngIAcquistion sahnes 8 moc cxp I43 8 184 
6 H w i U ~ s  Amortmbon AdjuShTMM 186 
7 Budgeled werhmc lo n1e cast2 er$mm S-1 1 
8 Remove SSL p f w  reprarrron ad,us1ment1.74 
9 OAP Amofteation 1- 

10 P~rchascd porn Detona Lakes 188 
11 AmorbM dumcan Preparednns Program 5-1 3 

13 Cunent rate cue exvcrn 1-93 
14 unnofm Rme Dam-Reg Comm Exp 1.94 

16 920199 rate cast2 expense 1-96 
17 T w p  budgd adjumnnC 1-99 
18 Emply rcsognlbon nxmrlvatwn 1-100 
19 Shanholdn Expenses 1-90 
20 Exsnt Unaccwnted lor Walw 1-21 
21 hmss hnbation 1-23 
19 G u M -  I - l S  

12 C M r W b o n  1-92 

15 JUmdlcbDn Dockel 1-95 

Total 

P 
1 BV. Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Pmnt slippage adjuslment 1-1 3 
3 R a l M e  Common Plan1 RIMI Park 5.1 
4 lmpmtion 01 CIAC-MR I48 
5 lvel u w  and usclul adjaluJtman1 
6 Marco ASR Cod Snare 1-51 

Tobl - 
Marc0 l l ~ n d  Mcmd D.M 

P 
1 RAFs on m u e  adjuslmmts awve 
2 Reg Fees Mrco islard 1-107 
3 Nonused and urelul propcfty taxes 1-1 08 
4 Dscounts reSCNm on properly laxer 5-14 

Total - 
TO adjun IO test year income tax expense 

121.7e4) 

0 

3 
(1 10) 

(1,087) 

(8,457) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - - 

0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.SI~TTOY RllN _._. 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1213186 

-LEE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

I 

I 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A N . ,  

PERVlKfW UTWTY TESTYEIRl CWMISSlCtd TESTYEAR , 
COMPONENT 1996 LDJUSTMENTS ~ u T y 1 9 9 5  ADJUSTMENTS $006 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 633,898 o s  653,898 (1.147) 652.751 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 3.306 0 3.206 0 3.326 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (172.747) 0 (172,747l 0 (172.747) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACRUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

IO DEFERRED INCOMETAXES 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

(131 .W 

(114,070) 

37.330 

0 

0 

V49) 

(9.689) 

4.342 

(131.383 

(114,070) 

37.330 

0 

0 

(749) 

19.669) 

4.342 

49 (131,316) 

0 (1 14.070) 

0 37.330 

0 0 

0 0 

0 n49, 

675 18.994) 

(1.440) 2.902 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 ,  

RATE BASE 5 270.276 o s  270.276 (1.865) 268.413 , 
-= -=I- ,._E_I _y___ __=_I 



tDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 
LGE 397 

iUffOX RUY 
XEDLZE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED Lli3v96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. W 9 5 - W S  

COMMISSION ADJ TEST E A R  ADJUSTED 
PERUTVlTY UnLll-f TEST- MMMISSION TESTY!2AR 

COMPONENT 4SS6 *RNSTbYEnTS tmLlTYiSS6 ADJUSTMENTS i996 

1 UTILIM PLANT IN SERVICE s 493.712 O S  493.712 P2) 493.680 

2 LAND 3.609 0 3.609 0 3.609 

3 NON-USE0 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (131.123) 0 (131,123) (18) (131.141) 

5 ClAC (197.069) 0 (197.069) 0 (197.069) 

6 AMORTUATION OF ClAC 74.821 0 74.821 0 74.821 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (734) 0 (7%) 0 (734) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES e.=) 0 e.=) r2.m) (4.657) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.255 0 4.255 (1.411) 2 . w  

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

I 244383 O S  244.883 (3.530) 241.353 
---= -___Z= ==--== =--E-== =--_=== 

RATE BWE 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 398 , 

U/FOX RUN 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
3” YEAR ENDED 1Mlr96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  i 

DOCKET NO. 950106-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 , 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjuDt for Plant SlippageIDwbk Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of R l w  Park wmnwn plant S-1 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deiiona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To r e M  M1 n o w e d  and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 ReMne Depr on Mor N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of R W  Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputstion of CIAC-MR I 4  
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

TOW - 
1 Deiiona Lakes wmction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conectbn for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Deterred Tans on ClAC 
2 credlt Defemed Tams w, Depnnatlon 

Total - 
To r e M  the p!ant allocation 

amEB 
Marco iMnd deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 ;  
(1.183) (67) i 

56 35 ~ 

11.147) 132) j 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 ~, 

0 0 

0 
0 

0 
67 
0 0 

(1 8) (18) 
49 (18) 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
19 

675 12,069) 
(634) 1480) 

41 12.549) - 
(1,4401 11.41 1) 



~ . . . . . .  - 

SSII / lWX H l l N  
STATEMENI OF WATER OPIIRATIONS (TESI. YEAR ENDED 11131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9504995-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMlSSlON ADJ. 
PER UTt i lM UTILITY TEST VEAW COMMISSION TEST M A R  REVENUE REVENUE 

19@6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITV 4996 ADJUSTMENTS le96 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

21,220 79,025 S lW.245 (36.656) 63.509 34.073 97.662 
._ ....................... _ 

53.50% 

35.696 896 s 36,592 (197) 36.395 I 36.395 

14.630 0 14.630 (30) 14.600 14.600 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

15.126 (643) 14,483 (1.876) 12.607 1.533 14,141 

(23.730) 30.386 6.656 (13.350) (6.694) 12.552 5.858 
....................... ....................... ......................... 

41.722 30.639 S 72.361 (15.452) 56.909 14,085 70.994 ............................................................................ 

(20.502) 48.366 t 27.884 (21.204) 6.680 19.987 26.668 
=-.Si=.=.-=- =i.lllilS==. ii.=-Elllill Illllllli_p=- Elli=liliiEP *-========== P.lill.SISlill 

m 

V I l V  
a 



O
R

D
ER

 
N

O
. 

P
S

C
-96-1320-F

O
F

-W
S

 
D

O
C

K
ET 

N
O

. 
950495-W

S
 

PA
G

E 
4

0
0

 

I 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 401 

UlFOX RUN 
XTUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
W l  YEAR ENDED 1MY96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 95o*s5ws 
PAGE 1 OF I 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPUJUTlON 

2 Billing detmminants 1-75 
3 Imputed rawnue far diswunted service 1-77 
4 M i l l a m u s  nowutility inwme 1-77 

Totpl 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU'S prcudmt S-8 
2 comct atman rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT upanoes 1-58 
4 H A  study 1-82 
5 Lobbyng/Acquiwtion d a r k s  8 mkc. np. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepattis Amartnation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted OveRirne to rate case e w n s e  5-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed m & n  adiustment 1-74 
9 OAP AmMthation I46a 

10 Purchased pomr M o n a  Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortbe Hunicana Preparedness Pmgnm S-13 
12 C o n W o n  Exqense 1-92 
13 C u d  me case e>psnse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Re$. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 J t n i s d i i  Docket EXpM I-BS 
16 920199 me case m n s e  1-96 
17 T ~ r m p  budset adjuttmenl l-99 
18 Empty rcmgnilian n o m u l i t i m  1-1 00 
19 S h a m h ~  Expenses 1-93 
20 Excess Unacwunled for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infikmmn 1-23 
19 GaindLosrar 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjugmenl 1-1 3 
3 Reallowe Comnwn Phm Rmr  Pam S-1 
4 lmpuhbon of CIAC-MR 140 
5 Nei d and useful adpbnmt  
6 Mama ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
P 

Marc0 Island Deferred Debt 

1 RAFs on r w ~ w  adjumnents above 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 I&rd 1-1 07 
3 No- and useful proprtyvtaxes 1-108 
4 Discounts r w e d  on proprty mes S-14 

Total - 
To adpot to test year inwme tax expense 

0 0 
5 5 

(3,656) 167.474) 

0 0 
0 0 

(44) (43) m a  1113 

0 0 
(4) 
14 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(6) 
15 

(10) 10 

0 

(13.3501 (23.8w) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 402 

SUlFRlENDLY CENTER 
CHEDULE OF WATW RATE BASE 
EST YE4R ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495WS 

I 

TEST YEm ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. ~ 

PERUTILITY MUrY TESTYEW COMMISSION TESTYEAR 
COMPONENT qSS6 ADJUSTMENTS UllLlW4996 ADJUSTMENTS IS96 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 15.888 O I  15.888 0 15.681 , 
2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTWTION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

191 

0 

(8,049) 

n.8431 

1,331 

0 

0 

(1 MI 

(254) 

868 

0 191 

0 0 

0 (8.049) 

0 @ . S U I  

0 1,331 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (1501 

0 054) 

0 868 

0 191 

0 0 

(5) (8.054) 

0 (2.8431 

0 1,331 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (1501 

619 365 

(268) 580 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 403 

IU/FRIWDLY CENTER 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1u31r)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 2  
DOCKET NO. 95M95-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER I - 
1 BVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant Slipprge/Double Bwklngr 1-13 
3 Realloc of R m r  Pan wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LmQ 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collmr pts land sost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect na nomused and useful adjuJtment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippapdDouble Brmdngs 1-13 
3 Revarse Depr on prior N-UN as&s 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Tdal 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Impnation of CIACMR I 4  
3 Marc0 ASR C& Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes conectiommtcr S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 C o d o n  for Guidelim rates I47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR I 4  
5 Marco ASR Coat Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Defemd Tu(g on ClAC 
2 creda D e f m  Taxes on Deprecm 

Total 

0 0 
0 
0 

(1 4) 
7 

m O I  
1 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(280) 0 

0 0 
0 
0 

(1) 
0 

(4) 0 
(5) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

634 0 



SSlllFRlENDLV WNTTER 
STATI:MEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
n s r  YFAR ENDIII) i m n 6  

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9sol95-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COWMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAN COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION IS06 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 AWUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

3.210 5.747 s 8.957 (1.820) 7.137 1,698 8,835 _ ..................... ....................... 
23.79% 

6,059 321 $ 6,380 (99) 6,281 $ 6.281 

776 0 776 6 782 782 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

636 271 907 81 1 76 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

.... __ ~ ......... ~~~~~~ ~ 

888 



!DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
)CKET NO. 950495-WS 
iGE 405 

IUAWENDLY CENTER SCHEDULE NO CC 
W U n M E N T S  TO OPEWTING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1231196 

i 

1 

DOCKET NO 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 

EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove requested final rewnue increase 
2 Bdhng dctarminants 1-75 
3 Imputed r w n u e  for dt6clcounted MK 1-77 
4 Mlscdlaneour nowublty l n m c  I-TI 

Tohl 

1 ~miloutc 
2 c o m a  w o n  me from 5 07% m 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystom HWhtS APT ewcnsas 1-58 
4 Hontt ShMy I 4 2  
5 LobbylryAcqulsNon samrms b msc ap 8-83 & 1-84 
6 hepaMIS AmoclvlUon Ad~uslmMt 186 
7 b d w d  m m r m  to me case expense S-1 1 
8 Remwc SSL poposed repnas*m 8dpIStmenll-74 
9 OAP Amofteabon 1881 

of ssus pns1d.m s-8 

IO ~urctused porn ~ e l w  Lakes 9 - 8 8  
11 Amortm Humane Prepredness Prognm S-13 
12 cmsmatm Expnac 1-92 
13 c u n m  me case expcnu 1-93 
14 h f o r m  Rae Dakn-Rcg Cornm Exp I 4  
15 Jumdlcbm DocM mac 1-95 
16 920199 ma all npenv 1-96 
17 Tnm-up bud@ adjustnmnll-93 
18 Emply resognfbon M~U- 1.100 
19 Shareholdn Emenses 1-93 
20 EM.I unaanun*d for water 1-21 
21 EXMU Inhttration 1-23 
19 G h n s L a M I  1-105 

TOW1 

P 
1 BVL TRnrfcr 1-1 1 

3 R e a l l ~ e  Common Pbm RNC( Park Sl 
4 lmpubbon of CIACUR 1 4  
5 Net used nd useful adpmhnU 
6 Marw ASR Ccsl Shue 151 

2 piam ~i~ppnpc d j m e m  1-1 3 

Tohl 

Marw Island D e t m d  Debit 

P 
1 RAFr m mcnuo adjdlustmmts above 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 Nonused and uwful prop* taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts mccived on pfowtytaxes S-14 

TOM 

v 
To adjust lo lesl year I m m e  tax expense 

.. - 
(5.747) 0 ,  
3,926 0 ’  

0 0 
1 0 

1t.8m) 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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SL'ICE3TVA LAKE ESTATES 
CI3EDLI.E OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED Ly31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95w95-WS 

COMMISSION AD% TEST E A R  AOJUSTED 
PERUTIVP( UTILITY T E S T W  COMMISSFJN TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 1936 CiDJUSTMENTS tmLlp('loO6 ADJUSTMENTS t996 

1 UTlLlrY PLANT IN SERVICE S 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

I2 OTHER 

111.115 

1.268 

(5.713) 

c27.910) 

(15.675) 

4.188 

0 

0 

(652) 

(852) 

3.777 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

(72) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

111,115 

1.268 

(5.713) 

(27.910) 

(15.747) 

4.188 

0 

0 

(652) 

(852) 

3.777 

0 

c28) 

0 

(12) 

(22) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.812 

(1.252) 

0 

111.087 

1.268 

(5.729 

(27.932) 

(15.747) 

4,188 

0 

0 

(652) 

1 . w  

2.525 

0 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3 2  
DOCKET NO. 95M95WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

SU/GENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
DJUSTMENES TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

EXPLANAIT#)N WATER WASTEWATER' - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippsgelDoubk Bookirk 1-13 
3 Realloc of R i m  Park mmmon plant 5 1  

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh iand Parrais 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. TRCI C PHFU 16 
3 Collier p b  land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dettona Laker PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To retlecl M I  nonused ana useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plsnt Slippage/DwbC Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Dcpr on pdcf N-U/U assets I46 
4 Reall~c of Rver Park Common Pian1 S-1 

Total 

aA!2 
1 BVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputatlon of CIAC-MR I48 
3 Mar- ASR Cosl Share 1-51 

Total 

2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conection fw Guideline ntct I47 
4 ImpltPtion of CIAC-MR 1 4 8  
5 Manx ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

- 
To reflea me phnt speck allocation 

0 0 1  
0 :  
0 

(59) 
31 

(281 0 

0 0 '  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 .  0 

(12) 0 

0 0 
0 
0 

(5) 
0 

(16) 0 
(22) 0 

0 0 1  

0 0 1  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2.920 0 
(108) 0 

2 , 8 1 2  0 

(1,252) 0 



WGENEVA LAKY ESTATES 
ATLMLM OF W A T U l  OPERATIONS 
sr YEAR Emmn IZOIM 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. ... 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITV UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REMNUE REVENUE 

1998 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1396 ADJUSTMENTS 1S96 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOME r m E s  

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

30.590 8.377 s 38.967 V.114) 31.853 5.673 37.526 
I.-.--_..._.._.. -_ __ 

17.81% 

20.870 697 S 21.567 (924) 20,643 S 20.643 

4.058 0 4,058 8 4 . m  4.066 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

4.011 289 4.300 (360) 3.940 255 4.195 

(978) 2.853 1.075 m 9 5 )  (5x9 2.090 1.570 
._ 

27.961 3.839 s 3 1 . W  (3,671) 28.129 2,345 30.474 ....................... 
2.629 4.538 s 7.187 (3,443) 3.724 3.328 7.051 

..-.=---.--. I.il....Slil ==-=-1.-=(li. .II.i.S-..I-liD =======-a*.. mIIDP.II...I =m===s.s-,e=== 

......... ~ ~~~~ ~~ ......... 
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WGENEVA IAKE ESTATES 
IITUSIMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1MlB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

i 

u(pLANAm WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove ques ted  final revenue i m s e  
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue fw discounted Samce 1-77 
4 Mi-llamoU+ nowui i l i  income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSLh president S-8 
2 correct rttritjon Rte from 5.87% lo 5.75% S-10 
3 Keyrtone Heights APT expmses 1-58 
4 H M  ohrdy 1-82 
5 L O W ~ A C ~ U ~ ~ ~ O ~  salaries a m e .  em. 1-83 a 184 
6 H e  Am-n Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted wettime lo fate case expense S-11 
8 Remove ssu prcposed repression adjurtmrm 1-74 
9 OAP Amodizatiion 
10 Purchased pomr Deitona Lakes 1-86 
1 1  AmortKe Hunkam Preparedm Prcgram S-13 
12 Consmation 1-92 
13 Cunent &e case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Cmm. Ew 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docka Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rdle case apense 1-96 
17 TNWP budget adjustnwnt la 
18 Emply recogniliion nwmrbtbn 1-100 
19 Shareholder Erpnms 1-90 
x)  Excess  Unawunted for W N r  1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
19 GaindLaUes 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 I 
2 Plant slippage adjustmml 143 
3 Reallocate C m m n  Plant Rw Pah S-1 
4 imputation of CIACMR i-48 
5 Net used and ~~&~adjusfment 
6 Marc0 ASR Cod Sham 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustnmnts above 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 Norwsed and useful p r o m  taxes 1-108 
4 D i m n t s  recmed on propfly taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to lest year incme tu expense 

(8 377) 0 
1,259 0 

0 0 
4 0 

(7.114) 0 

(2,395) 0 
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I 

1 SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

I 
TEST MAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ.’ 
PERUTIUTY LmUTf ESTYEARl COHMISSW TESTYEAR ~ 

COMPONENT 3S% AWWlblENTS iJllLITYlOg6 ACJUSTMENTS 3S% 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 155.408 o s  155.406 (34) 155.372 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 331 0 331 0 331 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (2.159) (2.159) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (44.923) 0 (44.923) (1 2) (44,935) 

5 ClAC (8.670) 0 (8.670) 0 (8.670) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 2.730 0 2.733 0 2.730 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 6%) 0 (7%) 0 (7%) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 6.799) 0 62.759) 2.022 0 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.602 0 4,602 (1 S2S) 3.076 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 105.883 O f  1M.88J (1.709) 1M.174 
a_-* =_L_ -E --sP ===-=.- E===-== 
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WIGOLDEN TERR*CE 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED l7.f31/% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 050196-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjusl for p n t  flippse 1-12 
3 Realloc ol Rivar Park wmmon p+ant s-1 

Total 

LAM2 
1 Lehiah land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehiih land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 

4 Secbon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL tramfw I-1 1 

3 Collrr pits land WSt 1-7 

Total 

1 
2 
3 

BVL transfer 1-1 1 
Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 

4 Reallcc of River Park C o m m  Plant S-1 
Total 

aA!2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation oi CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Cwection for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cort Share 1-51 

Total 

- 
To refied tha plant w e  alloxtion 

QTnEB 
Maw Island defemd &bll.v,ater 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(2,1591 0 

0 0 
7 0 
0 0 

(19) 0 
0 (12) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
6 0 

_.s 

2.022 0 
(151) 0 

0 

(1.526) 0 

0 



lSlllGOLDEN TERRACE 
iTATEMEPi7 OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TSTYEAR ENDED 11131196 

SCIlF.DULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AJJJ. 
PER UTlLlN UflUlY TESTYENU COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DES C R l P 1 ID N 1996 ADJUSTMENTS U l k I M  1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

I OPERATING REVENUES 13.479 32.287 $ 45.766 (17.730) 28.036 15,630 43,666 ........... .................... -. ........ 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 55.75% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

I AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

E INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

22.482 260 $ 22.742 (884) 22.058 $ 22.058 

5.788 0 5.768 161) 5,707 5.707 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

1.941 1,495 3.436 (898) 2,538 703 3.242 

(8.881) 11,778 2.897 (6.346) (3.449) 5.758 2,309 .................. ................................................................. _ 
21,310 13,533 S 34.843 6.988) 26,855 6.461 33.316 ........................................... . ..................... .. 

6.831) 18.754 S 10.923 (9.742) 1.181 9.169 10.350 

-7.40% ............ 
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C,WLDEt i  TERRACE 
IJL'STMENTS TO oPmnm STATEMESTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 12fll.N 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

~ 1 

ExPlANAnoN WATER WASTEWATER 
! - 

1 R e m m  reqwsted final revenue increase 
2 Billing delrrmlnants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dmunted sernce 1-77 
4 ~~~dllaneom n d l l i t y  i n m e  1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU'S pnwdmt S-8 
2 Coned amon rate from 5 8796 to 5 75% S-1 0 
3 wont Haghts APT expenses 1-58 
4 H d  SluQ 1-82 
5 LobbyglAqu&on Sa law 8 mrrc up 1-83 8 1-84 
6 HeptH~s Amortostmn Adjusbmnt 1-86 
7 Budgeted &me to rate case q n s e  S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU pmposed repns rm adlusQnent 1-74 
9 OAP Anwtuabon 

10 Purchased pomr DMOM Lakes 1-88 
11 Amort!ze Humcane Preparedness Propram S-13 
12 conswvabm EBmlse 1-92 
13 current &e case agmm I-= 
14 Uniform Rate Dodat-Reg Comm W 1-94 
15 JunadIebn Docket Ewense 1-95 
16 920199 &e case agmm 1-98 
17 T m w p  bwiget adjustmnt I-= 
18 Emphl rccqlnmon narms!4Rbm 1-1 00 
19 Shareholds Expnses 1-90 
20 Ex- UMCCOU~~E~ for Water 1-21 
21 Excess I n f i m m  I-= 
19 Gams/Lossns 1-105 

TdPl 

P 
1 BVL Tmmfw 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adptmem 1-15 
3 Realloate Common Plant Rlva Park 5 1  
4 Impttabon of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Nel used and useful sdjustmunl 
6 Marc0 ASR COa S h l n  151 

Total - 
P 
Manx l d n d  Defand Debd 

1 RAFs on r m u e  adjuchaas above 
2 Reg Fees Manx I&nd 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discarntr rescIved on pmprtvtues 5 1 4  

Total - 
To adjust tot& year lnmme tax expense 

5 
117,730) 

0 
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SSU/GOSF'EL ISLAND ESIATES 
SCHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO 3-A 
DOCKET NO 9 W 9 S W S  

TESTYEARENDEDlZGlM 1 
i 

ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ TEST YEIR 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TSSTYEAR COMIIISSWN TESTYEAR 

COMPDNENT .1S% ~ S J U S T U E ~  UTILlTYlS96 *DJUSlMENTS i9S6 I 

r z L L W  P L N T  IN SERVICE s 24.875 O S  24.875 (2) 24.873 

1 2 LAND 6 !AND RIGHTS 1 ,044 0 1.044 0 1 ,044 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (3.027) 0 (3.027) 955 (2.072) ~ 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1 1.917) 0 (1 1 .n7) (0) (11.917) 
I 1 5 ClAC (20.785) 0 iZ0.7as) 0 (20.7651 ! 

! 6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 12.4% 0 12.496 0 12.4% ~ 

i 
1 7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

1 8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTiON 0 0 0 0 0 '  

1 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (€0) 0 (€0 0 (60) i 
i 

110 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 353 0 353 (61% (262) 1 
! 11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 347 0 347 (115) 232 I 

I12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 ;  
i 

I RATE BASE s 3.326 o s  3.326 222 3.548 ! 
=- _N_ -_e=-_IP-.e 1 

~ I 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 960495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

IUlGOSPEL ISLAND ESTATES 
a T u s I M E N T S  TO RATE B*sE 
eSr YEAR ENDED 1My96 

E X P ~ l l O N  WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant Slippage/Dcubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park Mmmn @ant S I  

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Pa& 1,2. and 3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU I4 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Delona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Tdal - 
To r e M  rm nmused and useful adjurtmcnt 

1 BVL banrfw 1-1 1 
2 
3 
4 

Phi S I i p p g a ~ D o u ~  Boo(angs 1-13 
R m  D ~ I  on mor N-UIU IMS I 4  
R.slloc of R m r  Park Common Pun1 5 1  

Tdal 

wer: 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 I 
2 lmputabon of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Mamo ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

w 
1 Deltons Lakes m w m t n  54 
2 BVL tmnsfer 1-1 1 
3 Corrubon for Gwdeline rstes 1-47 
4 l m p m o n  of ClACMR 1-48 
5 Mdmo ASR C& Sham 1-51 

TO+A 

P 
1 Debt Defwed Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Defwed Taxes on Dewscmbon 

Total 

0 0 
0 
0 

(5) 
3 
12) 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

955 0 

0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
(1) 0 ,  
@ 0 :  

0 0 '  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1115) 0 

0 



SSIIICOSPEL ISLAND ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I TEST E A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSIDN TEST MAR REVENUE RNENUE 

DESCRIPTION I9W bDJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS I998 INCREASE REWIREMENT I __ ___ __ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 1.412 6.555 S 7.967 (2.954) 5.013 3.029 8.042 __- ........ _ 
OPERATING EXPENSES 60.42% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 6,476 272 I 6,748 (34) 6.714 S 6.714 

3 DEPRECIATION (183) 0 (183) 38 (145) (145) 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 807 219 1.026 (112) 914 136 1.050 

6 INCOMETAXES l2.305) 2.339 33 (1.078) (1.045) 1.116 71 
....................... ....................... ....... 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 4.794 2.830 S 7.624 (1.180 6.437 1.252 7.689 

8 OPERATING INCOME 13.3az) 3,725 S 343 (1,767) (1.424) 1.777 353 

- ....... .- _-.I__._ 

iD===I1Ii..- ... .llllllli.. li.lilS==.=SS .il.Dllllill ====.I...... .Si.II...=SSC 11=.1.1=51=01 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN -101.68% 10.31% -40.14% 9.94% ............ .-===-=*-=== -m..======== ............. 
c - ~  ..... -. . .... 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 417 

EUlGOSPEL I S L N b  ESTATES 
I lNSTMENTS TO OPBRATINO STATEMENTS 
esr YEAR ENDED 1m1m 

1 
1 

WATER WASTEWATER 1 

2 Billing &terminants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for disoaunted %elvice 1-77 
4 Mbczl lams non-ufilihl income 1-77 

Tab1 

1 Realkcate salary of SSUs preMent S-8 
2 Ccmct amition rate fmm 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone H d g M  APT ewenses 1-58 
4 H M  Uudy 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisiin salaries a mix. ew. 1-63 (L 184 
6 Hepatitis Amorb tbn  Adju+mwnt laS 
7 B u d g e t e d m r f i m e t o m k a s e ~  S-11 
8 Remove SSU pmpoocd repression rdjusbmnt 1-74 
9 OAP A m o r b l i m  1- 

10 Purchased poww DMOM Lakes la 

12 C a r ~ c i l  Ewense 1-92 
13cumnt*casecxpmM143 
14 Unifm Rate DocU-Reg. Canm. Em 1-94 
15 J u r i s d i  Dockel Ekpmse 1-95 
16 920199 rate caw awnse la 
17 T r u w p  h c & t  adjubrment l-09 
18 Emply -ition m l b t i c n  1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenrpr I-W 
20 ExcaM Unacccunid for Water 1-21 
21 Ex- lnfilbatim 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1-105 

11 A d !  Hurricsm P n p a r d m g  Prcgram S-13 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adpsbnnt 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Piant Rlvw Pan SI 
4 lmpulabon of CMC-MR I48 
5 Net u6ed and useful rdptnmnl  
6 Mama ASR C& Sh.n 1-51 

T&l 

AMDRTUATK)NUPMSE 
Marso lollnd D d m d  D&I 

P 
1 RAFs cn r m u e  ad~dluotmmls obwe 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 I W  1-107 
3 Ne+& and useful property taxes 1-108 
4Dwurdsresemdoclpmprty~S-14 

T-1 

lMmEmEs 
To adpsi to tesi year income tax expense 

.. -1 
(6.555) 0 

0 0 1  
0 0 

3,601 O~ 

(2.954) 0 '  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(4) 0 
(34) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 

37 0 
0 0 
24 0 

0 

(1 33) 0 
0 0 

30 0 
(9) 0 

(112) 0 

(1.078) 0 
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SU/GRAND TERRArr 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ES7YEARENDEDlM1/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. %J4MWS 

! 

I 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED G0MMISSDNP.W.~ 
f E R M U P l  MW TESTYEARl CMIIMISJDN TESTYEAR 1 

I COMPDNEKT *SSB ADJUSTMENTS UTILlIYY996 ADJUSTMEWS 4 9 s  

1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND h LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTUTION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

j 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 
I 
~ 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

111 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

112 OTHER 
i 

126.318 

5.920 

0 

R7.810 

(42.657) 

5.949 

0 

0 

(824) 

4 . m  

12.790 

0 

o s  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

126,318 

5.920 

0 

(27.811) 

(42.657) 

5.849 

0 

0 

0 (824) 

0 12.790 

0 4.776 

0 0 

(471) 

0 

0 

14 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(4.135) 

(1.584) 

0 

125.847 

5.920 

0 

(27.797) 

(42.657) 

5.949 

0 

0 

(824) 

8.655 

3.192 

0 i RATEBASE 

I 
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WGXAND TERRACE 
WUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
E a  YEAR ENDED luJli96 

SCHEDULE NO. S C  
DOCKET NO. 06MoSWS 
PAGE * OF 1 1 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPUMATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagclDouMe Bmldngs 1-13 
3 Reallcc of Rivcr Park common @ant SI 

Tdal 

LBblD 
1 Lahigh land Pards  1, z!, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Co1lmr pits land cost 1-7 
4 Semon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-'10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect rs4 non-used and useful adjustment 

1 0VL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Phnt SlippagdDouW B a n g s  1-1 3 
3 Reverse D m  on wior N-UIU utcts I+ 
4 R ~ I I O C  of River Park common plant S-1 

Tdal 

m.c 
I BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marro ASR C& Share 1-51 

Total 

1 Ddtona Lakes conectlorrWaer 5 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correctlm fw  Guidclim Rtes 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 14 
5 Marc0 ASR Coat Share 1-51 

Total 

0 0 
(541) 0 1  
a O i  

(471) O i  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
34 0 
0 0 

(20) 0 
14 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(4.01 3) 0 
(122) 0 

(4.135) 0 - 
TO reflect the pant sp&ic ahcatinn 

€mEE 
Marc0 Island d e f m d  Wl-waler 1-62 

(1.564) 0 

0 



SSlllCRAND TERRACE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTlLlN UTILITY TEST YEUU COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1998 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY $996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCRUSE REWIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPER,ATlNG EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

18.759 18.939 t 37.698 (1.815) 35.883 (497) 35,386 _ ....................... .._..I_..___.____ 
-1.39% 

18.332 908 s 19.240 (649) 18.591 I 18,591 

3.669 0 3.669 (6) 3.683 3,683 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.881 890 3.771 (126) 3.645 (22) 3,623 

(4.308) 6.612 2,304 (389) 1.915 (183) 1,731 .. _ ....................... 

20.574 8.410 S 28,984 ii.171) 27.813 (208) 27,608 .............................................. 
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UlGRAND TERRACE 
ITUSTMENTS TO OPERAllNG STATEMENTS 
!SI YEAR ENDED 12131B6 

~ 

SCHEDULE NO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 9W%WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 ~ 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPIANATION - 
1 R m ~ m  requested Anal revenue increase 
2 Billing dclcrminank 1-7:; 
3 Imputed revenue fw discounted smia I-TI 
4 Mircellanaws mn-utili in- 1-77 

Total 

1 R m I I M e  uafy of SSUS p M d M 1  5-8 
2 Conect m m  me fmm 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone rlagnls APT expenses 1-58 
4 ncmn audy 1-82 
5 Lobbymp/AcqulsiiIon sabres 8 mnc 0;p 183 8 184 
6 Hepalm Amcduabon Adjusb-nnt I S  
7 Budget& nverbm to n te  cuc 
8 R ~ O Y C  SSU 
9 OAP Anwrtahon I& 

S-11 
 re^(- adiuament 1-74 

10 Purthwa pam Daona Lakes 188 
11 Amoltm Humcane Pnpmdnesr Program S-13 
12 Conserntwn Eweme -92 
13 Cunent rN0 cu. eYprKa 1-93 
14 Unltom, Rate Docket-R.0 C m m  Exp 1-94 
15 JunSdIcbon Docket Ewensa 1-55 
16 920199 IWO case D?WSO 1 4 6  
17 T N w p  btdgel adjutbnWd 1-99 
18 Empiyrscognhon normamon I-1W 
19 Shareholder 1-90 
20 Excnr UNCCOUII.~ tu Water 1-21 
21 Euxrs lnflltnbon 1-23 
19 GainsILortas 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tnnsfn 1-11 
2 Phnl rlippylc adjustmant 1-13 
3 Reallade Cmrnon P M  Rmr Park S-1 
4 lmputrtmn 01 CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net used and uwful adlustmm 
6 Maim ASR cort Shrre 151 

ToIll 

P 
1 RAFr on m u e  adJU&MllS above 
2 Reg Fees Msrm lsfand 1107 
3 Non-uoad and useful proprty taxes 1-1 MI 
4 Discounts reoeMd m pmpcr(ytaxes S-14 

Tdal 

v 
To adjust to test year incnme tax eweme 

(5,747) 0 
3,926 0 

0 0 
6 0 

(1.615) 0 

0 
(22) 
16 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(6) 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(82) 
0 
0 0 

(44) 0 
(1 26) 0 

(389) 0 
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SU&L4RMOiW HOMES 
-LEE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'STYEAR ENDED 12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9 9 4 9 5 W S  

T E I T W  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ALL 
PERUTWTY VltUTy TESTYEAR/ COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTUIENlS UTlLlplWS6 ADJUSTMEWS WS6 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL MMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZ4TION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

116.649 

944 

0 

W.188) 

(1.129 

726 

0 

0 

(472) 

i2.159) 

2,735 

0 

o s  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

116.649 

944 

0 

(36.188) 

(1.125) 

726 

0 

0 

(472) 

(2.159) 

2.735 

0 

(1.051) 

0 

0 

Y) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

235 

(W7) 

0 

115.598 

944 

0 

(56,158) 

(1.125) 

726 

0 

0 

(472) 

(1.924) 

1.828 

0 
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i SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER ' EXPLANATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for -1 slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park wrnm plant S-1 

Tobl 

w 
1 Lehigh land Par& 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tnct C PHFU 1 6  
3 Cdlier pits land wsi 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dcltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net n m d  and useful adiurtrnenl 

P 
1 BVL banrtcr 1-1 1 
2 P& SlippsgdDwMe Boddngr 1-13 
3 R ~ P S C  Dcpr on pnor N-U/U assets 14 
4 Realkc of RNer park w m m  plant S-1 

Total 

!2A!2 
1 BVL transfell-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cosi Sham 1-51 

Total 

2 B M  transfer 1-1 1 
3 CoRCCOOn for Guidelim rates 1-47 
4 Implation of CIAGMR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR C@ Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 rn Defend Tucs on ClAC 
2 C d i  Dcfemd Taxes on Depua tm 

. .  
Total - 

To reflecl the plant rpecif~c allocation 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

I 
0 0 1  

41 0 
0 0 

(11) 0 
M 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

347 0 
(112) 0 
235 0 

pg 0 

0 



ISUMARMONY HOMES 
iTATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WE 

. .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AOJ. 
PER UTlLlN UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 18% ADJUSTMENTS UTILIN 19S6 ADJUSTMENTS IS56 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
-. ..... .- I_ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 14.189 24.084 S 38.273 (19.015) 19,258 17.774 37.032 
... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 92.29% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTALOPERATINGEXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

19.044 

4.462 

0 

2.422 

627 S 19.671 

0 

0 

1.123 

4.462 

0 

3.545 

(201) 19.470 S 

0 4,462 

0 0 

(896) 2,649 8W 

19.470 

4,462 

0 

3,449 

(6.389) 8.615 2.226 (7.013) (4,787) 6,548 1,760 
....................... .............................................. 

-6.60% ............ 10.32% ............ 
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II/lfALpMONY HOMES SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER ~ 

1 

2 Billing delmninants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeMce 1-77 
4 Moccllamas ~nut i lhy  i n m e  1-77 

Total 

~ 

(24.084) 0 '  
5.066 0 

0 0 
3 0 

c19.015) 0 

1 Realbate ohly of SSU'S PraIdMl s-8 
2 c o m c t ~ ~ n  me hDm 587%105 75% 5 1 0  
3 Keyslone Heighb APT exmwas ISB 
4 He&- '-82,. 
5 LobbvilxllAwubltlon sdlaries 8 mioc. q. 1.83 8 1-84 
6 Hep&An&zatlon Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgctedwertimeto rate case expnse 5 1 1  
8 ~smon ssu pmposed repregion adjustment 1-74 

10 ~ u f f i h a d  powar Daitona Lakes 1-86 
11 Amcdize Humcane Preparedness Pmgram 5-1 3 
12 conservation Exwnsc 1-92 

9 OAP Amoi ih&X 1-861 

13 Cumnt rale case m s e  143 
14 Unltorm Rate Docket-Reg COmm Ex4 1-94 
15 Jumdrbon Dockd Expnse 1-95 
16 920199 me case expense 1-96 
17 T w w q  hdget adptmenll-99 
18 Emply Rcogrubon Mdmbon 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Ex- Unaacunled lcf Water 1-21 
21 b Intlbabn 1-23 
19 o S m d L O 9 a s  1-105 

Total 

P 
I BVL Tmnsfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant sJippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate C m m  Plant River Park S-1 
4 ImD- Of CIACMR I48 
5  it usa and useiu~ adiustmsnt 
6 M a w  ASR Cod Share 1-51 

Total 

4 I)lswunt+ ~ u i v e d  on p i o & y  taxes S-14 
Total 

lwmKmGs 
TO adjust to test year inwm tax emnse  

0 0 
0 
0 9 

(27) 

0 0 
0 
0 

J 

0 

(7.013) 

0 
0 
0 

0 
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SuIliERMlTs COVE 
CHmULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'ESTYEARENDED 1m1m 

SCIIEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. %M%-WS 

TEST YEAR LiRtUmD COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTlLlly TEST- COMMISSDN TESTYEAR 

COMPONEN? (996 PSJWTUENTS VTlL?WlS96 AOJWTMENTS $996 ! 

1 UTlLlPl PLANT IN SERVICE f 298.020 O f  298.020 G.683) 295,337 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 1.148 0 1.148 0 1,148 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS ~ , 7 1 7 1  0 G?9,717) (554) W.271) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (88.243) 0 (88.243) . 92 (88.151) 

5 ClAC (8.642) 0 (8.642) 0 (8.642) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 3.257 0 3.257 0 3.257 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 AWANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (I.=) 0 (1 .W) 0 (1.3W 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (5.471) 0 (5.471) 917 (4.554) 

I1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7.554 0 7.554 (2.w 5.049 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 176.602 o s  176402 (4.733) 171.869 
--_n Ill-YII 
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NL'STMEZTS TO BATE BASE 
!ST YEAR ENDED Iu31/% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 Z  
DOCKET NO. S50495-WS 
PAGE 4 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWAER EXPIAWAnON - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adiusl for Plant SlipPsgelDcutk Bookings 1-13 
3 Rea lk  of Rmr Park mrncn plant SI 

Total 

w 
1 Lehiih hnd Parceh 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehiih land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 COllrr pnt land oost 1-7 
4 Secton 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 I 

Total - 
To reflect tm non-usea ana useful adiwbnnl 

P 
1 BVL bander 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippgWDwble Booldng., 1-13 
3 R- wonpor N-WU aasMs I 4  
4 R d k  of River Park Cwnnmn Plant S-I 

Total 

!aK 
1 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
2 Irnputabon of CIAC-MR 1 4  
3 Marc0 ASR C& Share 1-51 

Total - 
I D e R m  Lakes cmcctiomvatcr 5-4 
2 BVL tl-drnfar 1-1 1 
3 Comdion fa Guideline rates 1-47 
4 IrnpuWron of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Msrw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

- 
QTHEB 

To reflect the plant spscifr sUaation 

Marc0 l a n d  deferred debit-water 142 

0 0 
(2.746) 0 

63 0 
(2.683) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(554) 0 

0 0 
1 24 0 

0 0 
(32) 0 
92 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 



SSUfllERMlTS COVE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

TEST YEAR PDJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UtlLlTY TEST YUSU COMMISSION TEST YEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

DESCRlPtlON 1998 ADJUSTMENTS vTlurYl998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRlPtlON 

TEST YEAR PDJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UtlLlTY TEST YUSU COMMISSION TEST YEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

1998 ADJUSTMENTS vTlurYl998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 18.598 58.132 I 76.7M (30.104) 46,626 26.171 72,797 _ ..................... .._._..-.I..__..... 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 56.13% 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 30,210 1.385 $ 31.595 (1.471) 30.124 $ 50.124 

3 DEPRECIATION 11.683 0 11.683 (99) 11.584 11.584 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 8,679 1.833 10,512 (1.472) 9.040 1.178 10.218 

6 INCOMETAXES (16,463) 21.183 4,720 (10.566) (5.846) 9.641 3.795 - ............... 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 34.1W 24.401 I 58.510 (13.608) 44.902 10.819 55.721 ....................... .. _. 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

(15.51 1) 33.731 I 18.220 (16.498) 1.724 15.352 17,076 ................................................ i=illlI.-lm ......................... 
176.602 t 176.602 171.869 171.869 

Il=im==-il=l P=--III=.I.= PI=PI.-.IIII. -.*=101551=1- 

4.78% 10.32% 1.W% 9.94% ............ ............ 5=111==1111= ========-=-=. 
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DJCSTME.YTS TO OPERATISC STATE.MESTS 
EST Y E U l  LYDED 1&31/% 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 C  
DOCKET NO. 95019SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXUANATDN WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing daminants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dmunted m e  1-77 
4 Miscellaneous nonudlity i n m  I-i7 

Total 

1 Rea~lceate s law of SSU's pre&+nt s-8 
2 concct m n  rate fmn 5.87% to 5.75% s-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT ugnnsa~ 1 5 8  
4 H M H  study 1-62 
5 LobbyinglAcquMon salaries 8 mkc. w. 1.83 8 184 
6 Hepalitis A m o w i o n  Adjusbnenl1-86 
7 Budgeted m m e  to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed npressmn adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization iM5a 

10 Purchased p o ~  Dcitms Lakes 1-88 
I 1  Amotiuc Humcane Preparedness Prqram S-13 
12 Consetvation Expense 1-97. 
13 Current fate case m n s e  1-43 
14 Unlfwm Rae Docket-Reg. Comm. EXp I-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Eqmnse 1-95 
16 920199 me case m n s e  1-96 
17 T w p  b d g d  adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy ncognilion ncnnah& . 'M I - lW 
19 Shareholdw Epcnsea 1-90 
20 Excess U~lccwnted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess InfiHmion 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Realiceate Common Plant R m r  Park S-1 
4 lmputabon of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Ncl usej a d  useful aqusbnant 
6 Marco ASR Cod Shsn 1-51 

TOM - 
P 

1 RAFs on revenue adjusttments ahave 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and uretul property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Dlwaunts mewed on pmperty taxes S-14 

M a w  IMad Dcfmad Debl 

Total 

INwmBEs 
To adjust to test year incame tax e w N a  

0 0 
(83) 0 
26 0 
0 0 

(42) 0 
0 0 

(49) 0 

0 

H0.5561 0 
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SSU/ HOBBY HILLS 
SCWEDULE OF W A m  RATE BASE 
TESTYEARENDW lU3lM 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9YMKWS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 80.m o s  80.778 (30) 80.748 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 844 0 a44 0 844 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS @.W) 0 (5.340) 6.M) (1O.W) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (f3.m) 0 w.Sw (4) (u.943) 

5 ClAC (2.622) 0 R . W )  0 (2.622) 

6 AMORTlUTlON OF ClAC 1.227 0 1.227 0 1.227 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS mo, 0 m0, 0 mo) 
10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.31 1 )  0 (1 3 1  1 )  BB (1.242) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.168 0 4.168 (I.=) 2.786 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

4 5 . m  o s  43.- (6.395) 36,gso 
-=--E _n_=- -=__p.. P 

RATE W E  s 
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U/ HOBBY WLS 
NlJSTMFZvTS TO U T E  BASE 
m YEAR ENDED l ~ l B 6  

SCHEDULE No. 3 4  
DOCKET No. ~ S W S  
PAGE 1 OF 1 

lER WASlEWATEF 

eumm=mE 
1 BvLDsmfer C11 
2 To adjust lor pnt oliwage 1-13 
3 Raplloc of R M  Park mm pnt S1 

Total 

LAW 
1 M i g h  land P m  1.2. ard 3PHFU S Z  
2 Lehigh land. psrorl4, Trv t  C PHFU 14 
3coRi~Lndcos l1 -7  
4 s&tion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deliam bka PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Tdal - 
To relied net mhIgcd and ueeful adjustment 

P 
1 BvLtnnsfer 1-11 
2 P)sn( Sllppwmoubk Bm*mgs 1-1 3 
3 R e v e n . D c p r m p 1 c f N - U N ~ s 1 4 8  
4 R e e l k  d R W  Park CQnmOn P*n( S-1 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVL mla C l l  
2 ImpltrhDn of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Mrco ASR Crxl Sham? 151 

Tdal - 
I ~erw Laka onectmbnta s-4 
2 BVL bansfel 1-1 1 
3 Cmntm lor Gu&Iia r8bs 1-47 
4 IrnpuWon of CIAC-MR I48 
5 Muw ASR Cm Sham? 151 

Tdal - 
1 DaM Memd Taxes on ClAC 
2 cmdd D.hmdTmrm Dawcmtm 

Tdal 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(5 .W)  ~ 0 

0 0 
13 0 
0 0 (in 0 

- (41 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

88 0 
0 
0 (10) 

0 



SSUl HOBBY HILLS I STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9W%WS 

TESTYEARENDED Ili3lM 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD 
PER UTlLlN UTlLlN TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

6 ADJUSTMENTS UTL lM IN6 ADJUSTMENTS IS86 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 14.297 14.309 S 28.808 25.541 54.147 (27.911) 26,238 -._-_ 
OPERATING EXPENSES -51 55% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 15,403 028 s 18.231 (819) 15.812 S 15.612 

3 DEPRECIATION 3.788 0 3.788 (349) 3.419 3.419 

4 AMORTlUTlON 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 2.403 552 3.035 978 4,013 (1.2M) 2.757 

8 INCOMETAXES (3.859) 4.987 1,128 9.950 1 1 . ~  (10.282) sos 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 17.795 6.367 S 24.162 9.967 34,129 (1 1,536) 22.581 

__-- ....................... _--__- 

-.. 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

(3.498) 7.942 S 4.444 15.574 20.018 (16,373) 3.645 

43.085 M.890 M . W  43.085 s 
..................................................................................... 

............ m====.--..-. ............. 1.. 11..-..1. 

RATE OF RETURN 4.12% 10.31% %.MY 0.94% ............ .- 1.1.111111 ............ ............. 1 



0 
D 
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ER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
KET NO. 950495-WS 

iU/ HOBBY RILLS 
DJUSTMEMS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
ZST YEAR ENDED 12131i% 

SCHEDULE NO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 5S49SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 

P 
1 BVL Tnnrfer 1-1 1 
2 P!aM pdiuabnant 1-13 
3 Reallocate Canm Plan( R i m  Pan( S-1 
4 lmputaim ol CIAC-MR 1 4  

6 Mano ASR C a I  Share 151 
5 Ne( used and USeN adjutrmnt 

Td.1 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustmmts above 
2 Reg Fees M.rm Island 1-107 
3 Nonuvd and d u l  popytues 1-108 
4 Onrounts mmivad on papm, We6 S-14 

T&l - 
To adjurt lo lest year illcome tax e w n s e  

14.309 0 
1l.p-I 0 

0 0 
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SU,HOLrnAY HAVEN 
CHEDLlLEOF WATERRATEBASE 
EST YEAR ENDED Ly31B6 

SClIEDULE NO. 3-A 
DoclQI NO. 95049SWS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE f 68.581 O f  68.5111 N BL).s.(6 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 577 0 577 0 577 

3 NON-USED6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 CIAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1.471 

(9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(276) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.819 0 4.819 (1.m) 3.221 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BISE I 21.e42 O f  21.e42 (443) 21.25 
----I --/ UIIIIPyll --.I IupIcc.IP 
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SCHaWLE NO. 3-8 
DoclcFTNo.95u95ws 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 731 .set o s  ni .sa 731.664 

2 LAND 3.793 0 3.793 0 3.793 

3 NONYSED a USEFUL COUFONENTS (143.463 0 (143.- (1232W R66.759 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (134.089) 0 (1W.W (9 (134.0T3) 

5 ClAC m.m 0 m . 7 w  0 m.m 
6 AMORTlUTlON OF CIAC 37.198 0 37.199 0 37.199 

7 xauisi iw ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (cso) 0 (ssq 0 

10 DEFERRED I W E  TAXES (14.615) 0 (14.615) 617 (13.m) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3.994 0 3.094 (13W 2.670 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BISE s 413.143 o s  413.143 (124.WSl 289,107 - ____j - 
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SUI HOLIDAY HAVEN 
SJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET No. # W S W S  
PAGE 1 OF 1 

euaBsmu 
1 B M  transfer c11 
2 To adjust for p n t  slimage 1-13 
3 Realbc of Rivn Pa& omm plant 8 1  

Tdal 

UNR 
1 Lehiih land Pards 112. and 3 PHFU 8 2  
2 Lehiih land. P a d  4, Trad C PHFU 1-6 
3 ColM pn0 land cot 1-7 
4 S s t h  35 PHFU 1 4  
5 Ddtm Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Tdal - 
To r e k t  nu nm-used and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL tranofer 1-1 1 
2 Plant S l i  We Bookings 1-13 
3 Revurse won piOr N-UN stfc(s 146 
4 Realbc of Rivn Park Common Plant 8 1  

TC&l 

G J K  
1 B M  transfer 1-1 1 
2 lrnwtrticn of CIAC-MR I48 
3 Ma'rw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdal - 
1 DeltoMLakesmnclbrrrm(ers4 
2 BVL lransfn 1-1 1 
3 C o n n t i  la Guideline rates 147 
4 Irnp&t!on of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marw ASR COS Share 151 

Tdal 

7 
1 DebitDefcmdTuasonClAC 
2 credit Dafelmd TaYeson ap&ubon . .  

TOW - 
To reflect the plant allocati 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(123.2953 

0 0 
15 13 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 



SSUl II0I.IDAY HAVEN 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTY EAR ENDED IINIM 

SCHEDULE NO. 4.A 
DOCKET NO. 9SM95-WS 

__ 
COMMISSION ADJ. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 

PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST VEMU COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 
DESCRIPTKW4 lr)( ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1908 AWSTMENTS 1SM INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 12.484 29.116 I 41,800 45,662 87.262 (47.124) 40.138 - 
OPERATING EXPENSES -54 00% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 33,123 (587) s 32.558 (1.318) 31,238 I 31,230 

3 DEPRECIATDN 2.434 0 2.434 104 2.53 2.538 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 2.664 1,182 3.886 2.030 5.8W (2.121) 3.775 

6 INCOMETAXES (1O.m) 10.994 492 17.329 17.821 (17.3~ 4.51 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 27.739 11.809 I 39.348 18.145 57.493 (19.491) 38.012 - _ .I.-._.----._ 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

(15,255) 17,507 S 2,252 27,517 29.788 (27.843) 2.126 ..................................................................................... 
21.842 21.399 21.399 ............ .-=.=-----** ............ ............. 21.842 s 

a9.84% ............ 10.31% 
..-*. 1.1.1.1 



SSUl HOLIDAY IIAVEN 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED I2fllFM 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER UTlLlTy UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSON TEST YEAR 

DESCRIPTION 1SW ADJUSTMENTS U T I L K Y I ~  ADJUSTMENTS leW 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 25.880 109,824 t 135.484 124.158 259,642 (153W3) 105.794 ._ .- 
OPERATING EXPENSES -58.25% 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 44.848 1.345 I 45.993 (2.220) 43,773 I 43,773 

3 DEPRECIATION 28,118 0 28.118 V.898) 20.220 20,220 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 3.888 4.644 8.530 5.171 13.701 (6.923) 8.778 

6 INCOMETAXES (29.390) 38.609 10.219 52.756 62,975 (56.S7S) 6.298 - _. _I__-_ 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 47.262 45.590 t 92.880 47.810 140,670 (63.W 77.070 
....-I..._.._...... ._._______I__ 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

(2l.SoZ) 84.226 S 42.824 76.348 118.972 (90.249) 28.724 ..................................................................................... 
413,143 I 413,143 289.107 288.107 ............ ............ =--..---==-- ............. 

RATE OF RETURN -5.23% 10.32% 41.15% s.wm ............ ............ ............ ............. I 
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,C/ HOLIDAY HAVEN 
MJST.MEMSTOOPERATING STATEMEYE 
=YEARENDED 1M1M 

SCHEDULE tiO.4-C 
DOCKET NO. % S W S  
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 

29.116 109.824 
16.540 14,329 

0 0 
6 5 

45.662 124.158 

0 0 
0 (6) 

18 14 
0 0 

88 (7.w 
0 0 

lo4  - n. 898 1 

2.055 5.587 
0 0 

( W  
(253) 

(1) 
(24) 

2,030 5.171 

17,329 52,756 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
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1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 112,316 O S  112.316 (1'7) 112.259 

2 LAND L LAND RIGHTS 4 . 0 s  0 4.053 0 4,- 

3 NOKUSED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION W.UV 0 (35.U1) 0 RS.44) 

5 CIAC (15.600) 0 (15.600) 0 (15.800) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 9,678 0 9,678 28 9.706 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 .  0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS wn 0 (?an 0 (?an 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.106) 0 (2.108) (108) 4.215) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2.301 0 2.301 VS3) 1 .u8 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

73.946 -- RATE BASE s 71.810 o s  74.810 W) 
-1_1_____I- --- 

- 

SSUl HOLIDAY W C M S  
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE r TEST YEAR ENDED 12n1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DocKEr No. 958491w.s 
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SU/ HOLJDAY HEIGHTS 
IUUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED IZiYli96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. S W 6 W S  
PAGE 9 OF 1 

E x P u N A m  WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 E M  tramfar 611 
2 T o s d j u P l f o r P h n l S E ~ B o o l d n g s I - 1 3  
3 Roalla d Rim Park ammon Pnl S-1 

TOW 

u 
1 M i h  hnd pntclr 1.2. and3 PHFU 5 2  
2 M i h  lard. P a d  4. Tnct C PHFU 16 
3 Cdlii e land cort 1-7 
4 srtion 35 PHFU 19 
5 Mom Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Tolrl 

P 
1 E V L W u I - 1 1  
2 Plan! S l i w b k  Bmldngs 1-13 
3 R- won prbr N-UN ass& 1-48 
4 Realla of R i m  Park C o m m  Plant S 1  

TOM 

!a& 
I EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Im&x.Mim of CIACMR 1-48 
3 Msm ASR cort Share 1-51 

TOW 

2 EVL bansfef 1-1 1 

4 Irnpmim d CIACMR 148 
S c o n n b a ,  . for Guiim riles 147 

5 Mano ASR cglshwa 1-51 
Total 

7 
1 Debti Wwd T m c  on ClAC 
2 C d l  Defend T m r  on apklstDn . .  

T-1 

0 0 
(38) 0 
19 0 

0 
~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
7 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(10) 
f3) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

20 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2 0 -  0 

0 0 
(1 09) 0 
(1W) 0 

0 

0 
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iU/ HOLIDAY HEICRTS 
WUSTMEh’TS TO OPWUTINC STATEUEYTS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4€ 
DOCKET NO. Mo195WS 
PAGE I OF I 

WATER WASTEWAW 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue ad)uotmmS nbo 
2 Reg Fees Mxsc Wand 1-107 
3 Nawted and useful property taxn 1-108 
4 Dlsmunls receMd on popMtvtaxes 5-14 

Total - 
To Wuot to test year ma tax expnsc 

20,975 0 
7.650 0 

0 0 
3 0 

28.628 0 

0 0 
(4) 0 
8 0 
0 0 
0 0 
n n 

n 

1.288 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(39) 0 
1.249 0 

10.556 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

AGE 444 

SUI IMERlAL 'IZRRACE 
XiEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED1U3LEJ6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
-ET NO 9M49SWS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 238.285 O S  238.285 ( W S t n  15/.35J 0. 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 8.232 0 8.232 0 8.232 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (67.950) 0 (67.7.9M) 1.722 (e6.228) 

5 ClAC (52.160) 0 (52.160) 0 (52.160) 

6 AMORT12ATION OF CMC 33.684 0 30.684 71 w.755 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.006) 0 (1 .Bw 0 (1.806) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 0.185) 0 (5.183) (513) 0.696) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 10,463 0 10,463 (3.489) 6.994 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
\GE 445 

i SCHEWLE NO. 3 2  
DOCKET NO. asom-ws 1 
PAGE 1 OF 1 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASlEWATER I 

0 0 
- 

I BVL bansfer 1-13 
2 To adlust for plant slippaga 1-12 (81 .m 0 
3 Realla: of Rmr  Park wmm-an plant S-1 87 0 

Total 180.935) 0 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1. 2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, T n d  C PHFU I 4  
3 Collier p b  land wd 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DMOM Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To rellecl net nrmused and useful adjuotment 

P 
1 BVL baMfN 1-1 1 
2 Plant SllpppgelDovble Bookings 1-13 
3 Rwcnc Dlp on p o r  N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Rcalloc of Rker Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imoutabon of CIAC-MR 1 4  
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 DMma Lakes cwmfion-watel S 4  
2 BVL lrdnslar 1-1 1 
3 C m o n  fw Guideline rates I 47  
4 ImnUWlOn of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cod Share 1-51 

Total 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 O I  
0 0 ,  

0 0 

I 
0 0 1  

1,678 0 
0 0 

1,722 0 
44 0 ,  

0 ‘  
0 
0 1  
0 ’  
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

71 0 
0 0 
0 0 

71 0 

13,4691 0 

0 



DESCRIPTION 
__ 
I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER T ~ A N  INCOME 

6 . INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTALOPERATINGEXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

~- ~._.._~ . ........ ..... 

SSl l l  MERIAL TERRACE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11131196 

SCHEDUl.E NO. 4-A 
DOCKRT NO. 950495WS 

~ . . ~ ~  ~ - .____ .... ~~ _ . 

- 

TEST M A R  
PER UTILITY 

1996 

ADJUSTED COMMISSION AOJ. 
UTILITY TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

AWUSTMENtS UTILITY $996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
---.---____...___.___-...._._....___.-..__I 

33.956 43.446 $ 77.402 (36.692) 40.710 20.857 61.567 ................... ....................... 
51.23% 

36,475 1.845 $ 38.320 (3.522) 34.798 $ 34.790 

9.736 0 9,736 36 9.772 9.772 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

6.084 2.042 8.126 (1.706) 6.420 939 7.358 

(10.812) 15.260. 4.448 (10.385) (5.937) 7.684 . 1.746 
.. ... - ........................... .̂ - 

41 .A83 19.147 $ 60.630 115.578) 45,052 8.622 53.675 
. .. ......................... 

~1.5271 24.299 $ 16,772 (21.114) (4.342) 12.235 7.893 
s==~.l.lilcII ===========I .5=-11=151.. ..1-.*..-1=== II=Ip...I.DID il.l..==PS=l II=isII=PP==E= 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
4GE 447 

EST YEAR ENDED lfD1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9W495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

ExPuwnoN WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove raqwstcd final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revcnuc fw dlocwnted setwe 1-77 
4 Mecellanewr non-utllfly i n m e  1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocpte salary of SSUS pnsldhnt S-3 
2 C o w  atlnbcn m e  fmm 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 -ne Heights APT -res 1-58 
4 Hamn sludy 1-82 
5 ~obbymng~cqu~sit~m =lanes 8 mlscc~laneous expenses 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepths Amorhzatwn Adiustment 
7 Budgeted WerIIme to rpte case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU p r o m  represuon aqurtment 1-74 
9 OAP AnMRatm I- 

10 Purchased pomr Deiiona Lakes 1-88 
11 A m o m  H u m n a  Preparedness Prognm 5-13 
12 ConswtDn Expense 1-92 
13 curfcnl rata c a s  ewense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Daket-Reg Comm EYq 1-94 
15 Junrdkzbon Docket Ewense 1-95 
16 9iQ199ratc caseexpenm 1-95 
17 T w u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognhon nmal!zatm 1-100 
19 ShWehOldM -SCS 1-90 
20 Excess Umxounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess InhltROon 1-23 
22 GaindLoascs 1-1 05 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tnnsfcr 1-1 I 
2 Plant slippage ad)urtment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant R m r  Parh 5-1 
4 lmputabon of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net usad and useful ad~ustmcnt 
6 Mum ASR C& Sham 151 

Total - 
Marc0 lslpnd Defend b b d  

1 RAFs on revenue adluotmts above 
2 Reg Fccr M r c o  Island 1-1 07 
3 NorrUYd and useful proprr(y taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on pfope* taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjusl to test year i m e  tax sxpense 

(45.446) 0 
6,742 0 

0 0 
12 0 

136.692) 0 

0 
(106) 0 .  

( 3 . 5 2 2 )  0 

36 
0 
0 
0 
36 

110,365) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - - 



S s c l  IsrERcESsION CITY 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznim 

ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 448 

SCHEDULE NO 3.A I 
DOCKET NO 950195WS , 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD4 
PERUTIUTI UTIVN TEST- CWMISSSW4 TESTYEAR , 

COMPONENT ?S% ADJUSTMENTS UTILrrY1996 IDJUSTMEWS 19% 

1 UTILIN PLANT IN SERVICE s 347.157 o s  347.157 (81) 347.076 
1 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

' 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS 

' 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

0 

57 

34 

0 

V9) 

0 

0 

0 

843 

(43.797) 

(93.663) 

(18.236) 

4.077 

0 

0 

(1.8%) 

(1.850) 

10,984 0 10.984 (3.642) 7242 ' 
I 
1 11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 
I i 12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

~ 

I 

, 
199.8% 1 

1 -nl_ 
RATE BASE f 204.255 o s  204.255 (4.359) 

_3_ === -5 



CDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 

iUI INTERCESSION CITY 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1uJ1!96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 
EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 

1 BVLlransfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for prsnt slippage 1-12 
3 Reallcc of River Park mmmon plant s-1 

Total 

LAW 
1 Lehgh land Parcels I, 2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehgh land, P a d  4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier p4ts land Cmt 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 EVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflsct net non-used and useful aaldmenl 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Planl SlippagclDouble Booking 1-13 
3 Rwerre Depr on pnor N-UN rssets 1-45 
4 Realloc of R m f  Park Common Planl SI 

Tdal 

w 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes comchon-wr  54 
2 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conect!nn for Guldaline mtes I47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cor1 Share 1-51 

Total 

7 
1 DebtiDcrcrndTrxcsonClAC 
2 Credl Defemd Taxes on DapmzMim 

Tdal - 
To reflect me plant specmc a l b t b n  

PItlEB 
Marc0 Island defefred debit-water 142 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 1  

57 0 

0 0 
34 0 
0 0 
0 0 
34 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 0 

0 0 

(79) 

nq 0 

(J.w21 0 

0 



iSlll INTERCESSION CITY 
ITATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
lEST YEARENDED llI3lR6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSDN MJ. 
PER UTILITY UflLlN TEST Y u R l  COMMISSION TEST M A R  REVENUE REVENUE 

taw ADJUSTMENTS unLw t w  ADJUSTMENTS iss6 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

I OPERATING REVENUES 36,129 68.370 S 104,499 5.859 110.358 (10.285) 100.063 ........................................ ....................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES: -9.33% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 49.681 2.392 S 52,073 50.171 S 50.171 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

~~ __  



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

wi INTERCESSION CITY 
DJUSTMEMS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1M1196 

SCHEDULE NO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

EXPLWATDN - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed r w ~ w  for drssountd SeMCe 1-77 
4 M ~ l l a ~  MrmblQ i n m e  I-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate satlfy of SSUS 
2 C w r m  ambon rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S I 0  
3 Keystone Haghts APT uperses 1-58 
4HewlttWdy1-82 
5 L ~ n # A C q u i & i o n  salaries a misc expenses 1-83 a 184 
6 Hepabhs Amrotmbon Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgaed &me lo rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU poposed repnosion adlurtmtnl l-74 
9 OAP Amomation 1- 

S-8 

10 Purchased pwr M o n a  Lakes 1- 
11 Amowe Humcane Preparedness Program 5-1 3 
12 c-m Expen€4 1-92 
13 Cumnt rate case eweme 1-93 
14 U n h  Rate Docket-Reg Comm Ex4 1-94 
15 Jumdlchon D o s k a  Expnre 1-95 
16 920199ratecaSe~nsel-96 
17 T W p  budget adptlmllll-99 
18 Emply recognibon nmlRat ion  I-1W 
19 Shanholdar Ewenses 1-93 
20 Excess Unacwunted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infirnation 1-23 
22 GaindLosMo 1.105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adtustmmt 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Ptant Rrver Park S-1 
4 lmputabon of ClACMR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustman1 
6 Marco ASR Corl Sham 151 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on rewnue adjurtmento above 
2 Reg Fees  Maw lstand 1-107 
3 Non-u%ed and uscful pmpcrtytaxa 1-108 
4 Diwaunto recemd on p&taxaS S-14 

Total - 
To adjust lo lest p a r  lncofne tax e- 

WATER WASTEWATER 

0 0 
0 
0 

0 0 
1 0 
0 0 

21 0 

(17) 
37 

0 

264 0 
0 0 

18 0 
( l m )  0 
162 0 

2,751 0 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
PAGE 4 5 2  

I 

I 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.329) 0 (1.329) 0.489 7.160 j 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 10.b80 0 10.680 0 1 o . m  I 

1 
i 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 o i  

126.982 759 1 127.741 7.76a 135.509 j 
n- P ==-- ~ 

RATE W E  I 
__p_- 

S N I  INIERLACEAN LAKEYPARK MAYOR 
SCBEDL'LE OF WATER RATE BASE 
T E S T Y W E N B W  I Z D I N  

SCHEDULE NO. 3.A 
DOCKET NO. 9M49SWS I 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 453 

i SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS i 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 

UI INTERLACH~N LAKES/p*RK MANOR 
UUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
!SI YEAR ENDED 1M1196 

WATER WASTEWATER E X P L A N A ~  , - 
1 BVL transfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for pnl olippag@doubk boolangs 1-12 
3 Reallot of Rinr Park m r m n  plant S-1 

Total 

L3tiQ 
1 Lehigh land Panels 1,Z .  and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehioh land, P a r d  4. Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Coil& pas land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denom Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL bander 1-1 1 

Total - 
TO r e ~  net nnn-used and useful adjustmmt 

P 
1 BVL bansfar 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDwbk Boalongs 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on plor N-UIU ssscta 1 4 6  
4 Realla of Rvar Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImpUtatiM of CIAC-MR 1 4  
3 Mano ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deiiona Lakes cornction-wrter S4 
2 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
3 Conection for G u i M i i  rdtes 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marcn ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
1 Dabb Deferred lams on ClAC 
2 credn Defermi TIDQS on Dwmiatkm 

TOW 

PMEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 1  

(5.949) 89 ~i 0 

(5.W) o !  
1 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

5.437 0 

0 0 
154 0 
0 0 ;  

(45) 0 ,  
109 0 ,  

0 0 
(450) 0 

0 0 
(450) 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

43 0 
0 0 
43 0 

8.707 0 
(218) 0 

J 0 

(7.541) 0 



SUI IWERLACHAN LAKEWARK MANOR 
TATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY wniw TEST YEIRl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1S96 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19S6 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

I AMORTIZATION 

5 TAKES OTHER THAN INCOME 

5 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

B OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

31.871 44.714 I 76.585 (15.345) 61.240 13.856 7 5 . m  .- _ .__ 
22.63% 

41,495 1,766 I 43,261 (2.066) 41.1% I 41.195 

8.765 0 8.765 (16) 8.749 8.749 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

6.531 1.474 8.005 66 8.071 624 8.695 

(12.809) 15.983 3.374 ( 5 . N )  (2.110) 5.104 2.994 ..... ̂ ....................... .- ..................... 

44,182 19.223 I 63.405 V . W )  55.905 5.728 61,633 _ ............................................ ....................... _ ......................... 

(12.311) 25.491 I 13.180 B345) 5.335 8.128 13.463 ..................................................................................... 
126.982 

-9.70% 



{DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
XKET NO. 950495-WS 
iGE 455 

sU/ INTERLACHAN LAKESIPARK M O R  
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATJ$MENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED ~UJlPM 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 E  
DOCKET NO 9M495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION - 
1 Remove requested Snai revenue increaK 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed manue for discounted seMce 1-77 
4 Mircellanews noMRilii i n m  1-77 

Total 

(44.714) 0 
29,357 0 

n 0 . 
12 0 

(15.345) 0 

I Reallocate salary of SSU’s psident 5-8 (78) 0 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-I 0 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 158 0 0 

0 
0 

4 Hcwm study 1-82 (=a 
5 Lobbying/Asquisition salaries 8 m k .  expimc+ 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Anwt8zation Adjustment 1-86 (14) . 0 
7 Budgeted overtime to me case ewenu  S-I 1 (61 ) 0 
8 Remow SSU pops& repression adjustment 1-74 398 O !  
9 OAP A M k a b n  (70) 0 

10 Purchased power DcltoM L a b  1-88 0 0 1  
o i  11 A m o m  Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 

12 Conservation Expmse 1-92 
I 3  Current rate case emense 1-93 171 0 1  

(X) 0 :  

(528) 

0 :  
(15) 

(271 ) 

14 Unlform Rate Docki-Reg COmm EW 1-94 
15 Junsdlcbon Docket Ewense  1.95 
16920199ratrcaCaxpanK1-96 
17 T m u p  budgel adpshmnll-99 
18 Emply mognkon normaleabon 1-100 
19 Shareho!der Expnrer 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfiltnbon 1-23 
52 Gains/Losss 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Phnl slippage adptrnent 1-1 3 
3 Rea~bcata Comnwn Plant Rlnr  Pa* S 1  
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR I48 
5 Nct used snd us8ful adlUSbl’Wlt 
6 M a n  ASR Cort Shue 1-51 

Total - 
P 

Mar= Islaand Deferred Debt 

1 RAFs on revenue adjuslmmto above 
2 Reg Fees Man0 Island 1107 
3 Nonvsed and useful properly taxes 1-108 
4 D m u n t s  recemd on prqmlytaxcr S-14 

Total 

~ r m x w E S  
~ To adjust to tesl year income tax expense 

(1 08) 0 
(2.066) 0, 

0 0 

0 0 
- (16) 0 

0 

(691 ) 0 
0 0 

144 0 
(78) 0 
66 0 

(5,484) 0 



IRDER N O .  PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
1OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 456 

iW/ JUNGLE DEN 
lCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
FST YEAR ENDW 1ZiY1196 , 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. S584MWS 

M T  W A R  #JUSlED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERUTIUP( v T ( M  TESTYEAW COMMISSm TESTYEAR 1 

COMPONENT iSS6 ADJUSTMENTS CmLlTYleOS lRlUSNEMS W96 i 
.. 

1 UTlLlTV PLANT IN SERVICE s 46.308 O f  46.m (36) 6.m - ~ 

2 LAND h LAND RIGHTS 583 0 5s 0 583 

3 NON-USEO& USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (1,104 (1.lM) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (19.W) 0 (19.W) (8) (19.958) 

5 ClAC (13.864) 0 (13.864) 0 (13.864) 

6 AMORT!Z4TION OF ClAC 6.878 0 6.878 (57) 6.821 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (847) 0 (847) 0 (847) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES Wr, 0 (=n la, (4) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.- 0 4.906 (1.627) 3,279 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

20.737 -- RATE W E  s 23,467 O S  23.467 0.730) 
--= n-- 



ORDER N O .  P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 3 5 - W S  
PAGE 4 5 7  

SSUl JUNGLE DEN 
SCHEDULE OF WASITWATW U T E  BASE i TEST YEAR ENDED 12,31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKGT NO. 95049SWS , 

I 
T€ST YUR ADJUSTED COUHISSION ADJ.! 
PERVRlTY VNIW TEST- COMYISSE4 TESTYEAR 1 

1ss6 *DJvsTyEm uTIup(19s6 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 I 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 383.244 O S  383.244 (37) 383.207 

j 2LAND 119.878 0 119,878 0 119.878 ~ 

! 
3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (23.979 0 (23.975) (31.160) (55.135) ! : 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (107.099) 0 (107.W9) (9) (107,108) 

I 

(136,881) 0 (136.881) 0 (1M.881) ~ 

35.835 0 35.835 V25) 35,110 ~ 6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

! 7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

I 
CIAC 

' 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (869) 0 (869) 0 (869) 

~ 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES n . 4 ~  0 n.41~) 27.860 20.444 

! 11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.036 0 5.0% (1.670) 3.166 

I12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

i 1 RATE BASE s 267.753 O S  267,753 (5.741) 262.012 ~ 

! Y ==**--*=-- --=======I ______ --.-= --*=I=_ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 
SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 95WS-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 i 

1 
EXPUNAllON WATER WASTEWATER - 

1 BVL bansfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park commm plant S-I 

Total 

LBblp 
I Lehigh land Pam& 1,2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collrr plts land &I-7 
4 Sechon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Delona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
P 

To r e M  ne! non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SLppagdDouble Boolongs 1-13 
3 R w e m  Depr on pnor N-U/U ass& 1-46 
4 ~ealloc of R m r  Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

!aG 
1 BVL tmnsfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
I Detlona Lakes mneclIon-water 5 4  
2 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
3 CwreclIon for Guidelirm Rtes 147 
4 ImpuWion of CIACMR l 4 E  
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Debtl Defemd TmS on ClAC 
2 credit Deferred Taxes on Depmmtion 

Total - 
TO r e M  the phnt specnic allocation 

QmEE 
Marco laand deferred dcblt-water 142 

0 0 
0 0 

(1.104) (31.160) 

0 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
(571 

0 
0 0 J-( 725) 

~1251 

1(.527) (1.670) 

0 



... ~~~~~ .... ~~~~~~~~ ... ~- . ~~ 

SS111 .IIJNGI.E DEN 
STATEMENT OF WATEROPERATIONS 
TESTYEAR ENDED 11131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ I . . .  

I TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Ycw COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

4996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMEWS I996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

10.772 16.880 S 29.652 (3.304) 26.348 2.630 28.986 
... ..................................................................... 

10.01% 

22,022 

2.w 

0 

1.083 

143 S 22.165 

0 

0 

886 

2,488 

0 

1.969 

(82) 22.083 S 

(24) 2.464 

0 0 

(1 @4 1,805 119 

22.083 

2.464 

0 

1.924 

(6.278) 6.886 600 (1.125) 972 . 454 
....................... _ ..................................................................... ........... 

19.315 7.915 S 27.230 (1.3%) 25.835 1 .ow 26.925 
................................................................ ... 

(8.543) 10,965 $ 2.422 (1 .m) 513 1.547 2 . m  

23.467 $ 

======-=-=.. .-.-*-=*=*.- ==s.=i=i=.== Ili=illlilil I=i=i=P-=.Si ==1=.11.-... =Il.=.lllllil 

23.467 20.737 20.737 
*.11.1==11=i~i ===s========= ==--.***.=== _____ 

.36.40% 10.32% 2 47% 9.94% 
==0531-.1---. _______./il-D _______  =----====ill P=.-iS.=llili 



..... _ _  ...... . . . . . . . . .  .... 
I-~'- -__ 
SSIIIJUNGLE DEN 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED Ill31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 .............. -~ ... . ......... ..... 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A N .  
PER U ~ L I T Y  wniw TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR R M N U E  REV6NUE 

DESCRIPTION ISW ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19- INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 27.727 72.539 I lW.268 (35.129) 65.137 24,148 89.285 

~ __ _ ..... ~ 

................... ...................... .. ...................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES 37.07% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 43,4& 1.440 I 44,939 (5.835) 39.104 S 39.104 

3 DEPRECIATION 9,940 0 9.940 (1.570) 8.370 8.370 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 8.393 2.799 11,192 (2.307) 8.885 1.087 9.971 

6 INCOMETAXES (19JgS) 25.867 6.571 (9.658) (3.087) 8.896 5.809 .................... .................................................................................. ..................... 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 42.536 30.108 I 72.642 (19.371) 53.271 9.983 63.253 ............................................................................................................... ......................... 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

(14.809) 42,433 I 27.624 (15,758) 11,866 14,165 26.032 ..................................................................................... 
267.753 s 267.753 262.012 262,012 ............ D i i i l l l s = I I I I  Illlil=.il=lll =-.=m======== 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 461 

a'/ JUNGLE DEN 
IUUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST yE*R ENDED 1u31i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

ExPwm WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove requested ha1 revenue increase 
2 BiWing datamnants 1-75 
3 lmpned revenue for dscwnled m c e  1-77 
4 Mid laneo lg  nmuhldy income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs prewJenl S-8 
2 Correct attnt10n fate from 5 87.6 to 5 75% S-I 0 
3 Keyslone neights APT expenses 1-58 

6 nepbtnii A&rtlzation Adjustment laS 
7 Budgeted ovatime lo rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU propooad repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amodmkan I* 

10 Pumhased pomr Daona Lakes 188 
11 Amwtee Humcane Preparedmss Propnm S-13 
12 conoembon €qmse 1-92 
13 C u d  rate cgco(panse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Dcckel E ~ ~ I I M  1-95 
16920199rale~cxpCnsa1-96 
17 True-up budpa adjustment 1-99 
18 EmplymognWn m l a a D n  I-100 
19 S h a m r  Exprses 1-90 
20 Excess Unacwunted for Water 1-21 
21 E x w s  lnfihtion 1-23 
22 Gains/Lo+tcr 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BvL TRWfM 1-1 1 
2 Plant sllppge adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant Rmr Park S-1 
4 ImpuWon of ClACMR I48 
5Netusedmdrnehlladjdlwtmant 
6 Marc0 ASR cort Share 1-51 

Total - 
Marc0 Islacd LJehmd DebR 

P 
1 RAFr M revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxas 1-1 MI 
4 Discounts m e d  on p r o m  taxes S-14 

Total 

WmELuzs 
To adjun 10 tesl year tnwme tax w s e  

(18.880) V 2 . W  , 
15,570 37.404 1 

0 0 
6 6 1  

13.304) (35.129) ~ 

(49) 
Jg 

0 
0 
22 
0 

(46) 
0 

(24) 

(16) 
( 1 6 4 )  

(1,125) 

(51 ) 
(5,835) 

0 
0 

17 
0 

(1.587) 
0 

(1 .nQl 

(1.581) 
0 

(593) 
( 1  33) 

(2.307) 

(9.658) 



IRDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
)OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
'AGE 462 

;sui KEYSTONE C L D  ESTATES 
ICHEDWLE OF WATER XATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO 3-A 
DOCKET 50 950495WS 

EST Y U R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ , 
P E R M U N  UltLlM TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

i COMPONEN7 i s 6  ADJUSTMENTS UTlup(i996 ADJUSTMENTS .(SS 
~ .. 
1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE s 312.579 O S  312.579 (4s) 312.5% 1 

12.e3 , 2 LAND b LAND RIGHTS 12,833 0 12.833 0 

3 NON-USED b USEFUL COMPONENTS c12.076) 0 (72.076) (1.825) (73.901) ~ 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (66.765) 0 (66.165) 43 (66,122) 

5 ClAC (1O.ur-n (36) (10,423) 0 (10.423) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 1.583 0 1.583 0 1.583 

7 ACQUlSlTlON ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.139) 0 (1.139) 0 (1.139) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.459) 0 (4.459) 983 P.476) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 6,599 0 6.599 i2.188) 4.41 1 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 8  
i 

RATE BASE s 179.568 (36)s 179,332 (3.035) 176.297 
1--- =-I---= -=- pj- -.i-=j.- ! 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
3CKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 463 

;IJ/ KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES SCHEDULE NO. 3 Z  I 

I 
I 

DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1y31i96 

DOCKET NO. 96Ou)S-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I 

EXPIANATDN WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL bansfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Rcalloc of Rm Park wrnmon plant S-I  

Total 

LBblp 
1 Llhhh land Parcek 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 

0 0 
(103) 0 

55 0 
148) 0 

0 0 
2 Lehiih land, Parcel 4. TRct C PHFU 14 
3 Colliw plo land sost 1-7 
4 Secbon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL bansfar 1-1 1 

TDtal - 
To reflecl nu nowused and useful aajustrncnl 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 I 
2 Plant SlippawDouble Bcdangs 1-13 
3 R w n a  Depr on pnor N-UIU assets 146 
4 Reallot of R ~ e r  Park Common Phnt S-1 

Total 

YBI; 
1 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
2 lmpubtlon of CIAC-MR I 4  
3 Marm ASR Cort Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denons Lakes Mmclwn-w.1c( 5 4  

3 Correcb~ for Guldaline rates 147 
4 Inpihim of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR cort Share 1-51 

2 BVL 1ranSfN 1-1 1 

Total 

!2mEB 
Marw l&nd deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 
0 

11.825) 0 

0 0 
0 15 

0 0 
28 0 
43 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,287 0 
(304) 0 
983 0 

0 



ORDER NO. 
P
S
C
-
9
6
-
1
3
2
0
-
F
O
F
-
W
S
 

D
O
C
K
E
T
 NO. 

9
5
0
4
9
5
-
W
S
 

P
A
G
E
 4

6
4
 

c
 

D
 

W
 

'4
 

- R -. m N 9
 

m
 

Y
 

2 8 x m
 

w 2 0 

$ jj 
-
!
 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

AGE 465 

iC KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES 
DJCSTMENTS TO OPWUTMC STATEME3TS 
m YEAR LWU) 1u31i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C i 

WCICET NO. 95049SWS 
PAGE 1 OF I 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 
~ - 

1 Remove requested final reVMUe increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted m c e  1-77 
4 Mdlanaous noMhllty l n m  I-TI 

Total 

1 Realloale aary of SSU's pnvdna 5-8 
2 comctalmmn ratehorn5 87% lo5 75% 5-10 
3 Ke@onc Hnghts APT exDmSeS 1-58 
4 M 1-82 
5 LmoymgIAcqulrrtlon a b n e r  8 m i x  expmses 83 8 1-84 
6 Hepma Ammtlnbon Adjusmm 1-86 
7 Buagued oymme 10 me t.y expense 5.1 1 
8 Remwe SSU proposed repn*uon adjuslmml1-74 
9 OAP AmoNation 1-86. 

10 PurcMsed pamr D ~ w  Lwkes 1-88 
11 AmOrme Humam PrCplrednOI Program S-13 
12 Consmallon Expnse 1-92 
13 Cunent me caw cxpnw #-93 
14 Uniform Rale Docket-Reg Cwnm Exp 1-94 
15 Junadlcbon Dockel Expm 1-95 
1s 920199 nte cue- 1-96 
17 Trueup budgel .dj&rmnl1-99 
18 Emphl m 0 p M  MmlmQOn 1-1 00 
19 Simnholder Gpnses 1-90 
20 Enns U n w n l e d  for WrUr 1-21 
21 Excess infilbabon 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

T d l l  

1 BVL Tnnsfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slip- adjurtment 1-13 
3 Reallosate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 lmpuation of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Net used and useful adjdjwtmant 
6 Marc0 ASR cod Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue a d j h e n t s  above 
2 Reg Fees Marco lshlnd 1-107 
3 Non-usad and useful p r o p w  taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on prwew taxes S-14 

Total 

(35.538) 0 
4.575 0 

0 0 
8 0 

(30.9531 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 0 

(2.5531 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
I91 1 0 
' 0' 0 
l79) 0 

0 

MQbEmxE 
To adjust lo lest year insomc lax expense (10.592) 0 
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2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4.854 

(185,0753 

I 
SSUl KEYSTONE HEIGHTS 
SCHEDIJLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
m YEAR ENDED 1mm 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

i TEST rn ADJUSTED COMMlSSlON AD. 
PERvTKlTy mury TESTYEAR' COMMlSSlON TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 3SS6 CSXISTYIEMS tmLlM1oS6 ADJUSTMENTS 39% 

0 4.854 

0 (185.075) 

0 (532.189) 

0 4.854 

(1.763) (18B.(u8) 

2.014 (530,175) 

5 ClAC (137.792) (923 (13.717) 0 (138.717) 

6 MlORTlZATlON OF ClAC 84,330 0 84.m 0 84.330 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED WST-RETIRE. BENEFITS n.390, 0 V.W) 0 V.390) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 00.796) 0 00.7%) 22.812 2.016 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 42.808 0 42.808 0 42.808 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 763.799 (925) s 762.874 08.768) 734.106 
-_Pn=r -__I -=___PP pp_y_/= -=---==-= 
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W/ KEYSTONE HEIGHTS 
an"MENTS TO R*TE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1Zt31M 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 960496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I 
WATER WASTEWATER, I UPLANATION - 

1 BVL transfer 1-13 
2 To ad jM fw  plant slippageldouble booldngs 1-1 3 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

L A M  
1 Lehgh land Pars& 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehgh land, Parcel 4, Tracl C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pits land mot 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deftona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reftad mt no- and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Phnt SlippqlclDouble Boolangr 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on POI N-UIU wets 146 
4 Realloc of RNCr F'ark COmmon Plant S-1 

Total 

!2lA!2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmpulation of CIACMR la 
3 Mars0 ASR C o d  Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 DHtona Lalor comblonmler  S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Comaion for Guidelin rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Mam ASR Cod Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Defend T a m  on ClAC 
2 C n d l  D e f d  Tams m Depncabon 

. .  
Total 

0 0 
(52.1863 0 

355 0 
(51,831) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(1,763) 0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

24,234 0 
(1,422) 0 
22.812 0 



SSlY KEYSTONEHEIGIITS 
STATEMEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST Y F N  ENDED 12l31196 

SCllEDllLE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TESTYEARI COMMMSlON TESTMAR REVENVE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION ISM ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlM 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REWIREMENT 
........... _-_I_._.._ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

212,549 139.721 $ 352.270 (89.456) 262.804 71,394 334.198 
....................... 

27.17% 

152,697 

47.655 

0 

5,893 s 158 .m 

0 47.655 

0 0 

80 47.735 

0 0 

47,735 

0 

46.901 681 47.582 (4.396) 43.186 3.213 46.398 

(31,642) 51.380 , 19.738 (29.904) (10.166) 26,301 16.135 .............................................. 

215.611 57,954 s 273.565 (41.816) 231,749 29.514 261.262 ....................... .. - 
(3.062) 81.767 $ 78.705 (47.650) 31.055 41.880 72.935 

======*...-= ==--’======== ====---=-=== I=Si-.I..iS== II=I~p.ips=II -.1151==5==1 I=C=.IC=-PIII 

763,799 $ 762.874 734.106 734.106 
=======.I.== Ili=*..~.-=l I=l=.=iElilll sIsllili=Plis 
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SUI KEYSTONE HEIGHTS 
DJUSTMEBTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1213186 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-c 
LIOCKET NO. 9949SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 I 

I EXPUNAllON WATER WASTEWATER , - 
1 Rem- mqaquertea final mvmue increase 
2 Billing dclerminnts 1-75 
3 ImpJed -ue lor aifcounlea m c e  1-77 
4 ~t-~lanous Mn-UtliW IWXW 1-77 

Tala1 

1 Realloule salary of SSUs p- S-8 
2 Comet altnbon rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keptorn Heighls APT expm- 1-56 
4 H& SiUQ 1-82 
5 LobbymlyAqusMn =!an.+ h mist expenses 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatbs Ammhnbon Adpmbnenl1-86 
7 Budgnm wcrbme lo me case upnse S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU propoIm reprauon adlustmen1 1-74 
9 OAP Amortmlwn I- 
10 PurcMLcd porn DMOn Lakes 1-88 
11 AmONZc Humcane Prepmmdr*U Program S-13 
12 Con8sr.alwn Er$en8s 1-92 
13 Cumnl Rlc case e- 1-93 
14 U n l f m  Rate DockU-Reg Comm EXD I-S4 
15 Jumdrtm Dakct Expense 1-95 
16 020199 me case upnsa 1-96 
17 T ~ w p  budgal~ushmnl1bQS 
18 Empv mmgntion nomulmon 1-1 W 
19 Shanholdn Eqmvaes 1-90 
20 €xccss J n a m u N d  for Waler 1-21 
21 &wss InSllraDon 1-23 
P GamwLOUeS 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer -11 
2 Plant slippagedouble wobng adjuamenl 1-13 
3 Reallocate CommM Planl Rmr  Park Sl 
4 lmprtabon 01 CIAC-MR 148 
5 Nel UM and uwlul adjutmm( 
6 Muco ASR Cod  S h  1-51 

Total - 
Mrco Island Del& DeM 

1 RAFs on revenue adjw3Wnenl.s above 
2 Reg Fees Msrm Island 1-107 
3 Nan-used and useful propetty tans 1-108 
4 Discounts ncnved on p r o m  taxes s-14 

Total - 
To adjust l o  lest p a r  inmme tu apnse 

(139.721 ) 0 
5o.m 0 

0 0 

(89.456) 0 
50 0 ,  

0 

0 
(432) 0 

V.5961 0 

0 

146 
(1 .mi 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
1 .M1 0 

0 0 
80 0 

0 

(4.026) 0 
0 0 

137 0 
(507) 0 

(4.396) 0 

(29,904) 0 
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NI KINGSWOOD 
CBEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYLutEMlW lZnll96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95(U9SWS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 20.885 O S  20.885 (20) 20.865 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 1.253 0 1,253 0 1.253 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (32) (32) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (11.176) 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 AC~UISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

(280) 

57 

0 

0 

(465) 

2.692 

0 (11.176) (9) (11.185) 

0 nw 0 (280) 

0 57 (4) 53 

0 

0 

(485) 

0 0 ,  

0 0 

0 (465) 

0 

0 2.692 

52 (1%) 

1,799 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE EASE I 12.758 o s  12.758 0 11.852 
lDwlpII -_PI_ --* =___I 



i D E R  NO.  P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
X K E T  NO. 950495-WS 
\GE 4 7 1  

it!/ MNGSWOOD 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/5'6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 2  
DOCKET NO. 95WS-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPIANATDN WATER WASTEWATER ~ - 
1 BVLtransfer 1-13 
2 To adjust fw plant slippage/doubk W n g s  1-1 3 
3 Realla of Rm Park m m o n  pnt S-1 

Tctal 

- 
1 BVLtransfer 1-13 
2 To adjust fw plant slippage/doubk W n g s  1-1 3 
3 Realla of Rm Park m m o n  p n t  S-1 

Tctal 

0 0 
(42) 0 
P 0 
(20) 0 

L A M  
1 Lehioh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehiih land. P a r d  4,'Tkct C PHFU 14 
3 Collier p ik land cos1 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeUona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL 1raWfN 1-1 1 

T*l 

0 0 

I I-. " " - 
To reAen ne( mn-used and uwfu. adjurtment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slipprg.IDwble Bmbrgs 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 146 
4 Realkc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marm ASR COS Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deftom Lakes cmrecbowwaler S-4 
2 BVL trahstn 1-1 1 
3 Correctbn for GuldClim Rtes 1-47 
4 lrnputabon of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Marco ASR Cost Share IS1 

- 
To r e M  Ma pfant spec~Rc allocal!on 

PIJjEB 
Marw Island Maned debd-mtcr 1-62 

(32) 0 

0 0 
2 0 

(11) 0 
0 0 

(g) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

0 0 
0 n 

0 72 
(20) 0 

0 52 ~ - 
(893) 0 

1 

0 1 



~~ ~ .- . _ ~ ~  ~ ~~~~ .. ............... . 

SSIII KINGSWOOD 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12131196 I SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 

WCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1998 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCWE 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

~ ~. - 

8.751 8.369 S 17,120 366 17.486 (494) 16.992 __ 
0 -2.82% 

12.883 151)s 12,832 100 12.940 S 12.940 

1.474 0 1.474 (1) 1,473 1,473 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

761 394 1.155 8 1.163 (22) 1.141 

(2.753) 3.098 343 1W 443 (182) 261 _ 
12,365 3.439 s 15,804 215 16.019 (204) 15.815 

.- ....................... ....................... ___ ................. 

(3.614) 4,930 S 1.316 151 1,467 (290) 1,177 
=lliill=11sP ..ID=S==P--s ..*=m==l=ilE =1111~111=1= =*=--==e===- 1==11=1511.,, I-l==ls*.ii*e= 

12.758 s 12.758 11,852 11.852 
.151..*-1=1. -==*..=*==-= ========--e- Si.I=P.==IIEI.I 

-28.33% 10.32% 12.38% 9.94% 
=i-=sIPi. l l i l  IIIIIII==liil 11*.P*llllli .-==I======== 

. ~~~~ ~~~~~~ . . .  . . ~ _ _ _ _ _  . 
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SU/ KINGSWOOD 
B J W T M E N T S  TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
'ESI YEAR ENDED 1MlM 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKETGO. 950495-ws I 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

, 
LXPUNAlWN WATER WASTEWATER I - 

1 Rcmow requested final revenue increase 
2 Billlnp dUmnmMta 1-75 
3 Imwed revenue for discounted m i c e  1-77 
4 M i l a n e w s  non-u6lii inunne 1-77 

TDtal 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs pnsidant S-8 
2 Conact a m o n  rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keptom HeigMs APT expenses 158 
4 Hewin eudy 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisltion salaries 8 miscellaneous expenses 1-83 8 ILS4 
6 HcpaWr lmmunizltion Adjustmmt 1-86 
7 Budgeted omtime to fate case expense S-I 1 
8 Refnow SSU proposed repession adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Ammiation 

10 Purchased pmw D e b m  Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortbc Hunicam Preparedness Pmgrarn S-13 
12 Conremtbn Eqmse 1-92 
13 C m  fate case oqmse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdihn Docket Exparse 1-95 
16 920199 fate case oqmse 1-36 
17 TNcUp budsct adjmnwnt 1-99 
18 Emply ramgnition normalkamn 1-1 W 
19 Shareholder Expanses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted fw Wster 1-21 
21 Excess lnfilbatlon 1-23 
22 OainslLosDes 1.105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 . _  
2 Plant rlipplg. ad~ustmcnwdoubk boolanps 1-13 
3 R e a l l o a h  h m o n  Plant Rmr Pa& Sl 
4 ImptAaam of CIACMR I48 
5 NU uwd a d  useful adjusbmnt 
6 Mano ASR Cort Share 1-51 

TOW 

P 
Marco Idand Defelred D t b d  

P 
1 RAFr on rmnw ad~urtmmtr above 
2 Reg F e n  Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-vwd and usefui prope~¶~ taxes 1-108 
4 DscountamcmdonpmpRytaxes S-14 

T m l  

mwbKmEs 
To adjust to test year inmrne tax upenre 

0 0 
3 0 

M6 0 

0 
(27) 0 
108 0 

(6) 0 
0 0 
(I) 0 

0 

16 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(2) 0 
CI) 

8 

1 w  0 
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SUI LAKE M A Y  ESTATES 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCEEDLZE KO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95049S-WS 

TEST YEAR bDJUSTED CWHlSSiUN ADJ 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TESTYEARJ COHM1SSKWI TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT $908 ADJUSMENK ~ U T Y I S S S  *RIIJSTwEMS 1996 

1 UTlLlrY PLANT IN SERVICE I 16o.m O I  Ho.810 (27) Z40.783 c ~ 

~ 

2 LAND 6 LAND RlGHTS 3.046 0 3.046 0 3.046 ~ 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMWNENTS 0 0 0 0 o j  
4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (82.141) 0 (82.141) 15 (82.126) ~ 

(97.124) ~ 5 ClAC (97.124) 0 (97.124) 0 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 35.354 0 35.354 4 35.358 ' 
7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 ~' 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 .  0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS Ian 0 (an 0 (617) ~ 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 6.249 0 6.249 (8.066) (1.817) 1 
1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3.690 0 3.690 (1.224) 2.466 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 :  

WTE BASE I 229.247 O S  229.247 (9.298) 219,949 
-=...- ==_=-/ 15-1- --====. -==5==*1-5 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
\GE 475 

iU1 LAKE M A Y  ESTATES 
D K S T H E N T S  TO RATE BASE 
ill1 LAKE AJAY ESIATES SCHEDULE NO. $2 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 3 
2 To adjust fw p n t  slippzgeUwble W n g s  1-13 
3 Realloc of RNer Pa& m m m n  pnt S-1 

Total 

LAtiR 
1 Lehigh lard Parcels 1.2,  and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehlgh land. Parcel 4, TRct C PHFU 14 
3 CoHrr p b  land Coa 1-7 
4 Seclion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dcltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippag&DOut& Bookings 1-13 
3 R- Dcpr on prior N-UN ass& 146 
4 Realloc of RNM Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

QAc 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imnutation of ClACMR 1 4  
3 k r m  ASR COa Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitorm Lake6 conecborrmter Y 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 C o M  fw Guk%nw mles I47 
4 Imputabm of ClACMR 1 4  
5 Marc0 ASR COa Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debn Lhfm Taws on ClAC 
2 Credlt Dctemd Taesm Dqmaalm 

Total - 
To re?lect the piant w f i c  alkcal!an 

QDiEB 
Marcn I&nd del& dcbflwal8r 1-52 

0 
(W 
31 

127) 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
12 0 
0 0 

(15) 0 
15 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

(7.715) 0 
(351) 0 

18,0661 0 

I1 .P4) 0 



SSUl LAKE MAY ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 

TEST YEAR AOJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST MAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR RWENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION lSS6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY ISS6 ADJUSTMENTS lSS6 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
__ . ......... 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 19,704 77.909 s 97.613 (8.350) 89.263 5.117 94.300 ....................... _ ....................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 5.73% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER ~ H A N  INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

46.253 893 t 47.146 169 47.315 S 47.315 

9,496 0 9,496 7 9,503 9.503 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

7.512 3.606 11,118 (500 10.617 230 10.848 

(22.116) 28,318 6.202 , (3.225) 2,971 1.885 4.862 
....................... ....................... -I.---..--.- . 

41.145 32.817 S 73.982 (3.550) 70.412 2.115 72.528 
..... 

(21.441) 45.092 I 23.651 (4..3w 18.851 3.002 21.853 
-..l=lll==l(l 1=15===I1111 lllSI==Si.i. s.-.ii-l.DIPI =-~*Dl=illll 1.====..1=11 I=.-l-l l==-.sP 
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iC LAKEAJAY ESIATES 
DJCSTMEYTS TO OPERATING STATEMESTS 
eSr YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4s 
WCKET NO. 950491WS , 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXP!ANAllON WATER WASTEWATER ~ - 
1 Remove mquesled final revenm increase 
2 Billing d.tenninantr 1-75 
3 lmprea M n u e  fa dlKounlW rmce 1-77 
4 Mdhneous non-~Ailfty imcane 1-77 

Tmi  

1 Realmme salary 01 SSU 6 pnwdenl S-8 
2 Comcl ltblbon rate born 5 879) IO 5 7596 5-10 
3 Knpone neigm APT v m s  I S  
4 H e v a l  SuQ 1-82 
5 Lomym@Aquisluon &nu 8 miss m s e s  , 4 3  8 6-84 
6 rlap.tlba Amrc4atwn AdluWnenl 1-86 
7 Budgelea ovemme lo rale case expmse S-1 1 
8 Removc SSU proposed represwn adjunmenl *-74 
9 OAP Amo~kabm I- 

10 Purchased porn Delona Lakes 1-8(1 
11 Amortm numune P r e p r e d m  Program 5-13 
12 Conserwwn Expense 1-92 
13 Cunml rate case rxpsnse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rale Dakd-Reg Comm E- 1-94 
15 Junsdldlon D a m  Expnse 1-95 
16 920199 me case expanse 1-96 
17 TNWIP budgu adjurtmmll-99 
18 Ernply rnngnluon nomvlmbon 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expmses I-W 
20 Excess Unaccwnled for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfllralim 1-23 
22 Galrm'oucr 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Phrd .IippgddouD* Lwbng adlunmCnt 1-13 
3 Reallade Common Phnl R m r  Park S-1 
4 ImpMUon of ClACMR 1-48 
5 Ne uwd W MIA 8dluWnenl 
6 Mano ASR Cod  Sham 1-53 

T W I  

v 
M r c o  iumd Mmd Debt 

1 RAFr on revenue adlurtmnn above 

3 hon-used and useful pfoprhl taxes -108 
4 Disswnh r- on pmprmtaxcs S-14 

2 RW FEES Wlm Island 1-107 

Total 

lNCOMETAMS 
To adjun 10 l tn  year incame tax expmse 

(376) 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(125) 0 
I501 I 0 

(3,225) 0 
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SUI LAKE BRANTLN 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'ESTYEAR ENDED 17,31196 

SCIIEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

m r  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A& 
PERUTlVN UTlVry TESTYURl COMMISSION TESTEAR 

COMPONENT '19% UMSTUENTS MUTY199S ADJUSTMENTS '19% 

1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

192.370 

2.865 

0 

(36.593) 

(15,706) 

9.358 

0 

0 

(495) 

c2.863) 

O I  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

192.370 

2.865 

0 

(36.593) 

(15.706) 

9.358 

0 

0 

(*) 

(2.863) 

192.349 

2.865 

(615) 

(36.5%) 

(15.849) 

9.356 

0 

0 

(4953 

93 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2.865 0 2.865 (sso) 1.915 
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UILAKEBRANTLEY 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
W I  YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. S Z  
DOCKET NO. 9504S5-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for plant stippagddoubk ixcMngS 1-1 3 
3 Reall~c of River Park common p n t  S I  

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Pam16 1,2.  and 3 PHFlJ 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pits land Cosll-7 
4 Ssction 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 D&OM Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
Tomes( nct non-used 8 M  useful ad~u+tment 

P 
1 BVL uansfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDo~bIe Bodangs 1-13 
3 R- Depr on pnor N-UIU assets 9 4 6  
4 ~ealloc of Rmr Pan Common Pbnl S-1 

Tdal 

w 
1 BVL mnsfar 1-1 1 
2 Impulabon of CIAC-MR $48 
3 Marco ASR COR Sham 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denma Lakes c o m * y x M l e l S 4  
2 BVL tnnsfer 1-11 
3 Conecbon for Gudcbn rates 1-47 
4 lmpllahon of CIAC-MR la 
5 Marc0 ASR Cort Share 1-51 

Tdal 

P 
1 Debn D.fmmd T.nr on ClAC 
2 Cmdl D m m d  laor on Dwrcaalwn 

Tdal - 
TO En& me phnt q m x i c  allcubon 

0 0 
0 
0 

(45) 
24 

(21) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
D 0 
D 0 
0 D 

(61 5)  0 

0 0 
9 D 
0 0 

(12) 0 a D - 
0 0 

(1 43) 0 
0 0 

(143) 0 

0 0 
D 0 
0 0 

(2) 0 
0 0 

(2) 0 

3.143 0 
(187) 0 

2.956 0 

- 

(sso) 0 

0 



I 

SSUl LAKE BRANTLEY 
STATEMEW OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1lLUi96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR KIJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTlLlN TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST MAR REVENUE AEVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENT6 l998 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

13.284 35.994 $ 49.278 (30.989) 18,289 29,049 47.338 
.-.. ............. - ____ .............. .. ... 

158.83% 

16.841 653 $ 17.494 (473) 17.021 t 17,021 

8.043 0 8,043 (13) 8.030 8.030 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.188 1.651 3.839 (1.466) 2,373 1.307 3,680 

(8.755) . 12.996 4,241 (1 1,539) (7.298) . 10.701 3.403 .... ..... ...... 

18,317 1 5 . m  I 33,817 (13,491) 20,128 1 2 . m  32.134 ....................... 

(5.033) 20.694 $ 15.661 (17,498) (1.837) 17,040 15.203 
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I 1 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

PAGE 1 OF 1 1 
DocKEr NO. 950495WS 1 

1 
ExPLANATmN WATER WASTEWATER I 

I 

0 
1 -  

1 Remove requested final revenue rncre2s.2 
2 B i l l i ~  determinants 1-75 5.002 0 

(55.994) 

3 Imp& revenue for discounted Ecmce 1-77 
4 ke l l sncous  ~ n - u t i l i  inmme I-TI 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 C O W  m n  me from 5.87% to 5.7596 S-10 
3 Keyrtone Heighls APT wnses 1-58 
4 H M  study 1-82 
5 LobbylnglAcquisitsn salaries 8 misc. expenres lW3 8 184 
6 Hepatitis Ammtvaion Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime lo rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU p r o w  represbn adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP A m o t i i n  laSa 

10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 188 
11 Am&e Hurncane Prepared- Prqlram S-13 
12 ConsemMn Expsme 1-92 
13 C u m 1  rate case expense 1-93 
14 Unifwm Rate Dakel-Reg. Comm. E q  1-94 
IS  Jurisdiction DoGM Ex$mnse 1-95 
16 920199 rate mse expense 1-06 
17 T w u p  bud@ adjusbmnt 1-99 
18 Empiy ncogn i th  n m l k a t i o n  1-1 W 
19 Shareholder E~pnses lgo 
20 Excess unaccwnted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Inn- 1-25 
19 GaindLosas 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tmnsfer 1-1 1 
2 Plsnt slippageldouble baoldngs adjuotment 1-13 
3 Reallocale Common Plant Rim Pa* S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net usad and useful adjustment 
6 Marc0 ASR Cod Share 151 

Total - 
Marc0 Island L-lefwnd Debii 

P 
1 RAFs on revenw adjuslmmtr atmvc 
2 Reg Fees Mar- IWand 1-107 
3 Non-uwd and useful prDprtylaxes 1-108 
4 Dismunls received on prqmrty lams S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to ted year inmme tax exp@nw 

0 
3 

130.989) 

(1.395) 
0 

(1 1,539) 

0 

0 ,  
0 ,  

0 

0 
0 

0 ;  

0 

0 

0 '  
0 :  
0 1  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 
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SUI LAKX CONWAY PARK SGEDULE NO 3-A , 
CHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED Ufl1196 

DOCKET NO 950195-WS 

I 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERUTILIW UnuTy TESTYMRJ COMMISSW TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 19% LsJUS3'hlENTS UTILIlYYW6 ADJUSTMENTS ieSg 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 67,194 (19.240)I 47.954 47.927 ' 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (no) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION as.-) 
5 ClAC (19.107) 

2.017 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

12.348 

4.419 

0 

0 

6.975 

18.667 

(12.7W 

0 

0 0 

(=7) 0 

(679) 0 

3.690 0 

0 0 

165 

4.419 

0 

32 

2.017 

(1.120) 

(21.434) 

(440) 

197 

0 4.419 

0 0 

0 F37) 

(679) €6 (613) 

3.690 (1.224) 2.466 

0 0 0 
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SI,'/ LAKE C O W A Y  PARK 
DJUSTMENTSTO RATE BASE 
ESI YEAR EMBED 1U31M 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 O f  1 

EXPLANATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of R m  Park wrnrnon phnt 5-1 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land P a d s  1,2. and 3 PHFlJ 5 2  

3 M e r  pits lard cost 1-7 
4 S&m 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deiiona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

2 Lehlgh land. P a r d  4, Tract C PHFLl I 4  

Total - 
To reflad net rowused and useful adlurtmenl 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippgdDwbla Bmlungs 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on pnor N-UIU assets 1 4  
4 Realloc of R w  Park Cwnrnon Phnt SI 

Total 

!24c 
1 8VL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lrnputabon of CIACMR 1 4 8  
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 D&iona Lakes cwredl-er S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correctm for Guhlelim rales I47 
4 Immmmn of C!AC-MR 1 4 8  
5 M6Eo ASR Cost Share 141 

Total 

V50) 

0 
12 
0 

(15) 
(31 

0 
0 
0 
0 - 

0 
0 
32 

WASTEWATER 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 '  

1 
0 :  
0 
0 
0 '  

0 1  
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
32 0 - 

113 0 
(47) 0 
66 0 

(1.224) 0 

0 



SSllf LAKE CONWAY PARK 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznm 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 95049595-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMWISS~DN ALlJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 11011 AOJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1198 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTlZATlON 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

~- 

16,319 18412 s 35.131 (1 1.505) 23.626 10.778 34,404 
.____-.- ....................... ..._._...-.I..-.. 

45.62% 

24.549 (57) s 24.492 011) 24.381 S 24.381 

2,496 0 2,496 (19) 2.477 2.477 

200 0 200 0 200 200 

2.534 872 3.406 (528) 2.878 485 3 3 2  

(6.1 15) 7.073 958 (4.202) (3.244) 3.970 726 
....................... ....................... 

23.664 7.888 s 31.552 (4.361) 26,691 4.455 31.147 
....................... .. ... . .- 

(7.345) 10.924 $ 3.579 (6.644) (3.065) 6,322 3,257 
lill=.S.-*aP lililllll=l~ -***=--=-=== DISl..m=ill= =========%-= llSiDS.iEEl= ====s--.*s=== 

34.688 32.782 32.782 
--.*...E==== s=sI=i=i==iil 1111...--.=1.5 

41.069 t 
I===s=s=s=fi 

-17.88% 10.32% -9.35% 9.94% 
1111111115~1 ==ii=i=i==== IIIIP=s===L. ===-..-.=a=== 

..... _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ ~ ~  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ____ 
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SU/ LAKE COhWAY PARK 
JNL'STMLhTS TO OPERATISG 5TATE.MESTS 
'EST YEAR ENDED 1li31i96 

SCHEDULE NO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 9 W 9 5 W S  
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPI.ANATK)N WATER WASTEWATER I - 
1 Remom requested final revmue Increase 
2 Nlmg detemwls 1-75 
3 Impdied revenue for awounled sew ce 1bi7 
4 MISCCLMOUI n o w i l w  m w m  I-TI 

Tomi 

1 Reallome salary of SSU I peudml  S-8 
2 C w n t  aHnlion rate from 5 8796 lo 5 7596 S-10 
3 Keyslone rlelghls APT expenses 1-58 
4 nNnn sway ,a2 
5 LOobymnglACquir*wn sehnes 8 mlSc e w n r c s  1-83 8 184 
6 nepanlr AmrdlBCwn Adjuslrnem 186 
7 Budgetea antune to me case expense s-11 
8 Remove SSU propova repressm ad~uabnnll-74 
9 OAP Amomzfion l a  

10 Pumasea pomr M o n a  Lakes 1- 
11 ~mortrrc n m  Pnp0ndn.s~  Program SI 3 
12 Conrcmuon Expense 1-92 
13 c u m  me cue ngrnrc 1-93 
14 Unlfonn Rate DocM-Reg Comm Exp -M 
15 JUIIS~IC~IM Dockel Exp.Mc I-% 
16 970199 rate cue - I-% 
17 T w p  D u d p . 1 8 a ~  1-99 
18 Empiy ncqlnlbon mmulmbon I-1W 
19 Shanholdcr G+wses 1-90 
20 Exwss Unacxunled for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infitration 1-23 
P GamsLOUCI 1.105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tmnsfer 1-1 1 
2 Planl slippage aLijUsbnen1 1-1 3 
3 Reallmate Common Phnl River Park S-1 
4 lmpuhtim of CIACMR 1 4  
5 Net used and useful adjusmwnl 
6 Marc0 ASR Cosl Share 151 

Total 

v 
MucolshndDdWdhbl 

1 RAFr M m u e  .djmtmr*s abwe 
2 Reg Fear M a w  Island 1.107 
3 N w - u ~ a  and useful pmperty hxes -1 08 
4 D s c w n l s  rrcmea on pmpnn, hxn S-14 

Tdal - 
To adjurt to tm year income hx expense 

(18,812) 0 
7,303 0 

0 0 1  
4 0 :  

(11.505) 0 ;  

0 ,  
0 
0 ,  
0 : i  
0 1  

O I  
(37) - (1 111 d l  

0 0 

0 
0 
0 

(17) 0 
(528) 0 

(4.202) 0 
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SL'/ LAKE EARRIET ESTATES 
CAEDLlE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR EN)W 12131)96 

SCHEDULE NO, 3-A 

DOCKET NO. 9SM95-WS ~ 

~ 

I 

I 
ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ E S T  YEAR 

PERUTlUTY UTILI" TESTYEARJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR 
COMPONENT t956 AOJUSTUENTS UTlLIM1896 WUSTMENTS 1996 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 222.374 o s  222,374 (so) 222.2B4 - 
2 LAND h LAND RIGHTS 4.663 0 4.663 0 4.663 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL MMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (S5.W . o  (95,484) (411 (95.525) 

S ClAC (64.408) (174) (64.582) 0 (64.582) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 34.342 0 34.342 0 34,342 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2.114) 

0 DEFERRED INCOMETAXES 

1 WORfflNG CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

(1.801) 

12.243 

0 

(2.114) 

0 12.243 

0 0 

0 (2114) 

14.794 12,913 

(4.060) 8,183 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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$1 LAKE HARRIET E5TATE-S 
DJUSTMKWS TO RATE BASE 
ESI YEAR ENDED 1U31p)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  

E X P W T # O N  WATER WASTEWATER 1 - 
1 BVL tmnsfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for pant slippage/double W n g s  1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park mmmon pknl S-1 

TDtal 

1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFIJ S-2 
2 Lehwh land, Parcel 4, TRct C PHFLl 1-6 

0 0 '  
0 0 

3 Collisr pits land cwt 1-7 
4 S&n 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 M o n a  Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL banrfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
TO reflect ne( nowusad and JM~J aqusmenl 

P 
1 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippagc/Double Bwlcmgs 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prmr N-UIU assets 1 4  
4 Reallos of R m r  Park Common Plant S 1  

Total 

!xG 
1 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
3 M a n  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 DeiioM lakrs connfion-mtar s-4 
2 BVL bansfar 1-1 1 
3 Conaction fw GuidCline ntas I47 
4 lmpuiation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 M a n  ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Defsmd lues on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Tan- on Dweaabon 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocationi 

CaUEE 
Maw Island deferred debt-Mer 162 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
10 0 
0 0 

(51) 0 
J 0 

0 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

15.010 0 
(216) 0 

14,794 0 

(4.060) 0 

0 



. . . .  

SSUl LAKE IIARRIET ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12151196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

_. .. ~ . . ~ ~~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTlLlN UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION I996 ADJVSTMENTS UTILITY I996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT c...- ...... ............................... ~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

52.194 31.610 5 83.804 (33.869) 49.935 34.097 84.032 
..... . .............................................. .-._ 

68.28% 

50.312 2.307 $ 52,619 (1.643) 50.976 $ 50.976 

8.897 

0 

6.618 

0 

0 

1.544 

8.697 

0 

8.162 

(47) 8,850 

0 0 

(77) 8.085 1.534 

8.850 

0 

9,619 

R.890) 10,712 2.822 .(12,735) (9.913) 12.561 2.648 
........................... ..................................................................... 

57.937 14.563 $ 7 2 . m  (14.502) 57.990 14.0% 72,093 
._ .................................................................. ---. . 

(5.743) t7.047 $ 11,304 (1w67) (8.063) 20.001 11.939 
lim-i.=.liS= ~l..ll=lll=~ =*Iss=~I.P-ii ~=11111====1 .=ii.is-===== ==.=-=.=====. -===*===.==== 

-5.23% 

I ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  . . . .  .......... ... . . . . .  ~~~~ ... ........... ~ ... -_ 



IRDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
IOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
'AGE 4 8 9  

EC LAKE HARRIET ESTATES 
DSUSTMFXTS TO OPERATING STATEMESTS 
EST YEnR ENDED 1U31i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4C 1 
DOCKET NO. 950495ws 
PAGE 1 OF 1 1 

1 

, 

EXPLANATDN WATER WASTEWATER , 
~~~~~~~ ~ - 

1 Remove rquested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed rennue for disearnted =Nice i-77 
4 MiDMUaneOus nm-utility i n m  1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU's prcsrdcnt Sd 
2 C o d  attrition fate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expnses 1-58 
4 HNvm S t W  1-82 
5 LobbylnglAquiskn salaries 8 miSc e x p n x r  1-85 8 184 
6 Hepatitis Amrotlation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted wwtime to rate case esvenre S-1 1 
8 R m  SSU ~ r e p r e s s i m  adjusbnent 1-74 
9 OAP Amorthaton I& 

10 Purchased paver MOM Lakes 1-88 
1 I Arnatize Humcane Preparednarr Program S-13 
12 Consewation Expmse 1-92 
13 Cunent nte case expnse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Erp 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case upense 1-96 
17 T N ~ U P  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emplyrocqlnbn notmalikabon 1-10!) 
19 Sharehdder Expmes I-W 
x)  Excess Unacmnted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfilhauon 1-23 ~~ 

19 GainsRosseP 1-105 
Total 

P 
1 BVL Trdmfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippagc/double bdanps adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant Rmr Parh S-1 
4 ImpUtahon of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful a d j m  
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

1 RAFs on m n w  sdjustmmtt above 
2 Reg Fees Muw bland 1-107 
3 Nonused and useful pmprhltaxcr 1-108 
4 Discounts r&ed on property tares S-14 

Total - 
To aqun to lest year imm bx e w n s e  

(31.610) 
12.273) 

0 
14 

(33.869) 

0 1  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 1  
0 )  
0 

0 1  

0 1  

(134) 0 
(1.643) 0 ,  

(12.735) 0 
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SUI LAKESmE 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'ESTYEARENDW 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9W95-WS 

E S T  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW 
PERUT(VPT UTlLlM TESTW COUIM- w r m ~  

COMPONENT <996 ABNSTMENTS UTlLlTY3996 ADJUSTMENTS 7946 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

356.974 

3.417 

07.478) 

(69.131) 

@.OM) 

2.618 

0 

0 

(652) 

(6.981) 

3.777 

o s  
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

m.974 

3.417 

07,478) 

(69.131) 

e.=) 
2.618 

0 

0 

(852) 

(6.981) 

3 . m  

356.946 

3.417 

07.492) 

(69.144) 

n.Ow 
2.618 

0 

0 

(652) 

V.328) 

2.525 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 4 9 1  

3UI LAKESIDE 
DJUSTMJWTS TO RATE BASE 
ESI YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 9Sou)S-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER' - 
1 BVL mnsfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant alippagcldouble bamngs I 
3 Realicc of Rmr  Pa& wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Par& 4. TRct C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier p b  land wst  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVLlransfer 1-11 

Total - 
To reflecl n n  mn-used ana uwful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagclDwble Bmbngs 1-13 
3 Rwew Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1.46 
4 Reaalloc of Riwr Pa& Common Ptant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL han6fef 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Dettona Lakes wrrectm +water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Conrcfion for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputalbn of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 141 

Tnlal 

P 
1 D M  D e f d  Tams on ClAC 
2 C A R  Dcfernd Tams on DeprecMoli 

Total - 
To reflect Me plant specific allocation 

QQlER 
Marw Island deferred debit-water IMi! 

-1 3 
0 0 

(59) 0 
31 0 

(28) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1141 0 

0 
3 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(16) 
1132 

0 
n 

0 
n - 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 

(347) 0 
(3471 0 

(1,2521 0 

0 



SSlJl LAKESIDE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED iznm 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 

TEST M A R  AWUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTlUTY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCWTION IS96 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 AIJJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
__ ........ __ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 14.455 47.968 s 62.423 (48.269) 14.154 44.880 59,034 ....................................................................................................................................................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 317.08% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 14.133 364 I 14.497 639) 13.758 S 13.758 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

12.953 0 12.953 7 12,960 

0 0 0 0 0 

12.960 

0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 1,018 2.171 3.189 (2.281) W8 2.020 2.928 

6 INCOMETAXES (10,863) 17.526 6.663 (17.836) . (11.173) 16.533 5.561 
............................................................ ................................. ....... . 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 17.241 20.061 s 37.302 (20.849) 16.453 18.553 35.W6 ....................... .......... ........................ . 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

I .... ~~_____.~___~ ... ................. ... 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
3CKET NO. 950495-WS 

iU/ W I D E  
WmMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMEh'TS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

I SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I 
WATER WASTEWATER ExPIANAnoN - 

1 R m v e  requeaed final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dixwnled &ce 1-77 
4 M i d l a m o u r  non-utility inmma 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallaale Saalrry of SSUS preSidMl S-8 
2 cwmt attrition rate from 5.87% lo 5.75% 5-10 
3 -one Heights APT e?peilra 1-58 
4 Hmin rtudy 182 
5 LobbyinglAcquisiPjon salaries a m k .  expenses 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepalitis Ammtizawn Adjmlrncnl1-86 
7 Budgeted ovadm to me case e?wrse S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU prc+owd repression adjuslment 1-74 
9 OAP Amoflizabon I* 

i o  Purchased povm Dekona Lakes la 
11 Amortbe Humcane Preparedness Prqlram S-13 
12 conserdjon Expnsc 1-92 
13 current iale case w m s e  1-93 
14 Uniform Rale Dockel-Reg. 
15 Jurisdiction DOCka -5S 1-95 
1 6 9 2 0 1 9 g r a t e C a r c ~ 1 - %  
17 r r u w p  tW&& Idjustmant 1-99 
18 Emply mccgnM4 nomlizalion 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess U n a a n l e d  for Water 1-21 
21 Excess ln611n6on 1-23 
22 GainSlLoues i-105 

Em 1-94 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Planl slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallccale Comnum Plant River Pa*: S-1 
4 Impulation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Nel used and useful adjuttmanl 
6 Mar= ASR C& Share 161 

Total - 
Mam Island Deferled DaM 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjUOtmant0 abow. 
2 Reg Fees Maw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and urcful propefly laxes 11-1M) 
4 Dlsswnts namd on proprtylaxes S-14 

Total - 
To rdprt lo Its! year income tax W C m  

0 
0 
0 

4 0 
(48.269) 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 

0 0 
0 
0 

(6) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
7 0 

13 

(2.1 72) 0 
0 0 

15 0 
(1 24) 0 

(2,281 I 0 

(17,836) 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
'AGE 494 

su/ LAKEVIEW V l U L A S  
-LIE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR L%DW lu3Li96 

SCMDULE YO 3-A 
DOCK!ZT NO 950495WS 

I 
R S T  YEIR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A W '  
PERUTHJN UTWM TESTYEARJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR I 

COM- 'le96 CSJvSTlbENTS UTIUMIOSB ADJUSTMENTS 4SsB j 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE f 21,740 O f  21.740 (4) 21.736 : 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 47 0 47 0 47 I 
3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 V W  V56) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (8.615) 0 (8.615) 6 (8.609) 

5 C t C  0 0 0 0 0 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 0 0 0 0 0 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (so) 0 0 0 (90) 

0 DEFERRED INCOMETAXES (402) . o  (402) (20 (423) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 521 0 52 1 (173) 3 4 8 :  

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 O I  
~ 

RATE BASE f 13.201 O f  13,201 (948) 12.253 ~ 

=-=-E= =__= -IIIIIp.ii ~ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 495 

SUI LAKEVIEW MLLLAS 
SJUSI'MENTS TO RATE BASE 
ESI' YEAR ENDED 17BlR6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. SS0495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

W L A N A T D N  WATER WASTEWATER 1 - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjua for plant slippY*/dwWa M i n g s  1-13 
3 Raalloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1. 2. and 3 PHFIJ 5-2 
2 Lehiih land, Parcel 4. TRct C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land wsl 1-7 
4 Section J5 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dcllona Lakes PHFU 1-10 

BVL transfer 1-1 1 
Total - 

To refled rml non-used and useful adpbnent 

P 
EVL tramfer 1-1 t 
Plant Slippage/Doubk Eooldng 1-13 
Revene D e p  on mor N U U  auratr 1 4 6  
Rcslloc or River Park CanmOn Plant S-1 

Tdal 

!2AG 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Inmutation of ClACMR 1-48 
3 Mano ASR cost share 1-51 

Tdal - 
1 DeRona Lakes correction-water S 4  
2 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Comcbon for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1 4  
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 DRM Defe~red Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credl Defemd Taxes on Depfacmbon 

Total - 
To rennt vlc plant spade allcabon 

0 0 '  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

V56) 0 

0 0 
8 0 
0 0 
(2) 0 
6 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
(21) 0 

-21 ) 0 

0 



~ ~ ................ ~- --.- -~ - 
SSll l  LAKEYIEW VlLLLAS 
STATEMENl OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED Ilf l l i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ __ ~ -- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Y E N  COMMISSW TEST YEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 19% ALMUSTMENTS 1986 WCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.__I_.-..___- -~ .. ............. 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 1.672 7.321 t 8.995 (2.487) 6,506 2.117 8.623 
....................... ....................... _ 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 32.54% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 5.124 192 I 5.316 5,252 I 5.252 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

iGE 497 

;C LAKE\lEH' \lLLL\S 
UCUMESTS TOOPERATING STATE.VESTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 1uJl/96 

SCHEDULE YO. 4-C 
DOCKET YO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

EXPIANAllON WATER WASTEWATER I - 
1 Remove rqu&ed final revenue increase 
2 Billing d U e r m i M ~  1-75 
3 tmpued revenue for discwnted m c c  1-77 
4 M d l a n m u r  noiwblty i ~ m  I-TI 

Total 

1 ReaUaate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Comct amition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Ksystw He!ghls APT expenses 1-50 
4 Hmln study 1-82 
5 Lobbyin#Aquisii salarier 8 mkc. e m s c r  1-83 8 184 
6 Hepiitis Ammtiratiwn Adjurtmmt Id6 
7 Budgeted mmmc to Rle case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Ammtkation 

10 PurchaKd powcr Deltona Lakes 1-88, 
11 Amortize Hurricane Prepredness Program S-13 
12 C o d i n n  Evqcnse 1-92 
13 Cum& rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rale D M - R e g .  Comm. Ew 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket m n s e  1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T r u w p  budget adjustmenli-99 
18 Empiy raqlnition normalbation i-1W 
19 SharehOldN 5.pnrCr 1-90 
x1 Exccu Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Ex- infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant rlippagtldouble bookings adjalment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Pa*: S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Nel used and W l  adjusbmnt 
6 k r c n  ASR Cosl Share 151 

Total 

P 
M a M  I&nd Defmed Dcbil 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjushnenlr above 
2 Reg Fees Marso l a n d  1-107 
3 Nowwed and useful property taxes I-1MI 
4 Discounts received on propny taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjal  10 teat year income tax cxpnse 

1 
(2,487) 

0 ;  
0 1  
0 

0 
0~ 

o /  
0 ;  
0 
0 
0 :  
0 
O !  
0 
0~ 
0 1  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 :  

0 
0 '  

0 0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

(8) 0 
114) 0 

(864) 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
'AGE 498 

~ 

SUI LEHIGH 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 1m1196 

SCHEDULE NO 3-A 
DOCKET NO 950495WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS ~ NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

I2  OTHER 

15.014.790 

212.065 

322.725 

(4.437.m) 

(4.365.337) 

1.415.443 

0 

(1.sCn.W) 

(69.343) 

4i9.7m 

372.726 

0 

93,077 5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15.107.867 

212.065 

322.725 

(4.437.6W) 

(4.365.337) 

1,415,443 

0 

(1.903.990) 

(64.343) 

419.709 

372.726 

0 

@7.0=) 

(149.851) 

(992.781) 

417 

(48.166) 

670 

0 

0 

0 

076.729 

(123.589) 

0 

I 
15,070,779 ' 

62.214 1 
(670.056) I 

.. 

i 

(4,437,191) 

(4.413.503) 

1,416,113 

0 

(1.933.990) 

(M.343) 

42.984 

249.137 

0 

RATE EASE I 6.986.180 93.077 I 7.079.257 (1,727,113) 5.352.144 , 
--= n-EX=n =-=n*-= =Yo-== -,C:Is-1_== 

~ 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 499 

I U I  LEWGH SCEDULE NO 3-8 
3IEDULE OF WASTEWATERRATEBASIC 
W Y m E N D E D  ly31196 i 

1 TEST VEAR ADJUSTED COMMltStoN c9J , 
1 

Docm NO 9M495ws 

P E R M U r Y  UTfLlTY TEST- COMMISSKMI W T Y E A R  1 
CWPDNENT i996 W S n t E N T S  cIT(LIp(WS6 ADJUSTMENTS 19% 

1 UTlLllY PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZATtON OF ClAC 

7 ACCIUlSlTlON ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

16,820,639 

346,220 

869.825 

(4.970.406) 

(4.591.714) 

1.813.412 

0 

(1.595.969) 

(50.898) 

251.933 

294.838 

0 

191.019 s 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17.01 1.658 

346,220 

869.825 

(4.970.406) 

(4.591.714) 

1.813.412 

0 

(1.595.969) 

(50.898) 

251.933 

294.838 

0 

(166.W) 16.845.110 ~ 

BW.562) 85.658 

(1.467.179) (597.354) i 
! 

. 2.838 (4.967.568) ~ 

(83.089) (4.675.601) 1 
1.179 1.814.591 

0 0 

0 (1,595,969) 

0 (50.898) 
~ 

(224.176) 27,757 ~ 

(97.763) 197.075 i 
1 

0 o i  



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 500 

DJUSTMEhTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1u31r96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
OOCK-k?NO. 95M95-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPUNATION WATER WASTEWATER, - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippge/double bookings 1-13 
3 Rea lk  of Rmr Pam m m o n  ptant S-1 

Total 

L&YD 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lchigh land. Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU and 
3 Colliw pnt land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeUona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

Tract D 1-6 

- 
To reflect ne non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SliipagdDouble Bookings 1-1 3 
3 Reverse Depr on pnor N-UIU asscts 1 4  
4 Realloc of River Pa* Common Plant S-1 

Total 

!2&2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputaion of CIAC-MR 1 4  
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction fw  Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Defenad Taxes on ClAC 
2 CnM Deferred Taxes on oeprecirt i~ 

Total - 
To r e M  the plant specific allocation 

QJJim 
Marco Island deferred &bit-water lbz 

0 0 
(40.182) (168.995) 
3.094 2.447 

(166.548) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(260.562) 

(992.781) (1,467,179) ___ 

0 0 
1,973 4.069 

0 0 
(1.556) (1,231) 

417 ~ 2 838 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

670 1,179 
0 0 

670 1,179 

(362.0781 (207.8071 
(14.647) (16,369) a (p4.176) 

1123.5891 (97,763) 

0 



~~~ ~~~~ ~~ .... 

SSl l l  I.EHICH SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED lZfl1196 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~ 
~~ ...... 

I TEST YEAR ADJUBTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UnLlTV UTILITY TEST Y U R l  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1898 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

2,089,666 794.843 s 2.w.m (817.547) 2.068.862 440.859 2,507,821 
~ - - 

21.33% 

1.289.249 55.416 S 1.344.665 (43.354) 1,301,311 S 1 .M1,311 

324,022 0 324.022 (36.507) 287.515 287.515 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

287.276 18.022 305.298 (53.946) 251.352 19.839 271.191 

(86.226) 276.382 180,156 (226.510) (46:354) 162.409 116.055 
........................ 

1.8M.321 349.820 S 2,154.141 (360.317) 1.793.824 182.247 1.976.071 .... . ....................... 

285,345 445.023 I 730,368 (457,230) 273.138 258.612 531.750 
DilD1=s=II~= -.P.li...I== ..SI=I.I~PPS IsI1=silll=i .iiO.*l**..P* ============= 

6.886.180 ............ S 7,079,257 5.352.144 5,352,144 

....... .......... ................... -. ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ...... L. ~~ 



. ~~~~ ~~~ 

SSUl LEBI('.H 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11131/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 9 W 9 5 W S  

DESCRIPTION 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

z OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

TEST W4R 
PER UTILITY 

1996 

ADJUSTED coMMlssloN Mx). 
UTILITY TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REV8NUB R6VENUB 

ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlTV 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
~ I_-.-.._ - ..- 

2.W.705 698.W S 3,266,713 (683.145) 2.603.564 176.044 2.779.612 ..... 
6.76% 

1.209.627 60,055 $ 1.269.682 (79,518) 1.190.1M S i.isu.ia 

443.977 

0 

413.356 

0 443.977 (61.589) 382.388 

0 0 0 0 

17.939 431,295 (90.551) 340.744 7.922 

382,388 

0 

348,666 

(16.198) 160.335 174.1 37 (84.291) 89,846 64853 154.699 
....................... .... 

RATEOFRETURN 5.85% 10.32% 8.48% 9.94% 
= I S i i l D I ~ I s = ~  ==.=.*.I===== =I=Pllil-=Il 1-.=1111..151 I ...... ...... ............. ....... ~ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 503 
I 
SSUl LEHIGH SCHEDULE NO 4-C 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS DOCKET YO 950495-WS 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

, 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 

1 Remove rqmsted final m n u e  increase 
2 Bdling detcminants 1-75 
3 Imputed m u e  for aosoumed YCKX I-n 
4 M d l a o u a  nOmntldy i m c  C77 

Tdal 

1 Real~outc salaq of SSUs prwdent S-8 
2 correct m i o n  rate tmm 5 8796 to !j 75m s-lo 
3 Kcyston MegMs APT expnws I-!* 
4 kmm study 1-82 
5 LobDymgIAsqumUm salanes 8 mas: expenses 183 8 1.84 
6 ncpatrlc Ammlualmn Adpsmml I 8 6  
7 Buagc1.d ove~ime io me u s e  cxpmse S-11 
8 Remove SSU pmposca npreuDn tdjunmenl 1-74 
9 OAP Amoft!zalmn 1 8 6 1  

10 Purchased porn DCl(0ru L a b  1-88 
11 A m u a  numcane P n p r M m u  Program S-13 
12 C o n s e w n  Wnse 1-92 
13 Cumnl me use  cxpcnw 1-93 
14 Undonn Rate Dock.1-Reg COmm 1% 1-94 
15 JunuliCtion DCCK.~ Expense 195 
16 920199 ralecascexpmse 1-96 
17 T ~ b u p  bwga a q u a m a  1-99 
18 Emply mco@n#im nnmukahon I-l(X) 
19 stunholder Eapmcs 1-90 
20 Exsnr UruccounlM for Water 1.21 
21 Ex- InRDmon 1-23 
22 Gain61Losscs .-lo5 

Tdal 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant sippagelawble boocangr 8djLrtmmll-13 
3 Rcallocnc Common Plant R m r  Pam S-1 
4 lmpuatwn of CIACMR 1 4 8  
5 Ne( lacd m a  useful aapstmml 
6 Marc0 ASR Corn Sham 151 

Td.1 - 
P 

Marco ~&nd Mumd Debd 

1 RAFr on revenue a q m M  a b b e  
2 Reg Fees Marm l a n d  1-107 
3 Non-utea and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts r m  on property lams 5-14 

Total 

W X f K m E s  
To adjust 10 lest year lnwme tax UlXnSF 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
(36.5071 (61,589) 

(1 1.935) (53.974) 
(5,221) (5.835) 

(53,945) 190,551) 

(226.510) (W.291) 
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3UI LEUAN1 AEIGKTS 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAEI ENDED Iu)lr% 

SCBEDUU NO. S A  
DOCKET NO. 95019SWS 

1 UTlLrpI PLAKT IN SERVICE 5 453.057 O S  433.057 (125) 432.932 * 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 4.087 0 4.087 0 4.087 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (153.m) 0 (153,773) (58) (153.831) 

5 CIAC (125.958) (72) (126,030) 0 (126.030) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 57.545 0 57.545 0 57.545 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 .  0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2.930) 0 (2.930) 0 (2.930) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (5.798) 0 (5.798) 5.915 117 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 16.976 0 16.976 (5.629) 11.347 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BISE s 223.206 (721s 223,134 103 223.237 
=-==-=== ==.-E==== =_-./E Y=-_P =5==1P==.== 
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iU/ LEUIN1 HEIGBTS 
BEDULE OF WASITWATER RAT!! BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED IUJlm6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950195WS 

1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFTS 

t 645.751 

9.704 

0 

(321.420) 

(139.438) 

77.930 

0 

0 

(2.915) 

o s  

0 

0 

0 

(112) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

645.751 

9.104 

0 

(321,420) 

(139.550) 

77930 

0 

0 

(2.915) 

(17.6510 

0 

0 

670 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

628.097 

9,700 

0 

(320.750) 

(139.550) 

77,930 

0 

0 

(2.915) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (11.812) 0 (1 1.812) 8.M (3.806) 

I WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 16.889 0 16.1189 (5.600) 
! 

11'289 ~ 

25g'995 j 
2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 o !  

RATE BISE t 274.685 (112)s 214.573 (14.578) 
=._SI-= ==.====E== -=--==-= P = I I I = S = I E  11--1=1 
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IUI L E l U N l  WEIGHTS SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

(:.., ... . .,, , , . .. . . ". . . .  ... . . .. .. .. . . . . . .. . .  : " W A k  WbSTEWATER . .  . ... . .  .:..>:. , . . , 
~, .. .. '< . ' . . .  . ., . . .  EXPUWATKm - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippagddoubk bookings 1-13 
3 Realkx of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LAW! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehgh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 B M  transfer 1-11 

TOM 

To refled net non-use0 an0 useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippageJAubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior K U N  ass& 1-45 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant 5-1 

Total 

G l a  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes comdion-mter S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Cormdin for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 148 
5 Marm ASR Cost Share C51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Defermd Tams on ClAC 
2 Credil Deferred Tams on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reikd the plant speck% alloCaion 

QmEE 
Marm lsiand deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
13 74 1 
0 0 

(58) 670 
(71) (71) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 ,  

0 0 
0 0 

6,335 8.617 
(420) (611) 

5.915 - 8 006 

(5.623 (5,600) 

0 
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SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 
PACE 1 OF 1 

SSUl LEILANI HEIGHTS 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATMG STATEMEN'IS 
TEST YEAR ENDED IYJlB6 - 

1 R ~ ~ ~ M  requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing deleninantr 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dircoufled service 1-77 
4 MisCallaMOus non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

1 Realfocste salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 coned attriliin rate from 5.87% to 5.75% 5-10 
3 Keystotom Hegha APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hemtl study 1-82 
5 LobbymngIAcquisition salaries a mise. exp. 1-83 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overlime to rate use expense S-1 1 
8 Remow SSU proposed t e p w i o n  adjuslment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

1-84 

to  purchased power Dcnona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amofiize Hvnicsne Preparedness Pmgram S-13 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expens¶ 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exv 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Dccket W n s e  1-95 
16 920199 m e  case expense 1-96 
17 T w p  budge! adjusbnent I-% 
18 Emply ncognition nmalbntion 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expensas 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainwLosses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVLTransferI-11 
2 Plant slippage adjusmm I-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant R i i r  PaIk S1 
4 Imputation of ClAGMR I48 
5 Net used and uselul adjustment 
6 Mama ASR cort Share 1-51 1 Total 

! -  I 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful prcQeny taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on propew taxes 5 1 4  

Total 

wmdm&Es 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(41,507) (39,645) 
(6.137) 18.253 

0 0 
20 20 

(47,624j (21.372) 

(171) (170) 
12.198) 2.676 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

31 n071 - 
0 

(2.143) (962) 
0 0 
0 0 

(150) (218) 
12.293) (1,180) - 

(16,874) 15.645) 
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iSUl LEISURE WKES 
iCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
lEST YEAR ENDED lZnlr96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 9 u ) l S W S  

.. 
1 UTILITY PUNT IN SERVICE s 255,959 O S  255.959 rn) 255.8112 - 
2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 1.252 0 1,252 0 1,252 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (9,931) 0 (9.931) 0 (9.931) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (104.216) 0 (104.216) . (11) (104.227) 

5 CIAC (100,635) 0 (1W.63S) (75) (1 00.710) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF CIAC 45.437 0 45.437 0 45.437 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.821) 0 (1.820 0 (1.821) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.557) 0 (1.557) (7.810) (3.367) 

I1 WORKING CAPlTAL ALLOWANCE 10.550 0 10.550 (3.488) 7.052 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RITE BASE s 95.038 o s  95.038 (5.471) 89.567 -_ -I---- ====---- ===_=I ==- __ ===--===I 
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SUI LEISCRE UKf3 
XEDCLE OF WASITWATER BATE BASE 
EST YEAR ESDED W31M 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 1 
I DOCKET NO. SSolMWS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 304.079 o s  304.079 (73) 3 M . W  1 
2 LAND 2.862 0 2.062 0 2.862 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (41.041) 0 (41.041) (15.414) (56,455) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON (163.925) 0 (163.925) (11) (163,936) 

5 ClAC (198.121) 0 (198.121) (240) (198.361) 

6 AMORTVPiTlON OF ClAC 104.676 0 104.676 8 101.6M 

7 ACQUISITION ADlUSTMENTS ~ NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.716) 0 (1.716) 0 (1.716) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAWS (3.033) 0 (3.033) (1.322) (4.355) 

I1 WORKING CAPlTAL ALLOWANCE 9,942 0 9.942 (3.29797) 6.815 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 13.723 o s  13.723 (20,349) (6.626) 
=l=lii=SI==E= I ~ = D I P ~ I I I  =-I=.-== zuIIEI=== =======a 
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SUI LEISURE LAKES 
DKSMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 32/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 - 

1 BVL transfer 1-11 ~ ~ ~~~ 

2 To adjust for plant slippagCIaoubC bookings 1-13 
3 RealloC of RNer Pah wmmon punt S-I 

Total 

UM 
1 Lehign land Parcels 1 .2 .  ana 3 PhFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh iana. Pare l  4. Tran C PHFL 16 
3 Collier p b  land ccst 1-7 
4 Seclion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

To reflea net no-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippagefDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UiU a w l s  I46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

€la 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDutation of CIACMR I48  
3 M&W ASR cost Share 1-51 

Total 

w 
1 Denona Lakes wmction-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Comdion for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credl Deferred Taxes on Depredation 

Total - 
TO refleci the plant spec& allocation 

PMEB 
Marm Island deferred debit-water 142 

0 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 
o_ 0 

0 (15.4141 

0 0 
33 31 
0 0 

(42) (44) 
(11) 111) 

0 0 

0 0 
175) 1240) 

(75) (240) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 8 
0 0 
0 8 

(1.561) (1.027) 
(249) (295) 

11.8101 - ( 1.3221 

13.498) (3.297) 



SSlll I.EISURE LAKES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
IEST YEAR ENDED IU311)( 

SCllEDULE NO. 1-A 
DOCKET NO. 9SJ495-WS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 25.098 55.708 I 80.808 (31,689) 48,117 28.803 77.720 
...................... ................ .......................... ....... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 58.23% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 51.063 1.875 S 52.028 (1.651) 51.277 S 51,277 

3 DEPRECIATION 8.897 0 8,897 20 8.917 8.917 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 4.428, 2.482 6.910 (1.510) 5,400 1.287 8,687 

6 INCOMETAXES (17.542) 19.808 2,266 (10.863) (8.597) 10.537 1,940 
. ........ . ..................... -- 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 46.838 24.185 S 71.001 (14,004) 56.087 11.824 68.821 
........ .... 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

(21.738) 31.543 S 8.805 (17.805) (7.8801 16.778 8.889 

05.038 88.567 89.567 85,038 I 

-22.87% 10.32% -8.80% 9.94% 

..................................................................................... 
=5_======== =====s=s==i= ~Lli.IIi=11311 1.-1111551=1 

..1.=1=111.0 =.~..-~1311111 *15=..-5==1= =s==========- 
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SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PACE I OF 1 s7 YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

. .  . : :,&' . .  
. ,. . . . .. . . .  ,: .,.: .: . WATER WASWATER ..p(pLuuM(( 

1 Remow nquestd mal mwnw iMIlhare 
2 Billing deteninants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dircounkd 
4 Miicallaneous non-utilii inmme 1-77 

1-77 

TOW 

2 Comd smi(ion rata horn 5.87% lo 5.75% S-10 
3 Keyatone WgMt APT axpensas 1-58 
4 Hewill study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcqubiMon salaries h misc. expenses 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatas AmrotiWn Adjusbmnt 1-86 
7 Budgcted oveftime M rpta ease exWnse S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed Rprrsrion adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP AmortiWion 1- 
10 Purchased Wwar Dsnona Lakes I 4 8  
11 Amortike Humune Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation W n s e  1-92 
13 curnnt rata oy axpense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate D&d-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jutisdidion Doaa Expens4 1-95 
16 920199 ntc case axpenso I-S6 
17 T ~ b u p  budget adjustnwnt i-99 
18 Emply ncognilnn nomralizatiOn 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unawunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess InfiHratin 1-23 
22 GainsLosses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippagddoubk bookings adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocale Common Plant RNer Park 5-1 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1 4  
5  et used and u.eful adiustmenl 
6 Marm ASR Cost Shaml-51 

Total - 
Marw Island D.lsmd Debk 

1 RAFr on m n w  adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees M a w  Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and uwful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounk R a k e d  on property toxes S-14 

Total 

To adjust to test p a r  inmme tax expense 

(55.708) (3.832) 
24.007 (25.627) 

0 0 
12 12 

(31.689) 

0 0 
(17) (16) 
36 34 
0 (16) 
0 (866) 
0 0 

20 (864) 

0 

(1.426) (1.325) 
0 0 
5 (48) 

(69) (105) 
(1.510) (1.478) 

(10.863) (7.294) - 
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ISSUl MARC0 ELAND 
ISCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
[TESTYEARENDED I M ~  

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

i TEST YEAR ARNSTEO COMKADJ. 
P E R M u w  unuw TESTYEAW COMMISSION TESTY- 

COMPONENT IS86 ADJUSTMENTS uIIuTY1936 ADJUSTMENTS 1-6 I 

1 

~ 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

~ 2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 

j 3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 

i 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

: 5c IAc  

I 

! 6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

1 7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

! 8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

' 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

i 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

~ 11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

41.059.172 

9.566574 

(251.848) 

(11.483.826) 

(6,062,393) 

1,571,147 

0 

0 

(43.493) 

196.578 

251,943 

1.319.227 

0 I 41.059.172 

220.855 9,787.529 

0 (251.W) 

138.520 (11,345,306) 

0 6062.393) 

0 1.571.147 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (43.493) 

0 196.578 

0 251.943 

0 1.319.227 

(878.880) 

0 

(1,014,177) 

(3.845) 

(233.446) 

5.004 

0 

0 

0 

(442.671) 

(83,539) 

(186.744) 

40,180,292 

9.787.529 ~ 

(1.266.025) 

(11,349,151) ~ 

(6,295,839) ~ ' 

1,576,151 

O !  

o i  
~ 

(43.493) 

(246.093) ~ 

168.404 

1.132.483 
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:ti/ MARC0 ISWND 
:HEDULO OF WASTEWAmR RATE BASE 
UT YEAR ENDED 12nllw 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 9504%WS , 

. ,  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
P E F Z ~ ~ L I T V  u n L m  TESTYEARI COMylSSlON TESTYVIR ' 

COMPONENT 1996 *RIUSTMENTS vrtLlTyl9SS AOJUSWENTS 1996 

.. 
~ 

(115.170) 22.795.565 ~ 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE f 22.910.735 0 f 22,910,735 

2 LAND 19.559 0 19,559 0 19.559 ' 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.6222363 0 (1.6222361 (4.708.026) (6.330262) ! 
4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (7.238.0031 48.729 (7.189.2741 (14.691) (7,203,965) 

5 ClAC (4,210,285) 0 (4.210.2851 (5.7751 (4.216.0601 ~ 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1.8Y.093 0 1.8Y.093 138 1.654.231 .' 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (14.3901 0 (14.3901 0 (14.390) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (424,780) 0 (424.780) 1M.754 (320.026) ~ 

I WORKING CAPlTAL ALLOWANCE 83.359 0 83.359 (27.640) 55.719 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RITE BASE 5 11.358.052 48.729 I 11.406.781 (4,766,410) 6.640.371 

... c 

==._=*--=I== .1.11=1==11 IIII=..=-E _=I=*=_= -==E==-*= 
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S l i  MARC0 I S U S D  
LDIPSTHENTS TO RATE BASE 
%ST YEAR ENDED 1Mli96 

I 
SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495yYS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 1 EXPLANATION 

v 
1 BVLTransfer 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1.12 
3 Realloc of River Park m m o n  plant s-i 

Total 

LwQ 
1 Lehlgn (ana Parcels 1 2. and 3 PMU s-2 
2 -ehigh lane, Parcel 4 Tract C PHFU 16 
3 Collier p N  land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU -9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU .-lo 
6 BVLtransfer 1-11 

Total 

To reflect net non-use3 ana useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVLTransfer 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN a u s  I 4 6  
4 Realtoc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

CIA€ 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Imputation of ClAC-MR I 4  
3 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 DeHona Lakes comction-waler S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Comdion for Guidelim rates 147 
4 ImDutation of CIAC-MR la 
5 Marc0 ASR Coot Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debli Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credii Defemd Taxes on Dapndnion 

Total - 
To reflect the plant speaf~c allocabon 

QIKm 
Marm Island deferred deba-water 162 

0 0 
(880.971) (1 15.862) 

2,091 692 
(878,880) (115,170) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(1,014,177) (4,708,025) 

0 0 
19.643 34386 

(22.436) (48,729) 
(1.052) (348) 
(3.845) (14.691) 

0 0 
(8.346) (5.775) 

(225.100) 0 
(233,446) (5.775) 

0 0 
0 n 

(403.634) 127.008 
(39.037) (22.254) - (442.671 ) 104.754 

(83.539) (27.640) 

(1 86.744) 



iSU/ MARC0 ISLAND 
XATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
!EST YEAR ENDED IUJ11)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. W495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. NU. 
PER unLtTy unuw TEST YEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION im ADJUSTMENTS u n w  i ~ w  ADJUSTMENTS ingo 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES. 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

I DEPRECIATION 

I AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER TkAN INCOME 

j INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

I OPERATING INCOME 

3 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

7.822160 2.853.529 S 10,675,997 (2.586.777) 8.089.220 1.458.81 5 9.548.035 
............................................................................ .......................... 

18.03% 

2.680.565 37.235 S 2.717.800 (76.924) 2.640.876 I 2.640.876 

1.825.322 0 1.625.322 (94,809) 1.530.513 1,530,513 

0 293.162 293,162 (158.609) 134.553 134.553 

1.107.645 134.190 1241.835 (157.223) 1.084.612 65.647 1.150.259 

119.773 914,201 1,033,974 (622.201) 211.773 537.415 749.188 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

5.533.305 1378.788 f 6.912.093 (1,309,785) 5,602,328 603,061 6.205389 
......................................................................................................... .. 

2.289.163 1,474.741 S 3.763.904 (1.277.012) 2.486.892 855.754 3.342.846 
I.i3S==lli.E ==1==31111=o ==ll..ll=lll. S====lsi==I=E =====-SI==*= ============E 

36.123.181 I 36.482.556 33,644,259 33.644.259 
.llSE=SIIII.S =c=_=s==I=CL ===011-=113= Ili=l.E==i.=ii  

6.34% 10.32% 7.39% 9.94% 
============ 11..1-.5.==== s===lscII==l =====s======= 



SSll l  MARC0 ISLAND 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED IU31FM 

SCIIEWLE NO. 4.B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR MJUSTEO COMM. W. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1886 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1886 ADJUSTMENTS 1886 
~~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN NCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

3908,167 616,679 S 3,624,846 
.......................................................... 

882.759 25.795 f 888,554 

752.455 0 752,455 

0 0 0 

604.963 (7.348) 597.615 

31.829 177.555 209.384 
.......................................... 

2,252,308 196.002 I 2.448.008 
..................................................... 

756.161 420.677 f 1.176.838 
1511111==11s =illllll=ll= 5111*=11111= 

11,358,052 f 11,406,7111 
=s==IIIE31== slilszi.sIII= 

6.66% 10.32% 
============ -1===13.=== 

~~ 

(616.581) 3,008.265 (478.W) 2.529.361 .......................................... ....................... 
-15.92% 

(22.352) 866.202 f 886.202 

(306,034) 446.421 446,421 

0 0 0 

~i61,~O) 436,075 (21.551) 414.524 

109.51 5 318,899 (176.424) 142.475 
.......................................... ._ ......................................... 

(380.411) 2.067.597 097,975) 1.869.622 .......................................... _. 

(236.170) 940.868 (280.929) 659.738 
===1==5-1==1= ExIllll====l I I D I = s I E E I I S I  IIIE====S===l 

6.640371 6.W0.371 
I I = l l = l l i l i l = P  ________-___ ____________ 

14.17% 9.94% 
------====.= _ _ _ _ _  =========~=.= 
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,U/ MARC0 ISLAND 
MUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
ISTYEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950492rWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 WATER WASTEWATER EXPUNAWN - 
i Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Bdling deleminanb 1-75 
3 imputea revenue for OIYX)UI11M sewice 1-77 
4 Muallaneous non-ut.lW inwme 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUS president s-8 
2 coned armtion nta from 5 87% m 5 75% S-IO 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 kemn study 142 
5 ,obbymglAquuIlmn salanr h muc em 1-83 h1-84 
6 Mpatd~r  AmoNUtion Adluslmenl 1-86 
7 Budgetea OveIllme to nla Cuc expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repraulon adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortual.tlon 186a 

10 Pumased powwr bnona Lakes ,sB 
11 Am01l12~ Humcane Prepananesr Program 5-33 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 Cumnl rate a t e  emenre 1-93 
14 Unl(om Rate Docket-Reg Comm Em 1-94 
I S  Junsdlctmn Dockn Expense 8-95 
16 920199 rate am expnse 1-96 
17 True-up budpet adluslment 1-99 
18 Empiy mognluon nomaluation 1.100 
19 Shareholden Emense 1-90 

21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gams/L/Lostes 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 
2 Plant slippage adjustment C13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 lmpulabon of CIAGMR I48 
5 Net used and useful adjuslment 
6 Marm ASR C a t  Share 1-51 

Total 

Marm Island Mrmd DebA 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue sdiuslmenb above 
2 
3 
4 

Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
Non-usad and useful property taxes 1-106 
Discounts receivad on property taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust to lest year income tax expense 

1 
(2,853,529) (616.679) : 

n 0 
266,457 0 .  

295 98 
(2,586,773 1616,581) 

(1.830) 
(592) 

0 
(8.259) 

(12.460) 
(325) 

(1.434) 
0 

(1.653) 
0 

(360) 
(30.289) 

4.030 
(5.023) 
(1,038) 
30,723 

(40,541) 
(506) 

(7.3674) 
0 

(1.662) 
(343) 

11.w 
(1 0,368) 

(167) 
(2.438) 

0 
0 0 

4 ( ,  22 352 1 

0 0 
(39,285) 16.500) 

0 0 
(194) (277) 

(45.515) (299.257) 
(9.814) 0 

194.809) (306.0344) 

(158.69 

(1 16.405) (27,746) 
(3.118) 0 

(23.785) (125.861) 
(13.915) (7.933) 

(161,540) 

(822.201) 109,515 
~ 
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SCRURCO SHORES 
CHEDCLE OF 'HASTOWATER U T E  BASE 
EST Y U R  ESDLD luJIr96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS I 

TLST YEAR ADJUSTED COMY.ADJ. 1 
PERU TI^ unuw TESZYEIRI COMMISSION TESTYWR 

I COMPONENT 1- A D J ~ E N T S  VT1LmYlS96 AOJUSTMENTS 1996 

.. .. - 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1.040.928 0 f 1.040.926 108.330 1.149.256 

2 LAND 204.068 0 204.068 0 204,068 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (28.608) 0 (28.608) (19.862) (48,470) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (389.419) 0 (389.419) (33.832) (423.251) 

5 ClAC (445.555) 0 (445.555) (26.157) (471.712) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 115.755 0 115.755 5.718 121.473 

7 ACClUlSITlON ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (1.8%) 0 (1.896) 0 (1.896) 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 65.086 0 65.086 (28.883) 38.203 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 10.984 0 10.984 (3.6421 7.342 
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SU/MARCO SHORES 
LDNSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
‘EST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

i SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. S50495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 

WATER WASTEWATER I 

1 

EXPUNATION 

PI ANT IN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 0 0 

3 RealloC of River Park mmmon piant S-1 105 91 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 (76.91 9) 108 239 

Total (76.814) 108.330 

!At@ 
1 LehiQh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land. P a m i  4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier plts land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

M!2&L!SD AND USFEU 
To roiled net non-used and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageDoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on pMr  N-UN a w t s  146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 lrnputatin of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACXUM. 4MORT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes corredion-wster Sd 
2 BVLtransfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marw ASRCort Share 1-51 

Total 

v 
1 Debti Deietred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credl M e t r e d  Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To refled the plant rpecnic allocdt!on 

QItm 
M a w  Island deferred debhvater 162 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

(27.916) 

0 0 
3.700 (33.832) 

0 0 
(53) (46) 

3,700 (33.832) 

0 0 
(15.01 1) (26,157) 

0 0 
(15.01 1) (26.157) 

0 
0 0 

65 5,177 
297 541 

0 0 
362 5.718 

25.434 (27,875) 

23.969 (28.883) 
(1.465) (1.008) 

(4.175) (3,642) 

0 



SSlllMARCO SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
WCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COW. AOJ. 
PER unuw unuw TEST YEARl COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

1990 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS ID86 
REVENUE REVENUE 
INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 68.398 298.294 t 366,692 (298.279) 68,413 277.802 346.015 
......................................................................................................... ....................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 405.77% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER T ~ A N  INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

117,082 

51.782 

0 

21.066 

63.428 S 180.510 

0 51.792 

0 0 

14.631 35.697 

4,247 184.757 t 184.757 

(5.507) 46.285 

0 0 

(14.486) 21.211 12.492 

46.285 

0 

33.703 

(65.313) 84.955 19.642 (107,237) (67.595) 102.266 14.671 
..................... ..................................................................................................... ....... 

124,627 163,014 I 287.641 1122.983) 164.658 114.758 279.416 
..................... ............................................................... ....................... 

(56229) 135.280 t 70.051 (175.296) (96.245) 162.844 66,599 
=====*====== 1.=11=1115=1 ============ Ili~ililliE? ==a========= .Ill.li===S-II 

I .... ................ ~~~ ~~~~~ .......... ~~~ ~ ~ _ _  . ..... ~ 



SSUlMARCO SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12NIM 

- . . ~~~~ ......... 

SCIIEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTILITV unuw TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION i9ns ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY io88 ADJUSTMENTS iem INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
__ ___ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 101,019 90.822 S 191.841 (90.809) 101,032 89865 190.897 ................................................................... ....................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES 88.95% 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

77.813 

26.345 

0 

3.189 S 81.002 

0 26.345 

0 

9.204 4.149 

0 

13.353 

(2.874) 78.128 S 78,128 

3,883 30.228 

0 0 

(4.418) 8.935 

30.228 

0 

4,044 12.979 

(18.254) 30.450 12.196 (32.670) (20.474) 33.106 12.632 ..................... ._ ......................................... ....................... 

95.108 37.788 I 132.896 (36.079) 96,817 37.149 133.967 ..................................................................................................................................................... 

5.91 1 53.034 S 58.945 (54,730) 4.215 52.716 56.930 __________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ = ~  EDEIDIEIE..E 5===El=illlS i==3zlilsIII ------------ ____________ 111111=1.10~ ======-====== 

573.014 
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U m R C O  SHORES 
lJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
CST YEAR ENDED lMlM 

SCHEDULE NO. C C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF I 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPUNATION - 
1 Remove requmsted final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dicounted service 1-77 
4 Ml.scellane0u.s n o n u t i l i  i n m  1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate ulaly of SSUS pRIlaenlS-8 
2 Correct auntion rate from 5 87% to 5 75X 5-10 
3 Keystone Hcqhts APT expenses -58 
4 tiewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingAcquisMon salaries 8 mise. em. 143 8 1-64 
6 Moatt i i  Amortnation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgateti overtime to rate case expense 5 1  1 
8 Remove SSU p r o p o d  r e p m i o n  adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization 186s 

10 Purchased power DeItona Lakes i-88 
11 h o r t i i  Humcane Preparedmas Pmgram S-13 
12 Consewation Expanse I-92 
13 Current mte case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 J u M i i o n  Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate CUK expense 1-96 
17 Tme-up budget adjurtment 1-99 
18 Emply ncqlnkion normslimion 1-100 
19 Shareholden Expense 1-90 
20 Excws Unaccounled For Water 1-21 
21 E x e s  Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsAosru 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Tmnsfcr 1-1 1 _ .  ~. 
2 Plant slipolge adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant R m r  Park 2 1  
4 ImpuWnn oi CIAGMR cu) 
5 Net used and useful Jdjunment 
6 Marm ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
Marm Island LWermd Debit 

P 
1 RAFs on rwenue adlusltnenls abow 
2 Reg Fees Marm Island 1-107 
3 Non-used a d  useful Pmperty tams 1-108 
4 Dsanmh ram& on pmpeny taxes 5 1 4  

Total 

INCOME 'cbL(Es 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(298.294) (90.822) 
0 0 
0 0 

15 13 
(298.279) (90,809) 

0 0 
(1.815) 6.062 

43 37 
(594) (1.083) 

(3.141) (1.133) 
0 0 

(5,M7) 3.883 

(13,423) (4.086) 
0 n 

(107,237) (32,6701 
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SUlMARlON OAKS SCHEDULE NO. S A  
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
‘EST YEAR ENDED IUJlFM 

DOCKET NO. -%WS 

~~~~ 

TEST Y U R  ADJUSTED COMM.ADJ. , 
PERUTIUN UTIIIPI W T  mRI COMMISSION T!%ST Y E W  

COMPONENT 1-16 AWWRIENTS MuTy1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19% 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE f 8.643.087 0 f 8.643.087 

2 LAND 6 LAND RlGKTS 111.121 9.900 121,021 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (1,423,378) 0 (1,423,378) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,870,703) 135.262 (1.535.441) 

5 ClAC (1 293.960) 0 (1293,960) 

6 AMORTIL4TION OF ClAC 225.033 0 225.033 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION (1.805.21 1) 0 (1.805.211) 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (18.842) 0 (18.842) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TMES 211.071 0 211.071 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 109.148 0 109.148 

112 OTHER 0 0 0 

(5.139) 

0 

(2371.653) 

390 

(24.397) 

9.666 

0 

0 

0 

(174.154) 

(36.191) 

0 

8.637.948 i 
121,021 ~ 

I 

~ 

(3,795,031) ~ 

11.535.051) 

(1.318357) 

224699 

0 

(1.805211) 

(18.842) 

36.917 

72.957 

0 
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SL'MARION OAKS 
DCSTIIENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1M1M 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. SSMSCWS I 
PAGE 1 OF 1 I 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 

PUNT IN S E R V E  
1 BVL lransfer 1-1 1 " n 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S 1  

Tdai 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4. Trad C PHFU 16 
3 Collkr p b  land mst 1-7 
4 Seclion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 B M  transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NONUSEDINDUSEFUL 
To reflcd ne1 non-ussa and useful adjustment 

P 
1 8M transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SiippagwDoubls Bookings 1-13 
3 Reversc Dcpr on pnor N-UN asses 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Tdal 

WBC; 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Mama ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdpl 

ACCUM. OF CIAC 
1 Deltona Lakes mrredion-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Cood ion  for Guideline rales 147 
4 Imputation of C!AC-MR 1-48 
5 Marm ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Defsrmd Taxes on C!AC 
2 C d l  Defermd Taxes on Deprecialkn 

Total - 
To reW the plant spedflc allotation 

0 0 
0 0 

( 2 , 3 7 1 , s  (210,302) 

0 0 
390 269 

(135.262) 0 

390 269 
(456) (241) 

0 0 
(24.397) (3.6971 

0 0 
(24.397) (3,697) 

0 0 
0 0 

9.383 7.484 
283 65 

0 0 
9.666- 7 549 

(165,762) (35.374) 
(8.392) (3.601) 

(174- 138.975) 

(36,191) (19.175) 

SmEE 
Marm Island deferred debit-water 162 0 



SSU/MARION OAKS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED ll/Jli?Il 

SCllEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

L- 
DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CWM. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTlUN TEST Y W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1086 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY O W  ADJUSTMENTS 1886 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

I 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AtdORTlZATlON 

5 TAXES OTHER TdAN INCOME 

% INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

406.541 741.445 S 1.147.986 _ ........................................ 
348,634 18.335 f 366,989 

167.659 0 167.659 

0 0 0 

160.774 41.825 202.599 

(182.584) 259.843 77.259 
............................................................... 

494.483 320.003 S 814.486 .......................................... .......... 

(87.942) 421,442 f 333.500 
IIIIl...E~.l ==..==E===== I===.=SE==IP 

3,087,366 f 3.232.528 
=I=S*=.=Llii 

-2.85n 10.32% 
-=E---- iii=lllilll=i - ____===== 

(741.317) 406.669 248.880 655.529 
................................................ .- ........... ..... 

81.19% 

(15,831) 351.138 S 351.138 

(66.03%) 101,623 101,623 

0 0 0 

(84.939) 117,860 11,199 128.858 

(157.723) (80.464 91.678 11.214 
...................................................................................... 

(324.530) 489,956 102.877 592.833 
...................................................................................... 

(416.787) (83.287) 145.984 62,697 
5111=1.51.311 E.IIIPS===IP I==IES=I=.SEE =====.=E==.== 

631.051 
=11.=111=113=1 

9.94% ............. 

"d 
w v l  
VI0 
0 1  



SSUMARION OAKS 
STATEMEM OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-6 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

~- ___- 

~ 

TEST YEAR AWUStED COMM. AW. 
PER umiw UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

lS96 ADJUSTMENTS LlllLIW 19W ADJUSTMENTS lUS6 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
~ ~~~~~ 

437.w3 396.970 t 833.973 (396.902) 437.071 319.540 756.811 ._ ........................................................................................................... 
73.11% 

330.982 14.451 t 353.433 (16.087) 337.346 S 337.346 

121.115 0 121.115 (14.620) 106.495 

0 0 

85.487 18.697 

0 0 0 

106ADS 

0 

104,184 (23.789) 80.395 14,379 94.775 

(90.561) 132.758 42.197 (120.459) (78.262) 117.716 39.454 .......................................... - ........................................ ..................... . 

455,023 165.904 5 620.929 (174.954) 445.975 132.095 578.070 .............................................................................................................. ....................... 

(18.020) 231.084 S 213.044 (221.948) (8.904) 187.445 178.541 
.E=Es*..P.-= ============ 1====111-1111 Il=lli.=lilsIs 11===1.===== -------- ________E=== I=.EiSIIIISEE 

2.064.977 ............ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 4-C ~ 

1 
iUIMARION OAKS 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
5ST YEAR ENDED IUSli96 

DOCKET NO. 99349S-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

, 

1 
1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

1 

j 
(396.970) 

- 
1 Remove muerted final revenue increase (741,445) 
2 Billing deteininana 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted seMce 1-77 
4 Mismllanwus non-uti l i  income 1-77 

Total 

t ReslloqN sabry ol SSUs presdent S-8 
2 Comcl anntwn rate from 5 87% to 5 75OA 5-10 
3 Keptone hslghts APT expenses 1-58 
4 hewm study 1-82 
5 LmbyingAcqusdion salanes 6 muc em 143 6 1-84 
6 hepnnu Amoruzation Aaluslment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate m e  expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed mpR.twn aqustment 1-74 
9 OAP A m o m t w n  1-86s 

t o  Purchased poner Dcnona Laxes 1-88 
11 Amonw Humcane Preparedness Program S.13 
12 Conwrvation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expenrc 1-93 
14 Untfom Rate Dodcet-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 JunYl#clion Docket Expenre 1-95 
16 920199 rate caw expense 1-96 
17 T ~ b u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recogndlon nonnalustwn 1.100 
19 Snareholdem E.wmsc 1-90 
20 Excev Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Exmar InfiNrabon 1-23 
22 GainwLosses .-lo5 

TOlai 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippagc adjustment 1-13 
3 RealloUte Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of ClACMR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
Marw Island Defemd Cnbd 

p 
1 RAFs on revenue adlustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw laland 1-107 
3 No-used and useful propertytaxes i-108 
4 Discaunts recalved on property taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year inwrne tax expense 

0 0 
0 0 

128 68 
(741.317) (396.902) 

(379) 
0 

(230) (122; 
(450) (238) 

4 540 2 352 

0 
(1.101) (583) 

(15.8311 ( 16 , 087 I 

n 0 
(267) ( x i )  

(566) (130) 
372 197 

165.575) (14.420) 
0 0 

(66.056) A) 14 620 

0 

(33.359) (17.861) 
0 0 

148.5891 14.6MI 
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T I T H  MANOR SCXEDULE NO. 3 4  
SCHEDULE OF WATER U T E  BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1231.96 

DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

I 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. AOJ. 
PERMUTY u n m  TESTYEW COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UllUlY1986 ADJUSTMENTS ‘1946 

i 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE t 903.705 O S  903.705 (99.080) 804,625 I I 2 LAN0 8 LAND RIGHTS 5.710 0 5.710 0 5.710 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (63,662) 0 (63.682) (22.437) (86.099) 
! 
: 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (221,138) 0 (221.138) 1.122 (220.014) 

5 c!Ac (80.878) (664 (81.542) 0 (81.542) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF C!AC 30.561 0 30.561 0 30.561 

! 7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

I 
i 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

i 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

i 8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

0 

0 

(4.879) 

(16.154) 

28.264 

0 0 

0 0 

(4.879) 0 

(16.154) 18.583 

0 

0 

(4.879) 

2.429 

28.264 (9.372) 18.892 
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1 
SCHEDULE YO. 3-8 1 
DOCKET NO. " K W S  

SSUlMEREDITU MANOR 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEAR ENDED 1zt)l.M 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED C0MM.AD.I. , I COMPONENT 1916 ADJUSTMENTS U T l U N l 9 s S  ADJUSTMENTS 1996 1 TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

+------ 
PERUTIU~Y unLm 

1 

1 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 
~ 

1 2 L A N D  

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ChC 
~ 

~ 6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 
1 

~ 6 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

~ 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

41.610 

165 

0 

(15.061) 

(27,351) 

10.296 

0 

0 

(210) 

1 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (751) 

O S  41.610 

0 165 

0 0 

0 (15.081) 

156) (27,407) 

0 10.2% 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (210) 

0 

(9) 41,601 ~ 

0 165 1 

(3,458) (3.458) 1 , 
(1) (15.0621 ~ 

0 (27,407) ~ 

0 10.2% - '  

0 .  0 

0 0 , 
0 (210) ! 

7.654 6.903 1 
1 11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.216 0 1.216 (403) 813 ' 
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SL'MEREDITH MANOR 
DJCSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST M A R  ENDED tY3tr96 

SCHEDULE NO. 1-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippageDouble &kings 1-13 
3 Realloc of Rlver Park common Dlant S 1  

Total 

uta 
1 Lehigh land Parmls 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pits land mst 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Daiiona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

NPN-uSFD AND U€U!L 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMU- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Dapr on prior N-UN assets 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 imputation of CIAC-MR 14 
3 Mama ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Daiiona Lakes conedion.waler s-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 C o d i n  for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Dabti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credn Deferred Taxes on Dapnciation 

Total - 
To refkct the plant spcciflc allocation 

!mim 
M a m  island deferred debit-water 162 

0 0 
(99.315) (19) 

235 10 
199.080) (91 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(22.437) (3,458) 

0 0 
1,240 4 

0 0 
(118) (5) 

1.122 (1) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

19.365 7.694 

0 
0 
0 

(782) (40) 
18.583 7.654 

(9,372) (403) 

0 



__ ~ _ _  ~ ... __ ........ ~ 

ISUlMEREDlTH MANOR SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
iTATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS W C K E T  No. 9 W 9 5 W S  
rEsT YEAR ENDED tmn6 

DESCRIPTION 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

3 OEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

9 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

TEST YEAR AOJUSTED C-. AaJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

is01 ADJUSTMENTS u n L i w i s 0 I  ADJUSTMENTS is01 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
__- ____ 

142.274 90.756 s 233,030 (90.723) 142,307 M.002 206.309 
.................................................................................................... ................................... 

44 97% 

99,752 4.412 S 104,164 (3.636) 100.528 S 100.528 

32,123 0 32.123 12.736) 29,367 29.387 

0 0 

17,280 3.790 

0 

21.070 

0 0 

(4.591) 16.478 

0 

2.880 19,359 

(16.113) 31.859 15,746 (28.953) (13.207) 23,578 10.371 
......................................................................................................... ....................... 

133.042 40,061 S 173.103 (39.916) 133.167 28.458 158.645 
......................................................................................................... ..................................... 

9,232 50,695 S 59.927 (50,807) 9.120 37.544 46,564 
.I=I.IPSIEII ============ ============ =I=======*=== 

1.59% 

s 560.867 



~~~ 

SSUIMEREDITII MANOR SCllEDULE NO. 4.8 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12nlF)6 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I COW. ADJ. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARl C0)1MISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION IS86 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 19#8 ADJUSTMENTS 1886 INCREASE REPUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

15.391 , 451 S 15.M2 (450) 15.392 (1.025) 14.367 .......................................... ..... ..... . 
4.66% 

12.828 318 $ 13.147 ' (2.077) 11,070 S 11,070 

857 0 857 (196) 661 661 

0 

1.028 

0 

38 

0 

1.067 

0 

(32) 

0 

1,035 

0 

988 

(14) (230) (244) 916 672 (378) 295 ..................... _ ................................................. 

14.700 127 S 14.827 (1.390) 13.437 (424) 13.014 
..................... ........................................................................................................... 

691 324 I 1.015 940 1,955 (601) 1,353 
I . E D I I E D I E E i l  EESIE====EII 111111111==1 ..I.lilE=x:IE ==.=.======= 5511==11111~ 

8,894 $ 9.838 13.621 13.621 
______l.l=l_ s1151.5=1=111 ___.__ -E -=.=====E=== 111==111==== 

6.98% 10.32% 14.35% 8.94% 
r=====..===.= ---_________ =..E===..==. ------------ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

PAGE I OF 1 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 1 VMEREDITH MANOR 

5T YEAR ENDED lZ31196 
JUSTMENS TO OPERATING STATIMENTS 1 

ffPLANAlWN WATER WASTEWATER 

2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted seNic8 1-77 
4 Mscallaneous non-utili inwme 1-77 

Total 

1- 
2 conect attrition rota from 5.87% to 5.75% S 1 0  
3 Kevstone Heiahtr APT emnses 1-58 - ~ 

4 Hewat stu& b 2  
5 LobbyingiAequiSnion salaries h misc. exp. 1-83 
6 Hepatitis Amortkatwn Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted oveltime to rate case upcnse S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortition I-86a 

1-84 

i o  Purchased pwmr Dcnona Lakes 1-88 
11 AmollLze Humcane Prepandness Pmpram S-13 
12 Consewation ExWnse 1-92 
13 Cumnt rate case expense 1-93 
14 uniform Rate Docket-Ryl. Cmm.  Ew 1-94 
15 Jumdidion Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T N ~ U P  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recopnition normsli t ion 1-100 
19 Shareholden Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unacmunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gainsllosses 1-105 

Total - 
1 BVLTransferI-11 
2 Piant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjusbnent 
6 Mama ASR Cost Share 1-51 - 
P 

Total 

Marm Island Defemd Debit 

1 PAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Diswunts received on pmpcrty taxes S-14 

Total 

uwmHuEs 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

33 1 
(90,723) (450) 

0 
(285) (12) 

(3.63661 (2.077) 

0 0 
(2.348) (2) 

96 4 
0 0 

(484) (198) 
0 0 

(2.735) (1%) 

(4.083) (20) 
0 0 

(230) 2 
(279) (14) 

f4,plJ (32) 

(28,953) 916 - 
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SSU/ MORNWGVIEW 
SCHEDULE OF WATFR RATE BASE 
TESTYEARENDW12/31196 

, 
SCHEDULE NO. S A  
DOCKFT No. 9y19Sws 

1 UTILITY PUNT IN SERVICE $ 100.421 O S  100,421 (11) 100.410 

2 LAND 6 U N D  RIGHTS 491 0 491 0 491 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL CCWPONENTS 0 0 0 W) 0 

4 ACCUMUUTED DEPRECIATIDN (21.=Ol 0 (2l.M) (s) (21 ,w 
5 CIAC (4.- 0 (4.- 0 (4.- 

6 AMORT12ATION OF ClAC 1 .eW 0 1 .668 0 1.Bge 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

0 AWANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 .  0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (270) 0 (270) 0 (270) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.923) 0 (1.923) 1 .1u  cnw 
11 WORKING UPlTAL ALLOWANCE 1.563 0 1 .sa (51R 1 .(us 

0 0 0 0 0 

RlrE BASE $ 7 6 . W  o s  76.057 19 76.076 

12 OTHER 

-..I-- -=- 



SSUl MOWING- 
-m,E OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEul ENDED 12nlp)6 

COMPONENT 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAND 

3 NONYSED b USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS -NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (270) 0 (270) 0 (270) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.6991 0 (7 .-) ?.Us (164) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.563 0 1.561 618) 1.045 
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SUI MORNINGVIEW 
SJUSIMEMS TO RATE BASE 
EsTyFARErirlEDIuJIim 

SCHEDULE NO. I C  
DOCKET-&. 8604kWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

LArm 
1 Lehigh M P a d  1.2. and3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehiih land. psrcel4, TRct C PHFU 14 
3 Coll*r pi16 land mst 1-7 
4 SIGtm 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 M o n a  Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 EVL transfer 1-1 1 

Tdol - 
To nfkd rd rcrwsed and uvful adjustment 

P 
1 B M  transfer 1-1 I 
2 Plant Sli-Me Bookings 1-13 
3 R ~ D e p r o n ~ N - U / U ~ l 4 6  
4 Reslbc of R i i r  Park C u n m  Plant S-I 

Total 

!2K 
1 EVLbugfUCll 
2 IrnplWii of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cc5l Share 1-51 

Totll - 
I ~ L a k e s c o n n t i d e r s 4  
2 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
3cxmctm ' fmGWinrates147 
4 Irnputati of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Mpno ASR Cost SMre 1-51 

Total 

- 
To nfkd the plsnt specifc alkeatii 

0 0 

13 13 
111) 111) 

(24) (24) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(580) l7.930) 

0 0 
1 5 
0 0 
00 

@ 12) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,144 I .u5 (sa) (87) 
2 0 ' s  - 1.44 

(518) 1518) 



SSUl MORNINGVIEW SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDEDlZ/J1)96 

WCKET NO. 550495-WS 

TEST YEAR 
PERUTlLITV UTILITY 

wscmpim 1996 ADJUSTMENTS ADJUSTMENTS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 7,521 21.730 S 29.251 30.571 59.822 (31,707) 28.115 
_l_l___.______ _______I__.____.__ ....... - 

OPERATING EXPENSES 53 00% 

2 OPERATN AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION. 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

12,9so 532 S 13 .W (313) 13,187 S 

3,485 

0 

1.299 

0 

0 

1 .om 

3.485 

0 

2.305 

0 

1.337 

0 

3.642 (1.427) 

13.187 

3,464 

0 

2.215 

(5.875) 7.769 2,114 11.257 13,371 (1l.saq 1.691 

12.077 9.327 S 21,404 12.280 33.664 (13.107) 20.557 

( 4 . W  12.403 s 7.647 18.311 28.158 (18.599) 7.550 

_ .I----- 

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

1.....1....1 ...- 1....1.. .....l...ll- .l.l...=.ll. ... 11.1.11.11 ... -....-... .......-..... 
76.057 ............ t 78.057 76,076 ............ 76.078 ............. 

1 RATE OF RETURN 4.m 10.32% 34.38% 9.94% ............ ............ ............ ............. 



SSUl MORNINGVIEW 
STATEMEM OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO, 4.8 
DOCKET NO. psO495WS 

TEST YEAR 
PER UTILITY UTILITY 

DESCRIPTION lSS6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1006 

............. 
OPERATING EXPENSES -53.5% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

8 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

20.219 

5.859 

0 

1.755 

601 t 20.820 

0 5.859 

0 

881 

0 

2.816 

(40.9) 20.412 S 

@W 4.841 

0 0 

1,333 3.948 

20.412 

4.841 

0 

2.394 

(8.293) 8.421 128 12.957 13.085 (12,729) 355 

21.540 7.803 t 29.423 12.964 42.387 (14.284) 28.102 

(8.341) 10,818 t 2.477 19.489 21.888 (20.270) 1.897 

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

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

===11===1.1* -=*-=-s**-*- i===i=ii=... .1*.....*... ... 11.11111. ..=.-1.1.0.- l...l........ 

24.033 t 24,003 17.078 17.076 
.1.i.i.I..=I 1..1.....1.1 1.1......... -1.11.1. 1.1.. 

-3475% 10.321 128.64% 9.941 
.=.1.1~=311. .. 11.1....1. =-=.-.-=-*.. .. 1.....1.... 
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iU/ MORNINGVaW 
aTUSTMEKfS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1 M I M  

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9S49SWS 
PAGE I OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER Exwm 

-EXPENSEHEC 
1 BVL T m f a r  I-t 1 

3 Realkcate Canron Plant R i m  Park S 1  
4 Imp&alicm of CMCMR 1-48 
S N d W a d n d I ~  
6 Marc0 ASR cat Sham 1-51 

2 Plurl slippage ndpslmn( 1-13 

Tdll - 
Marc0 Island D e f W  DCM 

21.730 
8.839 

0 
2 

30.571 

18.701 
13.750 

0 
2 

32.453 

0 
(16) 

(408) 

0 
(2) 
5 

1,376 

11.251 
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SUlOAK FOREST 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. S A  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLAKT IN SERVICE I 238.326 o s  238.326 (45) 238.281 ~ 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 3.388 0 3.388 0 3.388 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (5.061) 0 (5.061) (8) (5.067) ~ 

4 ACCUMUIATEO DEPRECIATION (66.385) 0 (66.385) (7) (68.392) I 

5 ClAC (46,025) (108) (46,133) 0 (46.1331 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 24.454 0 24.454 619 25,073 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. EENEFmS (1.072) 0 (1.072) 0 (1.072) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.697) 0 (2.897) 915 (1.782) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 6.208 0 6.208 (2.059) 4.149 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RITE BASE S 151.136 (108)s 151.028 (582) 150.446 
I E l = = l l l = i S  I-=.======= =========- E=====*.. IIII.=IEIIIE 
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SCHEDULE NO 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 95MSCWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

J/OAK FOREST 
JUSTMENTS TO R4TE BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

1 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPUNAT1QN 

LAW 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4. Trad C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Sedion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dcnona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect n a  non-used and useful adjustment 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 .. n 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagwDoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

G& 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Mama ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes comction-wster 5-4 
2 BVL wansfer 1-1 1 
3 Comdion for Guideline rates 14' 
4 Imputation of CIAGMR I48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 DcMi Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Cmd* Mer red  Taxes on Dcprecistiin 

Total - 
To r e m  the plant sp3citic alloution 

SCrHEE 
Mama Island deferred debr-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 
0 

19 
0 

(26) 0 
(7) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 
0 0 

619 0 
0 0 
0 0 

619 0 

1.146 0 
(231) 0 
915 0 

12.059) 0 

0 



I ~~~~ .... . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~~~~ ..... 

SSWOAK FOREST SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
IESTYEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY unuw TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1986 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY ISSO ADJUSTMENTS leoB INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 26.003 29.703 S 55.706 (29.696) 26.010 27,446 53.456 ..................................................................................................................................................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 105.52% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 23.087 1.114 I 24.181 (1.199) 22.982 I 

3 DEPRECIATION 7,276 0 7.276 516 7.792 

22.982 

7.792 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHERTHAN INCOME 3.303 1,280 4.583 (1.412) 3.171 1.235 4.406 

6 INCOMETAXES (6.452) 10.537 4,085 (10.867) (6.762) 10,111 3.329 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 27.194 12,931 I 40.125 (12.962) 27,163 11.346 38.509 

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

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

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 
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,U/OAK FOREST 

3ST YEAR ENDED W 3 1 M  
INSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATE~~ENS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 1 

1 DOCKET NO. 95M95-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

WATER WASTEWATER I 
1 EXPIANATION - (29.703) O !  1 Remove requesled final revenue iniuease 

2 Billing dekrminants 1-75 0 O i  
3 Imputed revenue for dbmunted SeNiCe 1-77 0 0 
4 Miscelhnwus non-utilii income 1-77 7 0 ;  

Total (29.6%) 0~ 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs pmrdenl S-8 
2 C o m d  a m o n  rate from 5 87% lo 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Helphts APT axpenses C 58 
4 H e w ~ n  study 1-82 
5 LobbymglAcquunmn s a b m  h mi% em 1-83 h os0 
6 rlepallu Amofluation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgned overnme to rme case exDense S-11 
8 Remove SSU pmpoud RpraUlOrl adjusbnent 1-74 
9 OAP Amor(ustron i-86a 

10 Ptxhased power Denona Lares I 5 8  
11 Amonue Humans Preparedness PrOpnm 5-13 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 Cumnl rate case expense 1-93 
I d  Unlform Rak Oocket-Reg Comm Em 1-94 
15 JunsdicIJon W e t  Expense 1-95 
16 920199 me caw expenw 1-96 
17 TNbup b u a w  adjuStIlWnl1-99 
18 Empn, mwanNOn normallutlon 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excels Unaccounted For Water 1C21 
21 Excess Infillnuon 1-23 
22 GainsLosser 1.105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustmenl l-13 
3 Realloale Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CMC-MR 148 
5 used and useful adjuslmanl 
6 M a m  ASR Cor1 Share C51 

Total - 
Mar- lsbnd Odemad Mil 

1 RAFs on revenue adjumnents above 
2 Reg Fees M a m  Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property 19x13s 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust lo lest year income tax t!xpense 

(353) 
0 

(1 ,I 99) 0 
(63) 0 ,  

0 
0 1  
0 1  
0 1  

1 
1 
1 

7 0 ;  
(83) 0 ;  

0 

(1.336) 0 : I  
11.412) 0 ;  

(10.867) o j  ___ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9504SWS 

SUIOAKWOOD 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED IMIM 

TESTYE*R ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. ' 
PERURUTY mLm TESTYEARl COMMISSION lESTYE4R I 

COMPONENT 1- ADJUSTMENTS UTQITYtOSS ADJUSTMENTS 1996 I 

I UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 80,058 (720)s 79.338 (65) 79.273 

2 LAND EL LAND RIGHTS 2,353 0 2.353 0 2.353 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECLATION (56475) 1.698 (54.577) (9) (54.586) 

5 ClAC (3255) 0 (3.255) 0 (3.255) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF CLAC 646 0 e46 38 684 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.521) 0 (1.521) 0 (1.521) 

0 DEFERRED INCOMETAXES 650 0 6% (866) (216) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 8.813 0 8.813 (2.922) 5.691 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

31.269 1.178 S 32.447 (3.824) 28.623 =_===___ __________-_ _______ ____ RATE BASE s 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO, 95049CWS 
PAGE 1 OF 

SSUlOAKWOOD 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ITEST YEAR ENDED 12113/% 
I 

WATER WASTEWATER 
a 

EXPUNATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 TO adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parmls 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehgh land, Parml 4. Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

To reflect net non-urea and usefLl ao~urmenl 

* C C U M U L A T E D M  
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippagelDoubC Bookings 1-13 
3 R e v e w  Depr on @or N-UN awts 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

CkS 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deilona Lakes correction-water S ' 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-41 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marco ASR C a t  Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Debti Defamd Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credl Defermd Taxes on Depreration 

Total - 
TO refkct the plant spcciftc alloailion 

!xHEB 
Marco Island defened debit-watet 142 

0 0 .  

0 O !  

0 
0 

0 
0 ,  

0 0 
0 0 - 

0 
0 

38 
0 0 
0 0 

38 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
(866) 0 
(866) 0 

12.922) 0 - 

I 0 



SSUIOAKWOOD 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1213l/96 

7 TOTALOPERATINGEXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

~~~ ~~~~ - -~ 

SCI1EDUI.E NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9504995-WS 

I TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY unuw TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1898 AWUSTMENTS UTILITY 19W ADJUSTMENTS 1896 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 26,709 23.844 f 50.553 (23.834) 26.710 23.056 49.775 .............................. .......................................... .......................................... - 
OPERATING EXPENSES 86.29% 

37.798 109 f 37.907 (37) 37.870 t 37.870 2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES (7.898) 8.694 796 (8.669) (7.873) 8.494 620 

4.983 0 4.983 0 4.983 4,983 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.385 1.135 3.520 (1,100) 2.420 1.038 3,458 

......................................................................................................... . 
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UIOAKWOOD 
)JUSTMEWS TO OPERATING STAT€I:MEmS 
ST YEAR ENDED W31M 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 350495-WS 1 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER ' 
1 - 

1 Remove requested final revenue i n ' M a N  
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discnunled selvice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili inwme 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUr president S-8 
z Coned attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-56 
4 HeHin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingAcquisition salaries 8 mi%. cxp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amorlbation Mjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overthe 10 mte case eqmme S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU p r o w  repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amorhtion I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deiiona Lakes 1498 
11 Amortize Humcane Preparedness !Program 5-13 

13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Unaorm Rate W e t - R e g .  Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case q n s e  1-96 
17 TNE-UP budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy meqnition normal i lhn  1-1 00 
19 Shareholdem Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unacwuntad For Water l-i!l 
21 Excess Infiblion 1-23 
22 GainrRorses 1-105 

12 COnSeNaliOIl 1-92 

Totrl 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant Rlver Park S-1 
4 ImDutation of ClAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR COn Share 1-51 

Total 

5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR COn Share 1-51 

Total - 
Marw ~siand Defened DeM 

P 
1 RAFs on menu+ ad]usWnents abcve 
2 Reg Fees Maw Isiand t-107 
3 Non-usad and useful pmpenytaus 1.108 
4 Dlrcountt recewed on D~OWY w e s  S-14 

Total 

To adiust to test year nwme tax expense 

.. 'i 
(23.844) 0 1  

0 0 '  

10 0 : i  
(23.834) 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 '  
0 
0 ,  
0 
0 

0 
0 

(89) 0 
(37) 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

(1.073) 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(27) 0 
(1.100) 0 

(8,669) 0 



ORDER NO.  PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
XKET NO. 950495-WS 
\GE 5 5 4  

WPAUSADES COlJNlRY CLUB 
CBEDCLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1U)lF)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3A 
DOCKET NO. %%WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMWLADJ. 
PERUTILIIY u n L i w  ESTYEARJ COMMlSSlON TfSTYEAR 

COMPONENT 19% UUUSTWENTS UTurTyl9% ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE f 309.406 O f  309,406 (11) 309.395 

2 LAND (L LAND RIGHTS 97 0 97 0 97 

3 NON-USED &USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.331) 0 (1.331) 642 (6891 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON (51.134) 0 (51.134) (1) (51.135) 

5 ClAC (8.403) 0 (8,403) 0 (8.403) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 801 0 801 14 815 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (255) 0 (255) 0 (255) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 4.622 0 4.622 (8.460) (4.338) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1,476 0 1,476 (489) 987 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 255.279 O f  255.279 (8.805) 246,474 
E=_==I.= *=--====I= ==_--I= -=====Is= 
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UPALISADES COUNTRY CLUB 
)NSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
3ST YEAR ENDED 121311% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 95049CWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTNVATER , 
1 - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant Slippag8tDoubk Booklnps 1-13 
3 Realloc of RNer Pa& wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

UNQ 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1 2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehlgh land P a r d  4. TraU C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pds land wst  1-7 
4 Sectton 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Oellona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

To reflect net non-used and usaful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SIippageKMubk Bookings b13 
3 Revene Depr on prior N-UN aasets 146 
4 Realloc of River Pa& Common Plant S-1 

Total 

!24G 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of ClAC-MR 148 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes wnaction-water Sd 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guldelirm rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAGMR 148 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tola1 - 
1 DeMl Wemd T a u  on ClAC 
2 creda Defenad TWS on ceprecution 

Total - 
To refleu the plant speulic o l lwl ion 

QInEB 
Marw Island deferred debt-wate'r 162 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

642 0 

0 0 
5 0 
0 0 
(6) 0 

11) 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

'0 0 
0 0 

14 0 
0 0 
0 0 

14 0 

(8.659) 0 
(301) 0 

(8.96, 0 

(489) 0 

0 



_____ -_ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
SSURALISADES COUNTRY CLUB 
STATEMEW OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950195-WS 

TEST YEAR ENDED izmm 

TIST YEAR AWUSTBI) COMM. AW. 
PER UTILITY unuw TESTYEARI COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION im ADJUSTMENTS unuw ioea ADJUSTMENTS ism INCREASE REQUIREMEN 
__._ ~ _ _ ~ .  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

32.323 34.184 I 66,507 (34.182) 32.325 30.0W 62.41 __ ..................... ..................... ..................... ........... 
93.08% 

16.471 463 I 16.934 (284) 16.850 I 18.65 

12,136 0 12.136 19 12.155 12.15 

0 0 0 0 0 

2.358 1,571 3.929 (1.645) 2,284 1.354 3.63, 

(5.230) 12,402 7.172 (12.773) (5.601) 11.085 5,4& .................................................................................... ................................. 

25.735 14,436 I 40,171 (14.683) 25.488 12.439 37,921 ............................................................... ................................. 

6.588 19.748 I 26,336 (19,499) 6.837 17,651 24.481 
=11======111 lllllilliill 1 1 1 3 1 o m = 1 1 1 =  ==========ii 105=11111111 =======-==== illlSEES=II=: 

255.278 246,474 24617d 
=====.====E= iEE=31=illll L . i = l l l l = E = D l :  

255.279 I 
.,z15===1111= 
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i 

UlPALISADES COUNTRY CLUB 
>JUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATlEMENTS 
IST YLIR ENDED 12111196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

PAGE 1 OF 1 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS i 

EXPLANATION - 
1 Remove mquntbd final revenus I n M W  
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dismuntad seMce 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili i n m m  1-77 

Totrl 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs pnsdent SB 
2 c o m a  attntmn rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Kewone Helghls APT exprnKs 1-58 
4 Hdwia study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisiion ulader h mCc. erp. 1-63 8 1-84 
6 napditis Amorhtbn Adjustment 1,- 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case evenre S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed mpnurion adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amowt ion  

10 Purthascd p e e r  Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amort i i  Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Consewatin Expenle 1-92 
13 Cumnt rate case exprnse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Erp i-94 
15 Jurisdidion Docket Expnse 1-95 
16 920199 rate case exqense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy remgnition n o r m a l i o n  1-'100 
19 Shareholden Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unacmunted For Water G!l 
21 E x m s  lnfiitration 1-23 
22 Gsinfioaser 1-105 

Total 

1 B M  Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallccate Common Plant River P,mtk S 1  
4 lmputatbn of CIAC-MR W8 
5 Net use4 and useful adjustmnt 
6 Marw ASR W Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments abcive 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property axes 1-108 
4 Dsmunts rueNed on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year inwme tax exprnse 

WATER WASTEWATER 

(40.184) 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
2 0 

( 3 4 . 1 8 2 )  0 

17 0 
0 0 

0 19 

0 

(1.538) 0 
0 0 
1 0 

(107) 0 
(1,645) 0 

(12.773) 0 
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S U P A I M  PORT 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ZSTYEARENDEDlUJlPM 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95019SWS 

TESTYEIR AOJUSTED COHIYADJ. 
P w m m  tmm TESTYEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT W96 ADJUSTMENTS UTRlTYlSW AWUSTUENTS 1996 

2 IAN0 6 LAND RIGHrS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 CIAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

6.305 

(234) 

(47.582) 

(19.267) 

5.621 

(18.291) 

0 

(742) 

513 

0 

0 

0 

(143) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,305 

(234) 

(47.582) 

(19.410) 

5.621 

(18.291) 

0 

(742) 

513 

1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE I 155.033 O S  155.033 (467) 

0 

(52) 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

198 

I1 WORKING CAPlTAL ALLOWANCE 4.298 0 4.298 (1.425) 

154,566 

6,305 

(286) 

(47,578) 

(19.410) 

5.621 

(18.291) 

0 

(742) 

2,011 

2.873 
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. . . - .. . 
CREDULE OF HASITWATER RATE BA!.E 
'EST YEAR ENDU) IUJIF)6 

SCEEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 95M9SWS 

.. .. - 
1 UTILITY PUNT IN SERVICE !i 248.013 o s  248,013 (2.147) 245.866 

2 LAND 10.524 0 10.524 0 10.524 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (35.2444) 0 (35.244) (13.578) (48.822) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (83.935) 0 (85.9351 Y (83.881 ) 

5 ClAC (23.902) (221) (24.123) 0 (24.123) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 7,972 0 

7 ACQUlSmON ADJUSTMENTS. NET (38.717) 0 

8 mVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (742) 0 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 645 0 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.298 0 

12 OTHER 0 0 

7.972 0 7.972 

(38.717) 0 . (38.717) 

0 0 0 

(742) 0 (742) 

645 (2661) 284 

4298 (1.425) 2.873 

0 0 0 
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i l l lPA1.M PORT - - . . . . - .. . 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

U(PUNATI0N WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 0 0 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippageDoubb Bookings 1-13 (503) (2.183) 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 36 36 

Total (467) (2.147) 

m 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehgh land. Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pits land Copt 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

To rcflcd net non-used and uoeful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlipprgclDoubb Bookings 1-13 
3 Rewtse Depr on pnor K U N  ssreU 1-46 
4 RealloC 01 R m r  Pan Common Plant SI 

Toial 

GlAc 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Toial - 
1 Dekona Lakes wrreclion-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Cormction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 148 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 DeMl Defemd Taxes on ClAC 
2 Crsdn M e m d  T w  on DepROslion 

TOO1 - 
To reflcd the plan1 s&c alloatlon 

QTJjEB 
Marw Island defend debt-water I42 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(52) ( , )  13 578 

0 0 
22 72 
0 0 

(18) (18) 
4 54 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1.648 (122) 
(150) (2391 

1.498 1361) 

(1,425) ( 1.425) 

0 



SSIIIPAL.M PORl 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED I l I J I M  

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

1 DESCRIPTION 

NEST YEAR ADJUSTED COLIM. Am. 
PER UTILITY unuw TEST YEARl COUMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

IWS ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY IM ADJUSTMENTS 1 M  INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

13 MPRECIATION 

I AMoRTiZATioN 
5 TAXES OTHER THAN IPCOME 

~ 6 INCOME TAXES 

1 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

i3.636 "- 'I,-' ̂ ." . 9 4!.588 {?7.0??! 131W3 26.452 40,095 
...._.__......_______ .______......_....... ...............____.. ..................... 

193.89% 

20,898 

8.044 

(814) 

1.996 

879 s 21.717 (60s) 21,171 S 

0 

0 

1.300 

6.044 

(814) 0 

3.298 (1.311) 

6,035 

(614) 

1.985 1,190 

21.171 

6.035 

(614) 

3.176 

(7.686) 9,942 2.256 (10.125) (7.869) 9.145 1.876 
.............__.__... ..................___ _________...______... .__.............._._. ..................... ........... -- ........ -- 

20.638 12.121 s 32.759 (12.051) 20.708 10.935 31.643 
..................... ............._.__.... _......____....._____ ._____......___...... __................... ............ - .......... 

I 85.511 85.089 

10.32% 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 9W95-WS 

SSURALM PORT 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED lXI1196 

COYM. ADJ. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER unuw unuw TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION lUS8 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1SW ADJUSTMENTS 1SS8 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

~ _ ~ _ _ ~  

34,335 71.446 S 105.781 (71,441) 34.340 68.115 102,455 ......................................................................................................... ....................... 
198.36% 

77.850 1.237 .S 78.887 (1.125) 77.762 S 77.762 

9.805 0 9.695 (305) 9,390 9.390 

(1.007) 0 (1.007) 0 (1.007) (1.007) 

5.398 2.539 7.937 (3.298) 4.639 3.065 7,704 

(24.393) 25,512 1.110 (24.683) (23.W) 25.093 1,529 ........................... .......................................... ............. 

67.343 29.288 S 96.631 (29.411) 67.220 28.158 95.378 

(33.W8) 42.158 S 9,150 (42.030) (32.860) 39.857 7,077 

88.691 71.234 71,234 

-37.12% 10.32% -46.16% 9.94% 

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

= 5 = l l l i i i l E = =  .51..111=11= 1===11=1===1 =========a== =========ESii IliP==ei==ll ==11=.5=1==== 

________-j~.. E=========== ________ ____-------- _____---____ 88.912 s ______====== _ _ _ _ _ _  
I=.i=ll..lll= -_______-___ =z========== I = l i . i D I . = l l l  ____________ 

___ .... -~ 



DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950495-WS 
GE 563 

SCHEDLiLE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

UmALM PORT 
lJUSTMENTS TO OPERATlNC STATEMkNTS 
IST YEAR ENDED Iy31F)6 

€XPUNAWN - 
1 Remove requested Rnal revenue inlmase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 imputed revenue for discounted serwica 1-77 
4 Mi6CbUarmous non-utili income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salafy of SSV’s PRIidCrIt S8 
2 Cored athilion me fmm 5.8Ph to :5.75% S I 0  
3 &*one Helghts APT expenses I-!% 
4 H W  study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquiDiion salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiiis Amorlizalion Adjumnent 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expanse S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repmssion adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amoti i t ion 1-86~ 

10 Purchased powor Deitona Lakes 1-08 
11 Amotilze Humcane Preparedness Iarogram S-13 
12 Conservation Expanse 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate W e t - R e g .  Comm. Exq 1-94 
15 Jurisdidion Docket Expanse 1-95 
16 920199 rate u s e  expense 1-96 
17 T ~ b u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalnstin 1-100 
19 Shareholders w n s e  1-90 
20 Excear Unacmunted For Water 1-11 
21 Excess lnfiitntion 1-23 
22 GainwLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallacate Common Plan1 River Pmi~ S-1 
4 lmputrtlon of ClAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marm ASR Coat Share 1-51 

Total 

M a w  Island Dobmd Deb* 

TAXES 0- 
1 FAFs on revenue adjustments akP# 
2 Reg F m  Marm Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful propew taxes 1-108 
4 Dscountr r e a w e d  on propetytaxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

WA- WASTEWATER 

(1.257) (3.215) 
0 0 
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SUlPALM TERRACE 
CAEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
FSTYEAR ENDED 1Mh% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PERMUTY WIZIUTY TESTYVIRJ COMMISSON TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT IS96 ADJUSTMENTS UTQlTy’lS96 ADJUSTMENTS 4- 

1 UTILIlY PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTWTION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISiTlON ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPlTAl ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

441.681 

24.619 

0 

(189,5881 

(145.8481 

66.612 

0 

0 

(8.889) 

(2.0591 

51.491 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

441.681 

24.619 

0 

(189.588) 

(148.8481 

66.612 

0 

0 

(8.889) 

(2.059) 

51.491 

0 

(8151 

0 

0 

170 

0 

219 

0 

0 

0 

(2.9801 

(1 7,074) 

0 

440.888 

24.619 

0 

(1 89.41 6 )  

(148.8483 

66.891 

0 

0 

(8.889) 

(5.0391 

34.417 

0 

RlTE BhSE 
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DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 565 

1 6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS 

/ISI:R*LM TERRACE 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1701.96 

/ISI:R*LM TERRACE 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1701.96 

SCHEDhLE NO. 3-8 
DOCXET NO. 9949SWS 

TESTYE*R ADJUSTED COMM ADJ. 
PERUTILITY u n m  T E S T W R I  CONMlSSlON TESTYEAR , 

COMPONENT ¶)e6 ADJUSTMDITS UTRLTY1995 AWUSWENTS lSS6 ~ 

.. _. -8 1 1 U T l L l M  PLANT IN SERVICE 5 650.992 O S  650.992 (3.502) 647,490 ! 

73.766 0 73.766 0 73,766 ~ 2 LAND 

3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMPONENTS (6.335) 0 (6.335) 677 (5.658) ~ 

L 
I 1 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (247.380) 0 (247.380) 228 (247.152) 

i 
1 5cIAc 0 

161.208 0 161.208 863 162.071 - ,  

0 0 0 0 .  o i  
0 0 0 O i  0 

(7.712) 0 (7.712) 0 (7.712) ' 

(7.072) 0 (7.072) (3.128) (10.200) 

44.675 0 44.675 (14,813) 29.862 

0 0 0 0 0 - 
5 320.493 O S  320,493 (19.6751 300.816 ~ 

= I E = = l . I I I I I  = E l l = = = s l = i . l  ====.==a==== 1~.15=1=1=51 =11=151=.=11 ~ 
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SUWALM TERRACE 
.DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31!96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION 

&wuuEwa 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of Rver Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Trad C PHFU la 
3 Collier piis land cost 1-7 
4 Sedion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To ref!ed net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVLtnnsfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippageDoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN asset0 146 
4 Realloc of Rver Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes wmdion-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
A lmputnion of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debtl M m d  Taxes on ClAC 
2 Cndlt Dofenad Taxes on Depreaatlon 

Total - 
To reflecl the plant specfic alloution 

eMEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 142 

WATER WASTEWATER 

0 0 
(1.242) (3,873) 

427 371 
1815) (3.5021 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 677 

0 0 
170 228 

0 0 
(215) (1 87) 
170 228 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

279 
n 

0 
0 

863 
n - - 

0 0 
279 863 

(2.552) (2.499) 
(428) (629) 

(2.980) 13.128) 
~ -- 

(17.0741 (14.813) 

0 



-~ 
~~ ........... 

SSUIPA1.M TERRACE SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED IM1B6 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

___. __ 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TESTYEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1BW ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY lS98 ADJUSTMENTS 18S6 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.......................... ~ __-.-~__ . 

1 OPERATlNCj REVENUES iS435i 0.L.a.I" *"7 a", ,I 111 I I ( w e e n :  ?B4.!X? !?t;.n?C. m.933 ~ .^ ̂.̂  . 
........................ ........................................................................................................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 82.50% 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER TthN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

229.335 747 I 230.082 

25.142 

0 

15.346 

0 25.142 

0 0 

6.807 22.153 

(2.094) 227.988 S 

77 25.219 

0 0 

227.988 

25.219 

0 

(6.583) 15,570 6.122 21,092 

(46.072) 52.225 6.153 (51.554) (45,401) 50.114 4.713 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

223.751 59.779 S 283.530 (60.154) 223,376 56.236 279,612 
.......... ................................................................................................................................ 

.... 



SSU/PAI.M TERRACE 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31r% 

SCllEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 9504995-WS 

_. __ 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. AOJ. 
PER Ul lUlT  UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVZNUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1088 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1991 ADJUSTMENTS 1Bw INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 301.620 56,010 I 357.630 (55.958) 301.672 47.298 348.970 
..................... ..................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES 15.68% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 265,572 9,587 t 275.159 (1 1.694) 263,465 t 263,465 

3 DEPRECIATION 23,902 0 23.902 (78) 23.824 23.824 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 23.017 2.761 25.778 (2.707) 23.071 2.128 25.199 

6 INCOMETAXES (11,881) 11,607 (274) (10.555) (10.829) 17,424 6.595 
......................................................................................................... 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 300.610 23.955 t 324,565 (25.034) 299.531 19.553 319.083 
..... ................................................................................................................................ 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

- ___ ................. ~ - 
~~ 
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DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 569 

SCPALM TERRACE 
Dn'STMEhTS TO OPERAIIRG STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED l U 3 l M  

1 SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 95M95WS 
PAGE I OF I 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER ' 
1 - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted senrice 1-77 
4 Miscehneaur non-utili inwme I-TI 

Total 

1 
2 

P- 
Reallocate saury of SSU's presdcnl S-8 
Cone2 sllnbon rate from 5 87% to I 75% S-10 

3 Keystone Heighls APT exwnses 1-58 
4 Newin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingiAAcquimion rslsnr & miri em 1.83 a 
6 HemlBs AmoltlUlion Adiustment l-36 

> 1-84 
- -~ ~ 

7 Budgeted ovenime to rate a s e  expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU ProPOsM reDrusion ddlustment 1-74 
9 OAP AmoltlUlion 1.061 

10 Purchased porrrr Dsnona L a k u  143 
11 Amonua HumCIne Pmpamdnur Program S-13 
12 Consewallon Expense 1-92 
13 Cumnt rate as0 exwnse 1-93 
14 Undorm Raw Ckkel-Reg Comm Em 1-94 
15 Jumdlalon Dockel €Vense  1-95 
16 920199 rale c u e  expoma 1-96 
17 TN~-UP budget adjustment l-99 
18 Empiy rscognhon nonnsluatmn s-lC10 
19 Sharehodem Elmense 1.90 
20 Excess UnawoLntsd For Water 1-21 
21 Excars Infinration 1-23 
22 GainrRosru 1-105 

Tota 

1 BVL Transfer I-) 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment l-13 
3 Reallmale Common Plant RNar Paik S-1 
4 Imputation of ClAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 M a m  ASR Cost Sham 1-51 

Total 

T U F S  OWG4 'DWAWM 
1 RAFs on m n u e  adjuments aboue 
2 Reg Fees M a m  lslsnd 1-107 
3 Non-Used and useful property taxer 1-108 
4 D6wunlS received on property laxer S-14 

Tolal 

v 
To adjail to t u 1  year mwme lax eamnse 

(142.940) (56,010) ' 
0 
0 

0 
0 

60 52 
(142.880) (55,958) 

(2.290) 
(103) 

(1.506) 
(1 901) 

0 ,  
(520) (451) 1 

(2.094) 111.694) , 
1 

0 
(98) 
175 
0 
0 
0 0 

1: ~ 

77 (78) I 
! 
1 

0 35 I 

0 1 

(6.430) (2.518) 1 
0 0 

(153) (224) ~ 

(6.583) (2,707) 1 
1 

(51.554) (10.555) ' 
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SU/ PALM VALLEY 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EsTYEAREMlKrJ 1mm 

I 
SClEDIJLE NO 3-A 
DOCKET NO %0495-WS 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE s 1.296.657 (137.107)S 1.159.sM (W 1.159.484 I 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 7.069 0 7.069 0 7.069 ’ 
3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

S ClAC 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

0 

(148.581) 

(12.619) 

1.998 

0 

0 

(1.544) 

eO.729) 

8.944 

0 

133,724 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(14.857l 

(12.619) 

1.998 

0 

0 

(1 .%) 

(20.729) 

8.944 

0 

(14,866) 

(12.619) 

1,998 

0 

0 

(1.544) 

(21,872) 

5.978 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

S 1.131.195 (333 )s  1.127.812 (4.184) 1,123,628 - -  -..--* __- __ RATE BASE 
___--z -- 



!DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 960496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

i XJI PALM VALLEY 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR EXDJlD lZi31R6 1 

1 
1 

EXPLANArnN WATER WASTEWATER 1 - 
1 BVLtnrSfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippgdDoubk Bwkinpr 1-13 
3 Reallcc of River Park cornmn pnll S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehgh land ParMIS 1,2. and 3 PHI'U 5-2 
2 Lehgh land, P a r d  4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pRs land co4 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL tramfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To refled net nm-used and useful ;adjdjudmenl 

0 .o -l 
(1401 0 1  
74 0 1  
(66) 0 1  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
n 0 - 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

3 Reverse Depf on pnw KU/I  
4 Reallcc of River Park Cwnn 

Total 

!JK 
1 BVL bansfer 1-1 I 
2 lrnpuiabon of CIACMR 148 
3 Marc0 ASR Ccsl Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakbs wmcbcn-waler S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Cwrechon for Guldehne rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 148 
5 Manx ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
1 DeW Defmmd T a r  on ClAC 
2 Credl Defmmd Taxas on D.peslabm 

Total - 
To reflect the plant spcmc allaatrm 

QInEB 
Marm Island defeIred d c b ~ ~ e f  1 6 2  

0 
0 

0 
28 
0 0 

(37) 0 
(9) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(16) 0 
(1.127) 0 
I1 .14 j  0 

(2,966) 0 

0 



SCHELWLE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES. 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

39,099 230.2w s 277.308 (234.227) 43,081 230,986 274,067 - ........ - ........... ........ .- 
536.17% 

40.497 756 s 41.253 (1.322) 39.931 S 39.931 

31.023 0 31.023 0 31.023 31,023 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

45.609 10,789 56.398 (402) 55.996 10.394 66,390 

(55.2261 87.505 32.279 (92.zas) (6O.WS) 85.099 25.087 -- ....................................... -- ....................... 

61.903 s3.050 s 150,953 (94.ws) 68.944 85.488 182.432 _ _ __ 
f22.m) 139.159 t 116.355 (140.218) (23.883) 135,498 111,635 

=5-......1=1 1...1-11=11= 51=5911....= I1l=llll=... I=mllI.Iiii.. 1.E.115=1111111 

1.131.195 S 1.127.812 1.123.628 1,123.628 
1.=.1.11.*=- 1111.11==1-= 51 .~ .11=1~1~  =SI=.sP*I-.Il 

-2.02% 10.32% .2.12% 9.94% 
5=-......1== ==sl~sLi*==I. lll=13=511.i. i.il~lllllil=l 

L_ .......... .... 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SUI PALM VALLEY 
DJUSTMKNTS TO OPJIRATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1U31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 99495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 EXPUNATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove requested final rewnue increase 
2 Billing MenninantJ 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dixounted m i c e  1-77 
4 ~isca~aneaus m u t i l i  i n m e  1-77 

Total 

1 
2 

Reallocate alary of SSU'S pnSaant S-8 
Comsct athition rate from 5.87% to 5.7596 S-10 

3 Keystone Heights APT eXwnSe5 1-56 

5 LobbylnglAsquisltlon darks 8 rnirc. exp. 1-33 8 1-84 
6 Hepat& Amorth.tlon Adjustment 14% 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Re- SSU propmad repression adjurtment 1-74 
9 OAP Amodhtbn 1- 

4 H A  study 1-92. 

i o  P U I C ~ ~  power D ~ D M  Lakes 1-80 
11 Amrtbe Hunimw Praprednss Pircgram S-13 
12 consmath Expnse 1-92 
13 Cumnl rata case epense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Rq. Comm. Ex0 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expmse 1-95 
16920199mtecaseexpen~l-96 
I 7 T w u p  budget adj.djuatment la 
18 EmW racognitkn m l i i i o n  1-100 
19 S h a r e M m '  mse 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccwnted For Water 1-21 
21 EXKSS Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLnsses 1-1E 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallmte Cwnmon P M  R w r  Pad< S-1 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 148 
5 Net used and d u l  rdjurtmd 
6 Muco ASR Cod Sham 151 

Total - 
Marc0 IDland Dtfnnd I k b R  

P 
1 RAFs on rewnw adjustments above 
2 Reg F a r  Marc0 1-d 1-107 
3 Nonused and w f u l  property taxes 1-108 
4 Dkounts mmed on p- taxa; 5-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust 10 test year mcome ux egcnse 

10 0 
l p q . 2 2 7 )  0 

0 0 
0 0 

192,285) 0 
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SUPALMS MOBILE HOME PARK 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED 12131B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9yu95WS 

I 
I 

TEST YUR ADJUSTED CWY. ADJ. 
PERUTlUTY UTlltTY ESTYEARI COMMISSION TESTYMR 

I 
COMPONENT <996 ADJUSTMENTS uTnTp(l996 ADJUSTMENTS IS% 

I 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 103.850 O S  103.850 (18) 103.832 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 677 0 677 0 677 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.054) 0 (1.050) (40) (1.090) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (28.253) 0 (28253) (3) (28.256) 

5 CIAC (3.037) (36) (3.073) 0 (3.073) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 1.328 0 1.328 0 1.328 

7 ACQUISTTION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (435) 0 (435) 0 (435) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.916) 0 (1.916) 130 (1.786) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2.518 0 2.518 (835) 1.683 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 7 3 . ~ 2  (36)s 73.646 v w  72.880 
.I_.=U=I_ ==-55===11. =5_=._1 ss========= 
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UPALMS MOBILE HOME PARK 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED ly31M 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO 95049CWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER ~ u(Pu*IAnTIoN - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippageDaubk :Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LAW 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFlJ 16 
3 Collier par land cort 1-7 
4 Sedion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 

0 4 -  
(39) 0 
21 0 

(18) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

To reflea net non-uaed a d  urcful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr On pnor N-UN assets 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant s-1 

Total 

w 
1 B M  transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of ClAC-MR 148 
3 M a w  ASR Cort Share 1-51 - Total 

1 Denona Lakes wmcbon-water S4 
2 BVLlransferI-11 
3 Conedion for Guidelire ratss 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

- 
To r e M  the plant rwcifu allcmlio~n 

QmEB 
Marw Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 

0 2) 

0 0 
8 0 
0 0 

(11) 0 
(3) - 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 - 0 ,  

, 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 - 0 ,  

1 , 
231 0 1  
(101) 
130 11 

1 

O I  
(835) 

~ 

0 



SSUIPALMS MOBILE IIOME PARK 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED IINlt96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

DESCRIPTION 
.__. - 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

TEST YEAR 
PER UTILIN 

198s 

ADJUSTED COMY. AOJ. 
U l l U N  TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS I896 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

6.057 36.641 S 42.698 (36.638) 6.060 35.415 41.475 ..................................................................................................................................................... 
584.41% 

23.258 1.052 I 24.308 (368) 23,940 I 23,940 

4.907 0 4,907 3 4.910 4.910 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.165 1.693 3.858 (1.884) 2.174 1.594 3,767 

(li.049) 13.076 2.027 (13.457) (1 1.430) 13.047 1.617 
......................................................................................................... __l.l____.. ... 

19.279 15.821 S 35.100 (15.506) 19.594 14,640 34.234 
..................... ..................... ................................................................. 

(13.222) 20.820 f 7.598 (21,132) (13.534) 20.775 7.241 
=iE=i.li=I=S. E I I I I = = P E . I I  ====DEE===== ========*1=5 ======ilElll IS.Eltl=llll =L..I=EIII=IDI 
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:I IIPALMS MOBILE HOME PARK SCHEDULE "10.4-C ~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

1 
EXPWAl lON WATER WASTEWATER ~ - 

1 Remove requesled final revenue lnCnaY 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounlej senrice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous nowulilii inwrne I-TI 

Total 

P E N S €  
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's presdcnl S-8 
2 C o w  a m o n  rate fmm 5 87% to I 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 H & r  study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquislion salaries h mist:. em. 1-83 & 1-64 
6 Heoatilk AmortizPtlon Adiusbmnt 1-86 
7 ~ubgeted overtime to rate case exp?nse S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression ;adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP A m o w t i o n  1-a 

i o  Purchased p w e r  Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amoft i i  Hurricane Pnparadness Program 5 1 3  
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate OoCkct-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdic(i0n Doc);et Expanse 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-Up b u w  adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply rewgnnion normali t ion 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfillnlion 1-23 
22 GainrRosses 1-105 

Tdal 

t BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 P4nr sllppagc aqusmwnt 1-13 
3 Raal lwte Common Plant R m r  Park S-1 
4 imputation of CIAGMR I48  
5 Net used and useiul adjusbmnt 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
M a m  Island Deferred Mi 

P 
1 RAFs on menuc idlusenenm above 
2 Reg Fees Mam Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properlv ( m i ,  1-108 
4 Discounts  ad on p m p w  tuns S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust 10 lest year lnwrne lax elpense 

3 0 ,  
(56,638)- 0 

0 
0 '  
0 
0 
0 
0 

(14) 0 
52 0 

0 0 
(4) 0 
9 0 

(13.457) 0 
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SU/ PARK MANOR 
CIIEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED LM11% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. -9SWS 

i 

I 
TEST E A R  WUSTED COMMISSION A W  , 
PERUTILITY UTlllTY TESTYEAN COMMISSION TESTYEAR , 

COMPONENT 1eOB ADJUSTMENTS MUrYj996 ADJUSTMENTS 19% I 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 67.876 

2 LAND 1.168 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (26.m) 

5 ClAC (2.173) 

O S  67.878 

0 1.160 

0 0 

0 (26.063) 

0 (2.173) 

(10) 67.866 j 
0 1.168 ~ 

I 
225 225 I 

(4) (26.067) ' 
0 (2.173) ' 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC M4 0 5w 0 504 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (9.822) 0 (9.822) 0 . (9.822) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (21i-J 0 (217) 0 (217) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 2.290 0 2.290 0.266) (976) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1,259 0 1.259 (417) 842 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

31.359 
-=== e- --E=-= ----- RATE BASE I 34.822 O S  34.822 (3.472) -- 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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AGE 579 

;I!/ PARK MANOR . ~ 

DJCSIMESTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR EhVED lu3W6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 85W5-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant dippage 1-1 2 
3 Realbc of Rivrr Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFLJ 1-6 
3 CoUier pits land cost 1-7 
4 S e c M  35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net ~wn-med and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippge/Douk Bmkings 1-13 
3 Rev- Depr on pnor N-U/U assets I48 
4 R d b c  of River Park Common Plan( S-1 

Total 

G l K  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

v 
1 D&OM Lakg wmctiorrmter 5 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Comction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cod Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Debti Defcmd Taxes on ClAC 

QTHEE 
Marc0 Island deferred debii-waler I - 6 2  

0 0 
0 (20) 
0 10 
0 (10) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 225 

0 (5) 
0 (4) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

n 



SSIY PARK MANOR 
STATEMEW OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 

~- ~ ....... ~ ... ..... ____ r---- 
SCllEDULE NO. 4-8  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

]TESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEW COMMISSION TEST VEM? REV6NUB REVENUE 

W S C R I P T I ~  1996 MJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1991 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 17.751 18.092 s 35,843 (2.982) 32.861 2,538 35,399 

~ _ _  

.- ....................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES 7.72% 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 24.936 670 I 25.606 (331) 25.275 S 25.275 

3 DEPRECIATION 3,746 0 3.746 (10) 3,736 3.736 

4 AMORTIZATION (269) 0 (269) 0 (269) (269) 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 1.921 844 2.765 (24) 2.741 114 2.855 

6 INCOMETAXES (5.585) 6.087 402 (650) (248) 935 687 
....................... .................................. ^ 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 24,649 7.601 S 32.250 (1.015l 31,235 1,049 32.285 
............................................................................................ ......... ... 

8 OPERATING INCOME (6.898) 10,491 S 3.593 (1.967) 1,626 1.489 3.115 
=====IDPP-I= ======m===== 11==15=1=5=1 *.=.=====a=- =====-=**--- =s=--.====== ============= 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 



!DER NO. PSC- 96 - 132 0- FOF-WS 
KKET NO. 950495-WS 

jU/ PARK MANOR 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1MlB6 

SCHEDULE NO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 i 

~ 

1 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER ~ 

1 
.. .. - 

1 Remove reqwstcd final r m u e  inonme 0 (18.092) ' 
2 Billing determinant+ 1-75 0 15,109 
3 Imputed revenue for dlsmunted m c e  1-77 
4 ~isceu~mnus norrua~ty tnmme 1-77 

Total 

P E E M E  
1 RealloUte salary of SSUr preai&rd ?4 
2 c o r n  a U m n  me from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Kynone HngMs APT upmres 1-54 
4 n m  stuoy 1-82 
5 LobbyngAcqunRion samm 8 m l y  u p  183 8 1-84 
6 nepatUs Amortmon Adpmnntl416 
7 Budgded ovubme to &e u s e  qmae S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposaa represwn adjustment 1.74 
9 OAP ArnoftaatiM 1- 

10 Purchased powrr DenOM Lakes la 
11 Amome n u m a n  Preparedness Plcgram S13 
12 C o n s e m n  Expense 1-92 
13 Cumnl rale case expense 1-93 
14 Unifwm Rate Dockel-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 JumdulIon Dockel Expense 1-95 
16 9231 99 rate use q n s e  I-% 
17 T w p  bu- adjuaimenl l-93 
18 EmW reccgnwn normaleallon I.101 
19 Sharenciders' Expmre 1-93 
ZU Ex- UNccounlcd For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Inhl(ntion *-23 
22 GamwLoues 1.105 

TOt& 

1 
2 
3 
4 

BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
Plant slippage ad~ustmenl i-13 
Realbate Common Plant Rivcr Par)[ S-1 
Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 

5 Nel used and useful adjustment 
6 Mar- ASR Cort Sham 1-51 

T m  

0 0 
0 1 
0 (2.982) 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
(13) 

(u1) 

0 
0 
4 
0 

0 
(14) 

(IO) 
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su/ PICClOLA ISLAND 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEARENDED 1Zt31196 

SCHEDULE NO 3-A 
WCKET NO 9504%-WS 

'EST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTIUM UTKlTy TESTYEARJ COMMISSION - T E A R  

I COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlWlSS6 ADJUSTMENTS 9986 

1 UTlLlTf PLANT IN SERVICE I 134.093 O S  134,093 %951 171.044 : 

2 LAND b LAND RIGHTS 1.818 0 1,818 0 1.818 , 

3 NON-USED EL USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 i2.nV (2.771) i 
4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (66.515) 0 (66.515) (1 .Ws) (67.524) ' 

5 ClAC i39.556) (305) 09.661) 0 (39.861) 

6 AMORTIZ4TION OF ClAC 23.112 0 23.112 0 23.112 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 5.969 0 5.969 0 5.969 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 .  0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 0 W) 0 (sss) 
I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 225 0 225 3.185 3.410 

I1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.731 0 5.731 (1 .wo) 3.831 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 ;  

RATE BASE s 83.888 (30s) s 63.583 34,456 98.039 
1--==1..1 ==/=--u=- - E I S S Y . I I =  --.=--== -===5-_1 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

iU/ PICCIOLA ISLAND 
WL'STMENTS TO RATE BASE 
STYFARENDED 12B186 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET No. SSO495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

i 
E X P W T I O N  WATER WASTEWATER 

~~ - 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for plant slippap 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Pam comnwn plant S-1 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, P a r d  4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier W !and coot 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVLtransfer 1-11 

Total - 
To reflect net nowused and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bockin- 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1.45 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant !S-1 

Total 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marc0 ASR cost share 1-51 

Total - 
1 M o n a  Lakes cwrectm.nater S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guidelim rates 147 
4 ImpuWion of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Marco ASR Coot Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Dtfmed Taxes en CIAC 
2 Cndt  Defend Taxes on Dapeckathr 

Total - 
To reflecl the plant F i b  allocation 

s?IHEE 
Marco Island deferred debil-water la! 

0 0 
36.903 0 

48 0 
36.951 0 

0 0 1  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

12.i71) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

3,351 0 
(166) 0 

3,185 0 

- ,  I1 ,wo) 

0 I 



SSUl PlCClOLA ISLAND 
STATEMEW OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1Z131i96 

SCIIEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AbJ. 
PER UTILITY UtKlTY TEST W COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS <996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 23.241 19.463 $ 42.704 (17.231) 25.473 20.736 46,209 
._ ........................... . .............. ...... 

OPERATING EXPENSES 61.40% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 23.616 1.030 S 24.648 (927) 23.921 S 23,921 

3 DEPRECIATION 5.062 0 5.062 (103) 4.953 4.953 

4 AMORTIZATION 188 0 188 0 168 188 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 3.499 924 4,423 (113) 4,310 933 5.243 

6 INCOMETAXES (5.136) 6.760 1,622 c1.097) (5.475) 7.639 2.163 
.............................................. 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 27.429 6,714 I 36.143 (6.247) 27,696 6.572 38.468 
....................... ....................... ....................... 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN I . ~- - 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 505 

UI ~1ccIoL.4 ISLAND 
NUSTMENIS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
TST YEAR ENDED ltn1196 

SCHEDULE NO 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 1 

1 
WATER WASTEWATER ' EXPJANATION - 

1 Ramon rq- ~ I I I  revenue inuuse  

3 lmputca revenue for dmcounled KN CF 1-77 
4 Msc.llanawo nonutll~iy i w m e  1-77 

2 elulng daeminnts 1.75 

Tdal 

1 Reallocne saw of SSU's p n r d a *  Sa 
2 conest mmon "le from 5 8796 lo 5 7596 -3-10 
3 Keyston Hmghta APT ew8n.es I 4 3  
4 H ~ ~ C 8 2  
5 L o b o y m g A c q ~  ~ b m  8 rmrc axp 1-83 8 1- 
6 Hepaus Amolhnbon Adjustma 1-115 

8 Remow SSU p o p o ~  reprewon adwtnmnt 1-74 
7 euag.1.d onmm 10 late case emnrc s-1 1 

9 OAP Anwrwabon ldda 
10 Purchased powa Debma Lakes 1MI 
11 Amoltm Humcrne Pnparednar P ogram S-13 
12 ConscmOon b p n s e  1-92 
13 C m m t  me case m.c 1-93 
14 Unflonn Rate Docket-Reg C m m  EW 1-94 
15 Jurnd~cbon Dockel Erpnsc 1-95 
16 920199 me su. +rgunae 1-96 
17 T w p  b- .djurDnmt I-QS 
18 Emply retxgntwn nomalOlWn 1.103 
19 sharw(derS Expense 1-90 
20 Exau urucmuntw For Water 1-21 
21 Excar Infibation 1-23 
22 GaimrLoues 1-105 

Tdal 

P 
1 BVL TraMfK 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippspc adjurtmant 113 
3 Reallocste Common Phnt Rmr  Park S-1 
4 lmputabon of CIAC-MR 14 
5 Net used and UrCtUl adjurtment 
6 M a w  ASR Cod  Sham 1-51 

Total - 
Maw Island D e f d  hb41 

P 
I RAFs on revenue adjustments a h !  
2 Reg Fees M a w  lsiand 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful prcperty taxes 1.1 08 
4 D-unts recmed on property taxes; S-14 

Total 

lumKmEs 
To aqusl to lest year income m expense 

(19.463) 
2.225 

0 
7 

(17.231) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(7.097) 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 5 0 6  

SSL'I PINE RIDGE ESTATES 
SCHEDLZE OF WAYTR RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1y31t96 

SCaEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKFT NO. 9504SWS 

I 
I 

lEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERVrrrrY Vnuly TEST- COMMIJJICU TESTYEAR 

I 
COMPONENT <S% ADJUSTMENTS M U r Y 1 0 0 6  AWUSTMEMS 19% 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 435.916 o s  435.918 (504) 435.414 

2 LAND8 LAND RIGHTS 3.061 0 3.061 0 3.061 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (10.462) 0 (10.462) (10.519) (20.981) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION w.345) 0 (88.343 (0) (=.=) 

5 ClAC (228.579) (1 .Mo) (229.67s) 0 (229.879) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 41.589 0 41.589 (439) 41.19 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

' 8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

j 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.589) 0 (1 .Y)9) 0 (1.589) 

j 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 170 0 170 23.316 23.486 

i 11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 9.204 0 9.204 (3.052) 6.152 

~ 12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 160.967 (1.3W)S 159,667 8,801 168.468 
-_r__* --*=ID= --I--=- -MY-=.- 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
3CKET NO. 950495-WS 

,U/ PNE RIDGE ESTATES 
ZRI!XME.XTSTO RATE BASE 
SI YEAR ENDED 12131)96 

SCHEDULE NO. 5 E  
DOCKET NO. 95M95-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

4 
1 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 
~~ - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 I 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of Rmr  Park c u n m  plant :SI 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh lard Pa& 1,2, and 3 PHFIJ S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFLl 14 
3 Collier pits land c& 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

.. 
0 -0 - 

0 
0 

(580) 

(504) 0 
76 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 .  0 

f10.519) 0 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plrni SlippagelDwMe Boolongs 1-13 
3 Revone Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1 4  
4 Reallos of R m r  Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

0 0 
38 0 
0 0 

(38) 0 
(2 0 

Gl4.G 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 t 
2 lmpuiatlon of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cc5t Share 1-51 

Totri - 
1 Deftona Lakes CorredWMder S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 comction for Guidelirm mtes 147 
4 Imputabon of CMCMR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Sham 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Dcbb Defamd Tuor a ClAC 
2 Credit Defcmd Tues on Cqmdiun 

Total 

!2uEB 
Marco Island defmed debiit-water 1 4 2  

0 
0 

('w 
0 
0 

(459) 

0 
0 
0 
0 ,  
0 
0 

27,758 0 
(4.442) 0 
25.316 0 

13.052) 0 

0 



-- ~ ___ - 
SSUl PINE RIDGE ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS r- TESTYEARENDED llf31196 

SCIIEDULE NO 4 A 
DOCKET NO 9SW9S-WS 

~~ 

TEST YUR ADJUSTED COMMISSION W. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Y U R l  CDMMSSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 4996 MJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1116 ADJUSTMENTS 1918 
___ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 35.304 47.2W S 82.504 11.255 93.759 (16.388) 77.371 - 
OPERATING MPENSES' -17 48% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 42,223 1,464 s 43.887 (1 .w 42.883 S 42.W3 

3 DEPRECIATION 9.529 0 9,529 (250) 9,279 9,279 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 8.971 2.053 9,024 (1.793) 7,231 637) 6.493 

8 INCOMETAXES (13.086) 18.877 3,791 4.424 8.215 (8.037) 2.178 -. I----...- --__ 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 45.637 20.394 s 66.031 1.377 87.408 (6.775) 60.833 -__ -___ __ 
8 OPERATING INCOME (10.333) 28.805 s 16.473 9,878 28.351 (9,613) 16.738 -.-.-....... .=---= ==...- ill......*U lllllllillli 5.E.1.11.11.1 II....l.iilll -.....-.lm--. 

9 RATE BASE I 1w.967 s 159,W 1WAW 188.468 ............ .... .......I """'*"PI =..-.-..-==-- 

RATE OF RETURN 8.42% 10.32% 15.64% 9.94% ............ 11.. 111.1.1. = i= l .== l l i=C  5=05111.-11=1 -_ 
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ISSW PINE RIDGE EST4TES 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12f31i96 

SCHEDULE YO 4-C 
DOCKET YO 95049SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I 

WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove requested final revenue incrfsse 
2 Billing delminants 1-75 
3 lmpuied revenue for discounted seMz 1-77 
4 M i l a w a u s  m u t i l i  income 1-77 

Total 

P E N S €  
1 Reallocate salary of Ssu's president S-8 
2 Cwrect amnion rate from 5.87% to 5.?5% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT W n s e s  I-%; 
4 HmiR study 182 
5 LobbyinglAoquisition salarks 8 m k c  exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hapatiis Amoriizatbn Adjustment 186 
7 Budgaed ovemme to n t e  case urperise S-1 1 
8 R m o w  SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amorroaion 

10 Purchased pwer C.altona Lakes 1 4 8  
11 Amotire Hurricane Preparedness Pmgram S-13 
12 c- n Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. EIW 1-94 
15 JurMictim DDcket ExpmSe 1-95 
16 920199 rate a s s  expense 1-96 
17 T w p  budgel adjtstmnt 1-99 
18 EmpyrracognitPn m l k a t i o n  i-lOCI 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfilhaion 1-23 
P GaindLosoes 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tnnsfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallmte Common Plant River Park 5-1 
4 lmputabon of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
Marw Wand Deferred Dcbi 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adlustmats abve 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 i&nd 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property !axes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on proQetiy lax- 5-14 - Total 

(47.XIo) 
58.444 

0 
11 

11.255 

(67) 
(22) 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 ,  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 ,  
0 
0 

n 0 

(93) 0 
(1,0044 0 

0 0 
0 0 

31 0 
0 0 

(281 1 0 
0 0 

0 

0 

506 0 
n n - 

TO aqun 10 lesl year i n m  lax exp?nse 4.424 0 
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SUI PINE RIDGE UTILITIES 
CHEDLlLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR E>DED 12fl1196 

SCHEDWE .*O 3-A 
DOCKET NO 9yU95-WS 

COMPONPFC 

I 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ , 
PERUTIUTY UTWTY TEST- COMMISSBN TESTYEAR 

$906 ADJUSTMENTS UTIUPl3996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 4,579,912 0 s 4.579.912 i7.572) 4372.340 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 21.799 0 21,799 0 21,799 

3 NON-USED k USEFULCOMPONENTS 0 0 0 (1.175.184) (1.175.184) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (642.576) 61.303 (581.273) 154,131) (635.404) 

5 ClAC (1.207.252) 0 (1.207.252) 00,203) (1,237,455) 

6 AMORTZATION OF ClAC 113.811 0 113.81 1 (1.429) 112.382 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION (1.374.984) 0 (1.374.984) 0 (1.374.984) 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (4.984) 0 (4.984) 0 (4.984) 

IO DEFERRED INCOMETAXES 604.599 0 604.599 (416.772) 187.827 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 28.872 0 28.872 (9.573) 19.299 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 2,119,197 61.303 S 2.180.5W (1,694,863) 435.637 
E=='-.= =x- _= ***e===_ =-=,E=- -== 



- 0 Ezr-=-- 
0 0 
0 OSE 

(6LL'L) 
0 0 

0 0 

IO 

0 (p8 L'SLL' Ll 

I 
'0 0 
IO 0 

0 (218.L) 
0 0 

1 40 1 39Wd 

I 



(111 PINE HIUDE 1lTII.ITIES 
TAT EMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
EST YEAR ENIJED l213lF)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. TEST YEAR 
PERVTll lN UTKITV TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TESTVEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION re96 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlTV 1996 ADJUSTMENTS l 9 Y  INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

... 

282.204 335.892 5 618;196 !214.905! 403.291 (!27.snr! 275.Sn7 .- ................... ....................... . .. 
-31.59% 

119,815 4.784 S 124.599 (3,495) 121.104 S 121.104 

91,190 

0 

0 91.190 

0 0 

(59.575) 31.615 

0 0 

31,615 

0 

90.188 31.5% 121.742 (51.938) 69.804 (5.732) 64.072 

(58.600) 114,302 55.702 2.002 57.794 (46.920 10.867 ....................... ._ .................... ._ .................... 
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!SSU/ PINE RIDGE ZPIlLITIEs 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMEiNTS 
/TEST E N r m  imim PAGE 1 OF 1 
I 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 95U495Ws 

1 
EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 

1 Remove rcqwaea final menue incrmse 
2 Billing daarniuh 1-75 
3 IrnpUsd rcymue for d w m  
4 Miscellanewr nm-ublw i n c m  1.77 

1-77 

Total 

P E N S  
1 Realloc*c salary 01 SSu's praim S-8 
2 C o m d  m m  mle Imm 5 87% IO 5 75% s-10 
3 Keyslone Heights APT npcnxs I-% 
4 tlm study 1-82 
5 LooovnglAwuiwtion salana 8 mnc eap 183 8 i-&i 
6 Hcpsltls Amonmt#on AdpIPlYnl 1 4 5  
7 Budgelw ovcflimc lo mle use w s e  S.11 
8 Removc SSU p r o m  rcpnrtmn aojulhMnl1-74 
9 OAP Arnomzatm 186r 

10 PU- pOmr M O M  hks 188 
11 Amorlee humam PrcpaRdnu Prclgnm S-13 
12 ConseNmon Expanse 1.92 
13 cumn Rtc cau .spellso 1-93 
14 U n h  Raw Dncket-Reg Comm Exp ,-94 
15 J u n s d m  Docket Eqcnse la 
16 920799 R1. use - C% 

18 Ernpiy rccqlnlbon n m a l M i o n  I-1W 
19 Shareholders Exp.nse 1-90 
20 ENCCSS Unaccwnted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess InfilfRtmn -23 
22 G a i n W L m W  1.105 

17 TNCW OUde 8djUSUrlEnl1-99 

Total 

P 
1 B M  Tmnsfu 1-11 
2 Plant slippgc adjulhMm 1-1 3 
3 RsrlloaCc Common Plan Rmr P8dl :j-1 
4 ImplWon of ClACMR 1 4 8  
5 Net used and useful adjurtmsnt 
6 MU- ASR tort sh.R 1-51 

1d.l 

P 
1 RAFs m revenue ad jushem above 
2 Reg Fees Maw lslsnd 1-107 
3 Nortused and useful property t a m  1-1 ffl 
4 D~smunts rscnwd on pmperly taws 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust lo test year income tax expen- 

(335.892) 
1M.963 

0 
34 

(214.905) 

0 
(291) 

(3.495) 

0 
0 

98 
no1 ) 

(58.972) 
0 

2 5 9 , 5 7 5 )  

.. - 
0 
0 

0 1  
0 1  

0 1  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 1  

0 ,  

0 1  

0 '  
0 '  
0 1  
0 
0 1  
0 1  
0 
0 1  
O I  
0 
0 
0 
0 '  - 0 1  

0 
0 

0 
n 

(9.671) 
0 - 

(51.787) 0 
(151) 0 

(51.938) 0 

2,092 0 
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WI PIhEy WOODS 
CHEDVLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED lUJlF)6 

S3XWlJl.E NO. L A  
WClcFT m. 95049SW8 

1 UTILITY PUNT IN SERVICE I 335.664 O S  s35.664 (1 1.w 324.m 

2 LAND b !AND RIGHTS 2.344 0 2.344 0 2344 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (s.w 0 @.OM) (3.w (12970) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (116.W 0 (116.3W 144 (116,156l 

5 CIAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 .  0 

0 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.252) 0 (1.2%) 0 (~29) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES ( S A W  0 (s.432) 4,014 (1.418) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL W W A N C E  7.250 0 7.250 (z.404) 4 8 4  

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE W E  S 202.s88 (45) I 202,643 (13.494) 180.14S 
-__I=_uu- ___u3.-- 
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SCHEWLE No. 3 4  
WCKET No. w s w s  
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 B v L b u r f a c l l  
2 To ad@t fa +aril slippage 1-13 
3 Redlbc of River Park mm~l plant S-1 

TQ.1 

L l u  
1 W h  hnd Pafc& 1.2. and3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehiih hnd, P a d  4. TRct C PHFU 16 
3 coll*r Whnd cort 1-7 
4 s&tion 35 PHFU I-9 
5 MIOM Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfa 1-1 1 

TWl - 
To nfi.ct netfwrwsad and UvtulsdlUStmnr 

P 
1 BVL burrfa 1-1 1 
2 P W  SlIppgeiEwbb BoaldWs 1-13 
3 R- D.p on pdnf KUlU ass& 1-46 
4 Redkc of River Park CmMOn Plant S-1 

Tocal 

YBL; 
1 BVL bpllSfN 1-1 1 
2 Impmion of ClACMR 1-46 
3 Marm ASR Cog Sham 1-51 

Total 

2 B M  tranrfa c11 
3 c o n d m  ' f o r G u ~ i m l e s l 4 7  
4 lmpuauan of ClACMR 148 
5 Muma ASR Cog Share c51 

Tdrl - 
1 LWd Mand Taxes an ClAC 
2 Cndit Cmfand Taxes an D6pralstibn 

Total 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 ___ 

(3.966) 0 

0 0 
174 0 

0 0 
(33) 0 
144 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

4,014 0 
(315) 0 

3 . m  0 

J 0 

0 



DOCKET NO 95w95-W.S 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER UTlLlM UTILITY TEST VEARJ COMMISSION TEST M A R  

1990 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 AWUSTMENTS 1996 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

32.166 49.863 s 82.029 59.502 141.611 (84.490) 77,121 ... ....................... ._ ... 
-45.54% 

34.839 1,372 S 56.211 (901) 35.310 S 35.310 

12,441 

0 

4.801 

0 12,441 

0 0 

2,234 7.035 

(275) 12.186 

0 0 

2.544 9,579 

12.166 

0 

6,677 

(12,410) 17.845 5,435 22.498 27,933 (23.757l 4.176 .................. . ..................... ..... 
39,671 21,451 S 81.122 23.066 84.w (28.W 58,329 

(7.505) 28.412 S 20.907 35.716 56.623 w.=9 18.792 1 
. ..-I--.-.. 

202.800 S 202.843 189.149 I ............. 189.149 

............ ............. .1.111.==511 I ............ -3.70% 10.32% 29.94% 

w 
W O I  

0 1  
I P W  

m n  

w m  
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UI PINEY WOODS 
LRlSTMENTS TO OPERATING WATEMEhTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 1UJ1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 95015SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WASTEWATER 

P 
1 EVL 1nnrta c11 

49.863 0 
9,711 0 

0 0 
8 0 

59.592 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

2.681 
0 

0 
0 

(25) 
(112) 

2,544 0 

P.490 0 ___ 
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NO. S A  
DOCKET NO. 95ocxWS 

1 UTlLllY PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 !AND 6 LAND RtGKTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL CQMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMUUTED DEPRECUTnN 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS ~ NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR WNSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME T M E S  

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLGWANCE 

2 OTHER 

753.256 

3.802 

0.107) 

(160.667) 

(145.229) 

49,171 

0 

0 

R.578) 

(5.951) 

14.935 

0 

W.WS 

0 

0 

53.264 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

717.756 

3.802 

(3.107) 

(107.UG) 

(145.229) 

49.171 

0 

0 

G . r n  

(5.850 

14.935 

0 

717210 

3.802 

(3.129) 

(107.4W 

(145.229) 

48.171 

0 

0 

R.m) 
2.041 

S . S 3  

0 

PATE BASE $ 503,632 17.764 $ 521.3% 2.465 523.861 
Yy_n_ --__I---- 
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SUI POIKT o'wooDs 
CHEDULE OF W*STEWATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED Ill31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 9SM%WS 

.- - 
1 UTILllY PLANT IN SERVICE s 490.881 O S  4m.m (4) 49o.m 

2 LAND 2.581 0 2,531 0 2.581 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (4s.m) 0 (am) (W-J) (1 18.002) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (126.813) 0 (126,813) (s) (126.819) 

5 ClAC (116.933) 0 (116.W 0 (116.933) 

e AMORTIZATION OF c w  22.134 0 22.134 0 22.134 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.9%) 0 (1 .w 0 (1 .W) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 6.544 0 6.544 1 o . m  17.537 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5 . W  0 s.sB1 (1 .=n 4.004 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BISE s 2UI12 O S  233.412 (so.@=) 174.318 
3--- -I-/ I--- --- __I--. 
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iu/ POINT oluooD6 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
FST YEAR ENDED 1MlM P M E 1 O F 1  

SCHEWLE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET No. 860486ws 

WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BMtransferI-11 
2 TO adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realbc of Rim ParkoommOn plant S-1 

Total 

0 0 

LAW 
1 Lehighland porcc(s 1.2. and3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. Panel 4. Tfad C PHFU 14 
3 W i  pits land Sost 1-7 
4 sac6on 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitma Lakas PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL iransfer 1-1 1 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 Total 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
z Plant SlippgclDouk k c k n g r  1-13 
3 R- Dcp on ptiW N-UN tgetS I48 
4 RmUoc d R i v u  Park Canmcn S-1 

Total 

GI& 
1 BVL bWI8kf 1-1 1 
2 lmpdation of CIAC-MR 1 4 8  
3 Marm ASR Sham 1-51 

Total - 
1 ~ c l t o ~  hkes ccnecliiMa S4 
2 BVLiransferl-11 
3 conaction for GuiWine ntas 147 
4 lmpulatim of CIAC-MR I 4 8  
5 Marm ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

0 0 
58 13 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
) 

0 
0 0 

(561) n, 69 

7.992 10,993 
(697) (4n) -5 10516 



UIPOIMOWOODS 
ATEMEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
:ST YEAR ENDED iznilp6 

SCIiEDULE NO. 4.A 
DOCKET NO. 9SM95WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSIDN 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR/ COMMISSION TEST YEAR WE 

DESCRIPTION 1998 ADJUSTMENTS UTLlTY l9w ADJUSTMENTS 4990 WREASE REQUIREMENT 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION. 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOLlE 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

4.3.098 111,888 I 159.785 157.20~ 318.971 (164.604) 152.287 ....................... 
-Sl.gB% 

4 9 . m  2.046 I 52.532 (2.W) 50.145 $ 50.143 

20.055 0 28.056 9 28.084 28.084 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

5.046 5.130 1 o . w  8.828 17.812 (7.411) 10.402 

(25.308) 39.710 14.402 5 7 . m  72.300 (WsSs) 11.832 

58.479 47,494 $ 105.973 62.348 160.319 (68.079) 100,240 

(10.380) 84.172 $ 53.792 9 4 . m  14.3.652 w.w 52.047 ..................................................................................... 
$ 521.398 523,861 
.i..Ii=ll=.i ............ 

10.32% ............ 
523.861 ............. 

9.94% ............. 



SSUIPO1NTO’WM)DS SCIIEDULE NO. 4-B 
STATEMEM OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS DOCKET NO 95w95WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED imim 

TEST YEAR ADJUST ED 

DESCRIPTION ISW ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1096 ADJUSTMENTS 19W 
PER U T K ~  unLm TESTYWW CODMNSSMN TESTMAR REVENUE REVENUE 

44.520 52.121 s 86.641 8 2 . W  179.447 (W338) 0 i . m  -__ - ~ - -  1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES -54.83% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 40.377 1.642 s 42.019 (1 .sss) 40.451 S 40.451 

3 DEPRECIATION 15.m 0 15.206 (4.481) 10.745 10.74! 

0 0 0 0 0 t 4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 0.937 1,695 10,632 2.m 13,240 (4.425) 8,8V 

3.77f - (13,343) 18.045 4.702 35.304 4 0 . W  w22n -_ .._._...---I _ -. 6 INCOMETAXES . 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 51.177 21.382 s 72.559 31.803 104.442 (40.652) 83.79( 
... _ __..__I-_. 

0 OPERATING INCOME (6.657) M.739 s 24.082 50.823 75.00s (57.888) 17.311 
.=111..1.... =11....1.... .1-1.1.....1 *..l.ll..l.. ... =..1.=51. I...-..-.--- .1.1...-.-11. 

233,412 174.318 174,311 
11 -1III.I-111 .*1.-...1... .1.....1.1... .......... s 233.42 Q RATE EASE 

-2 mm 1032% 43 03% 9 849 
l....l...ll.l *.........~~ 11_11.1-==.11 ll.....l.lll. 

RATE OF RETURN 
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UCSTMIDTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
JST YEAR ENT#ED 12131/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

E X P L A M r n  WATER WASTEWATER 

22 GainslLcees 1-105 
Tdal 

P 
1 BVL Trdnsfef 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjusmmt I-13 
3 Reallocate Ccmmon Plant Rlvtr Park S-1 
4 lmptalrn of CIAGMR I48 
5 Net wed md W f U l  adlustmnt 
6 M a n  ASR C& Sham l-51 

Tdal - 
M a n  Ikhnd Dzferrd Dct*1 

P 
1 RAFs on mvmue adpstmmts above 
2 Reg Fees Mano I&nd 1-107 
3 -and useful pmpenyhxes 1-108 
4 hscarnls receivd on popatvtaxes $14 

Tdal 

111,686 52.121 
45.523 30.678 

n O 

131) 1131 

. .  

0 
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r 
SCE3LWLS NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO 9W49SWS 

SSUl POMONA PARK 
SCHEDULE OF W A m R A T E  BASE 
TESI YEAR ENDED 1V31196 

! 
TEST ADJUSTED COHMISSION ADJ. ~ 

COMPONENT 9 S S  M N S M E N T S  ufiup(1996 ADJUSTMENTS (9% I 
PERUTILITY vT(vTy TESTYEIRl COMMISSKN ESTYEAR I 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE f 181.238 O S  181.2Y) (53) 181.185 1 

5.523 0 5.523 0 5.523 j 
(18.362) 0 (18.382) (3) (18.365) ~ 

I 

I 1 2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 
I ~ 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS ! 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (60.690) 0 (60.680) m (60.697) 

! 5 ClAC R2.698) (51) iZ2.749) 0 (22.749) ~ 

! ' 6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 7,467 0 7.467 0 7,467 

i 7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 :  

~ 8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 ;  

~ 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1,252) 0 (1.252) 0 (1.252) i 

~ 11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7.254 0 7.2% i2.W 4.846 j 

112 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

I RATE EASE s 97.882 (51)s 97.811 (1.0281 96,783 ! 
~ ! 

, 
~ 

! 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (614) 0 (614) 1,439 825 i 
! 

--PI =3-=-- PI-.. PY.- , 
I I 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

11, POMONA PARK -. . 
~xsT.MEyTS TO U T E  BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED lU31r96 

SCHEDUE NO. 3J2 
WCKET NO. 95WS-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 i 

i 
1 
WATER WASTEWATER ' 

1 
! 

EXPIANATON - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 TO adjust for @ant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of R m r  Park common @ant S-1 

Total 

IJUQ 
1 Lehigh land Pa& 1,2. md 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tracl C PHFU 1-6 
3 C o l l i  @ts land cost 1-7 
4 Sadion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dellom Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-U& ana useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDoublc Bwldngr 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU atsets 1-48 
4 ~easlloc of Rker Park Commcn Plant S-1 

Total 

WBI; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marm ASR C o d  Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitona Lakes conectiwsmter S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marm ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Debti D e f d  T- on ClAC 
2 C r d i  Defamd Tax- on Dlp&iPtion 

Total 

PIHEB 
Marco lrland deferrd debhaler 1-62 

U U 

0 
- 

0 - 

(3) 0 

0 0 
23 0 
0 0 

(30) 0 

2 0 1  

1 

: I  : I  
0 
0 
0 
0 

- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- - 

1,615 (176) : I  
0 

- 2 

(2,404) o i  



iSUl POMONA PARK 
ITATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
‘EST YEAR ENDED IuJ1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
W K E T  NO. 950495-WS 

~~~ ~~~ 

TEST YEAR AOJUSTEO COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTlLlW UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

MSCRIPTION 1996 AOJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS IS96 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
__ - 

I OPERATING REVENUES 24.062 35,696 5 59.758 (17.709) 42.049 16.305 50.354 .............................................................................. ....................................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 38.78% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 31,404 1.329 S 32.733 (1.199) 31.534 S 31.534 

3 DEPRECIATION 

8 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

3 INCOMETAXES 

? TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

3 OPERATING INCOME 

3 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

~~~ ~ 

7,495 0 7.495 25 7.520 7.520 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

5.752 1.120 6.872 (54) 6.818 734 7.552 

(10,259) 12.826 2.567 (6.442) (3.875) 6.008 2.132 ....................... - 

34.392 15.275 S 49.667 (7.669) 41.998 6,740 48.730 .............................................. ......................... 
(10.330) 20.421 5 10.091 (10,040) 51 9,564 9.616 

========---= =S.Sllilll-. I=ll=ll=.=i. =51=11111115 =E.I..I..=-l ============ .sms=a==*===m 

97.862 s 97.811 96.783 96,783 

-10.56% 10.32% 0.05% 9.94% 

I==l.lililsII .11s1sPI1=s= ==========*.= ==-========= 

111.1.115515 -sII.P-=-=-s sill===lll.-* 511=1=111=11 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 607 

SU/ POMONA PARK 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
ESTYFARENDELI 121316% 

SCHEDLZE NO. 4-c 
WCKET NO. 95019SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANhTIoN WATER WASTEWATER 

1 
2 Bdhng damnants 1-75 17979 0 1  

0 O I  

Total I (17.709) 0 '  

0 
- 

1 Remove requested final revenue i n c m  

3 Imputed revenue for dmwunted S~MSX 1-77 
4 Mlssel!armn~s ncn4ldy l n m e  1-77 

(s 696) 

8 0 - 
1 

1 Rdlocale sa!ary of ssu's pmdent  s-8 (U) 0 
(171 0 2 C o d  athtwn rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 

3 Keystone Heights APT axpenses I-= 
4 H d  sltidy 1-82 
5 Lobbymg/Acqusbn salanes & m!sc sxp 18J 8 1- 
6 Hepaths Amomabon Adjusbnenl1-86 
7 Budgeted &ma to me case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed mpasuon adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amcilkabon 1- 

10 Purchased power Dekona Lakes 188 
11 A m o m  H u ~ ~ c ~ M  Preparedness Program S-13 
12 conralvabm Exwnoe 1-92 
13 cumnt rate case eqense 1-53 
14 Urufcim Rate Docket-Reg Comm 
15 JumdIctwn Dakei Erpnse 1-95 
16 920199 rate case- 1-96 
17 T w u p  budgal adjustment 1-99 
16 Emplyrexgnmn nonnaI!zatmn 1-100 
19 Shareholders' Eqmse 1-93 
20 Excess Umcwunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excats Infiltrdhon 1-23 
P GarndLoSres &lo5 

1-94 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tnnrfcr 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippagc adjustment 1-13 
3 R e a l m e  Common Pknt Rlvcr Park S-1 
4 Imptitation of CIAC-MR I 4  
5 Net uscd and uwful adjustment 
6 Mar- ASR Cod S h n  151 

Total 

Mars Island Deferred Debt 

P 
1 RAFs on revenw adjustnwnts above 
2 Reg Foes Marw Island 1-107 
3 N O W  and useful pmpcrty taxes 1-1 08 
4 Dlsurunts racmed on property taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to lest year imome tax erpenre 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

25 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
n 0 

- 

0 

(797) 0 
0 0 
9 0 

0 -+ ~ 0 

- (6,442) 0 



!DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
)CKET NO. 950495-WS 

SL'/ PO- VILLAGE 
CAEDLZE OF WATER RATE BASE 
FSTYEAR ENDED I y J I i 9 6  

SCHEDbIE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9 9 4 S W S  

E S T  YEAR ACJUSTED COMMISSION Iw 
PERllTlLlTy UTlUM T E S T W  COMMISSDN TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ARNSTblENTS tmufYlSS6 ADJUSTMENTS t9% 
~ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S ' 375.421 O S  375.421 R5.M)  349.691 

2 LAND h LAND RIGHTS 15.108 0 15.108 0 15,108 

3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMPONENTS (83.150) 0 (83.150) 9.345 P.805) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (68.472) 0 (68.472) . 292 (68.180) 

5 ClAC (37,823 (176) (38.W3) 0 (38.W3) 

6 AMORT!ZATlON OF ClAC 18,799 0 18.799 V0-I) 18.092 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR WNSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.169) 0 (1.169) 0 (1.169) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.618) 0 (4.618) 2.195 (2.423) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 67'3 0 6.773 G.246) 4.527 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 220.865 (1795 220.689 (16.851) 203.838 
--U_p my__ -,.====3-= =P-Y- - 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS, 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 609 

,u/ POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
WUmMENTS TO RATE BASE 
rsr YEAR ENDED 1M1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 E  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 ~ 

EXPLANAlkON WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant s l i p w e  1-1 2 
3 Realloc of R i m  Park wrnmon plant S-1 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU lb 
3 Collier pks land wst 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Detona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflest nct n o d  and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippge/huble Bmldngs 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on pnor N-UIU a%sets 1-48 
4 Real& of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

!aAC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Manx ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

v 
1 Dekona Lakes wmctm-water 5 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conection for Guldelia mes 147 
4 lmputabon of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cosi Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on CIAC 
2 Credii Defend Taxes on DeprecubM 

Total 

PMEB 
Marw Island deferred debii-water 1-62 

1 
1 

0 0 1  
(25,786) 0 :  

56 0 '  - 
- (25.730) 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 '  

0 0 1  

- 0 0 1  
0 O /  

: 
9,345 0 

0 0 
320 0 
0 0 

(28) 0 
292 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

~ 0 7 )  0 
0 0 
0 0 

V07) 0 
- 

2.535 0 
0 
0 2.195 

-0 

0 



SSlll POSTMASTER VILLACE 
SIATEMENT OF WATER OFMRATIONS 
\TEST YEAR ENDED 1ll351i96 

SCHED1JI.E NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I COMMISSION AW. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER UTILITY UTILIW TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

19% ADJUSTMENTS VTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19B6 INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 29.524 53.647 S 83.171 (28.536) 54.635 25.026 79,661 
........ . .............. .... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 45.81% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 34.471 1.255 S 35.726 (753) 34.973 5 34.973 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3 DEPRECIATION 10.666 0 10.666 98 10.764 10.764 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 6.579 1,543 8,122 v7) 8.045 1.126 9.171 

6 INCOMETAXES (13.729) 19,618 5.889 (10.607) (4.718) 9.219 4.501 
.. . .. 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 37.987 22,416 S 60.403 (1 1.339) 49.054 10.346 59.409 
.................................. 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

(8.463) 31,231 S 22.768 (17.197) 5,571 14.681 20.252 ..................................................................................... 
220.865 s 220.6m 203.858 203.838 

~=115=151=11 ===..1..=1== ............. =====*=.*-== 

-3.83% 10.32% 2.73% 9.94% 
=*1=11111115 . i * m . i = l - = = P I I  .5-.-..*1.151 -=m==---=-s. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

;UI POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
FSTYEARENDED IZBIl% 

SCHEDULE NO. 4.C 
DOCKET NO. 550495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPIANAllW - 
1 Remove requested bl revenue increase 
2 BNmg delernnnanls 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeMce 1-77 
4 Miwllaneaus non-utilty Income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallwale salary of SSU I president Sd 
2 Comct altnlm tale frcm 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Ke,sime I4-s APT expc~es 1-58 
4 Hewm study 1-82 
5 LobbyInglAcqulution salaims 8 m195 exp 1-63 8 1-84 
6 Hepatlbr A m o M o n  Adp-trncnt 1-88 
7 Budgaed overhme to rate case wenre S-11 
8 Remove SSU pmposad repression adjwtment 1-74 
9 OAP A m o r k a b n  

10 Purchased poww MOM Law 1-88 
1 1 Amortve Humcane Preprednas Program S-13 
12 Consarvlbon Expanse 1-92 
13 Current me case uywm 1-93 
14 Uniform Rale Oakel-Rrg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Junsddon D& Expensa 1-95 
16 926199 Rta Cpse CXpansD 1-96 
17 TNWP budga adjuslmmt 1-99 
18 Emply recogniban m m ~ o n  1-1 00 
19 SharahoMNs’ Expanse 1-90 
to h e s s  Unaccounted Fw Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiiba(lor, 1-23 
72 GandLcses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Pbnt skppage ~ u s h m n l l - 1 3  
3 Reallccate C o m m  Plant R w r  Park S-I 
4 lmputahon of CIACMR 1-48 
5 N d  used and useful adpl r rmt  
6 Mano ASR Cart Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjjustmmto above 
2 Reg Fees Mar- IMnd 1-107 
3 Norrussd and useful propedy taxes 1-108 
4 Dbwunls receiwc on propm, taxes S-I 4 

Total 

u&mEuEs 
TO adjust to lest year income lax expense 

WATER WASTEWATER 

(53.647) 
25,103 

0 
8 - 

f28.5361 

0 
0 

23 
0 

75 
0 

98 
- 

-0 * 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 1  
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
o i  0 
0 

I 

(10,607) 0 - - 



)RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
)OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
'AGE 612 

SUI QUAIL RIDGE 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR F.NDED 12131t96 

SCMU)ULE NO 3-A 
DOCKET NO 950495-WS 

I 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COWMISSION ADJ.' 
PERuTluTy uTKlTy TESTYEAR/ COMMISSKM TESTYEAR ~ 

COMPONENT <gSg UUUSTMENTS tmurY11106 ADJUSTMENTS WSS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 114.869 o s  114.869 m 114.864 

2 LAND (L LAND RIGHTS 3.047 0 3.047 0 3.847 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.715) 0 (1.715) 3 (1.712) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (21.327) 0 (21.327) 0 (21.327) 

5 ClAC (2.637) 0 6.637) 0 (2.637) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 179 0 179 0 179 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCESFORCONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (112) 0 (112) 0 (1 12) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 204 0 204 (1.924) (1.720) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 651 0 651 (216) 435 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

93.959 o s  93.959 (2.142) 91.817 - -  I ___ I_./_== -=I11PY *-===--=- -====== 
WTE BASE 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

iU QC.4IL RIDGE 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST Y U R  ENDED IU31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 1 

_____i 
WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippaWlDoubk Booking 1-13 
3 Realloc of Rivcr Park m m m n  Plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 Lehlgh land Parcels 1,2. a d  3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh tand. P a r d  4. Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier piis land cos1 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect ne( M- ana w 1 u I  adiustmem 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble B a n g s  1-13 
3 Reverse Deor on Mor N-U/U assets 146 
4 Realloc of diver Park Cmmon Plant S-1 

Tdal 

wB(; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 I 
2 Irnpulation of CIAC-MR I 4  
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

0 8  
0 

0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 1  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

3 0 - 

0 0 
3 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

-0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- - 
I Dekona Lakes wmection-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 C o d o n  for Gutdeline rates 147 
4 lmputatlon 01 CIAC-MR I 4  
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
1 Demo Defend T u r  on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred T u r  on Depfmon 

Total 

0 1  
0 
0 
0 

0 0 - 
0 0 

(1.812) 0 

(1,924) 0 
0 (112) 

(21 6) 0 

eMEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 162 0 



S S I I  QUAIL RIDGE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO 4-A 
DOCKET NO 950495-WS 

. ~ _ .  ~ ~- _ _ ~ _  -~ .. 

TEST YEAR AWUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTlLlM UTILITY TEST YEMU COMMISSION TEST YEAR R M N U E  REVENUE ! OESCRIPTION 1986 ACJJUSTYENTS U T k l M  9996 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 INCREASE REWIREMEW 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 3.693 22,905 S 26.598 (14,222) 12.376 12,862 25.238 
.- . 

OPERATING EXPENSES , 103.93% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

8.058 

4,192 

0 

640 

333 $ 

0 

0 

1.043 

8,391 

4.192 

0 

1.683 

0 

8.296 I 

4.194 

0 

579 

8.296 

4.194 

0 

1.582 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 615 

;ti/ QUAIL RIDGE 
OJUSTMENTS TO OPER4TMG STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED luJli96 

1 
SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 1 
1 E7mANAm - 

1 Remove requesM final revenue incmass 
2 Billing dctminank 1-75 
3 Imputed w n u e  for dixounted rervice 1-77 
4 MiSCelIanwS n m u t i l i  i n m e  I-TI 

Total 

1 Reallocate salaryof SSUs pres.tdmt 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rale from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT ergenses 1-56 
4 H& study 1-82 
5 LDbbyinplAcquisitiin salaries 8 m k .  exp 183 8 1 4  
6 Hepatitis Amorthation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted wettime to rale case ex$wse S-1 1 
8 R m w e  SSU pmpaoed repeDsion adjvrtmenl1-74 
9 OAP Amomation 

10 Purchased pomr Deitona lakes 1-88 
11 Amortiie Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Consetvation Ewense 1-92 
13 Current m e  case Upmse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 ralecaIoexpense I-% 
17 True-up budget adjustmnrt 1-99 
18 Emply recognihon normalization 1-1 W 
19 Shareholders Expnse 1-90 
20 Excars Unacsounted For Water 1-21 
21 E x s s  Infiltrdth 1-23 
22 G a i n d L m  1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tmnsfu 1-11 
2 Plant slippagc adp tmmt  1-1 3 
3 R e a l l d e  Common Plant R m r  Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR C& Share 1-51 

Total - 
hbrm lsbnd Delmmd Dsbl 

1 RAFs on menue ad~usvnnts atow 
2 Reg Fees Marm lsbrd 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful pmperty taxes 1-108 
4 D m u n l s  r e N e d  on properly fwer S-14 

Tmi - 
To adlust to test year inwme lad W n s e  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
O !  
0 

0 0 
0 0 
2 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 0 

- 

0 
0 0 
1 0 

(40) 0 
- 1 6 7 9 1  0 
- 
- 

- (5.333) 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 616 

ISSU-INGTON FOREST SCEEDULE NO 3-A 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEARENDrn 1m1m 

DOCKET NO. 9W95-WS 

C O M P W N T  I 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 157,067 O S  157,067 (20) 157.047 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 25.183 0 25.183 0 25.183 

3 NON-USED (L USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (40.870) 0 (40.870) (3) (40.873) 

5 CIAC (76.375) 0 V6.375) (12W V.621) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF CIAC 19.098 0 19.098 14 19,112 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS- NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (480) 0 (4so) 0 (180) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (207) 0 (207) (-n) (280) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2,779 0 2.779 (921) 1.858 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE W E  s 86.195 o s  86.195 (2.249) 83.946 
-2 --=-I -- j__pI -==a- 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

KlREMlYCTOY FORESI 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
eST YEAR €WED IuJII% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 450195-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
1 - 

1 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 0 .9 - 
2 To adjust fw  Plant ShppagdDouMe Emkngs 1-13 (45) 0 
3 R e a m  of RNW Park m m n n  plant $1 

Total 120) 0 1  
23 0 - 

IAJa 
1 Lehigh land ParKk 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tmci C PHFU 1-6 
3 collier p ts  land cost 1-7 
4 Sectton 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakss PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To refkt nel non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer c11 
2 Plant SlippagEOoubk Bookngs 1-13 
3 Reverse Dcpr on pnor N-UN assets 146 
4 Realloc of RNN Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

aK 
I BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Irnpuiatmn of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marcn ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Dekona Lakes cwrktiorrWner S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Cotrectlon for Guldeltn rates 147 
4 1- of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debt DeferTed Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credt Detcmd Taxes on wmcmbnn 

Total - 
To reflect the plsnt specnis allocation 

QmEE 
M a m  Island deferred debR-watef W 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 .  
0 0 

- 

0 

0 
9 
0 

0 
(1.246) 

0 
11,245) 

- 

0 
0 
0 

14 
0 

14 
- -- 

(921 1 

n 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
- 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
n 

0 
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EU/REMMGTON FOREST 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 9YM95-WS ~ 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 
EXPIANATDN WATER WASTEWATER I - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing dsterrmnants 1-75 
3 Imputed r m u e  for dgcounled swce 1-77 
4 Miscdlamus nawtlllty i m e  1-77 

Total 

Keystom Heighk APT 1-58 
Hewill study 1-82 
LobbyinglAquMm salarias a misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
H e  Amortiration AdjuDtmmt 1 4 6  

7 0udgeted overtime to rate casc expense S-11 
8 Remove ssu pmposed repiession adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Am-n 1- 

10 Purchased powar DeltoM Lakes 1-88 
11 An'wriize Hunicane Prepandnes Program S-13 
12 Consemlion Expense 1-92 
13 Current mle case expense 1-93 
14 Uni lon Rate Docket-Reg C m .  Exp 1-94 
15 Jurbdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case exwnse 1-96 
17 TNWP budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition m a l l o n  1-100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
M Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess I n S W n  1-23 
22 Gains/LoMao 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 R e a l w e  Common Plant RNer Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Net ussd and useful adjustmmt 
6 Marc0 ASR COa Share 1-51 

Total - 
Marm Island DetmFd DeM 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjurtments a t e  
2 Reg Fees Maw ISand 1-1 07 
3 Nowused and useful p r o m  taxes 1-1 08 
4 Dmwntsrecervedonpro~erWtaxesS-14 

Tdal - 
To adjust lo ted year income tax upense  

0 
0 

0 0 

0 
0 
n 

- (6.693) 0 
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su/RIvERGRovE 
CKEDULE OF W A r W  RATE BASE 
ESTYEARERDUl12n1196 

SC€EDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A0 
PERUnuN UTILITY T E S T W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONEHT $SS6 AWUSNENTS UTILITY1996 *DJusTwENTI 19% 

1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CLAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

PATE EASE 

166.157 

2.333 

(6.243) 

Vl.731) 

(32.198) 

21.867 

0 

0 

V87) 

(2.190) 

4.559 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

166.151 

2.333 

(6.243) 

Vl.731) 

(32,198) 

21.851 

0 

0 

Far) 

R. lW 

4.559 

0 

(469) 

0 

(1.937) 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(926) 

(1.512) 

0 

165.688 

2.313 

(8.180) 

V1.727) 

(32.198) 

21.867 

0 

0 

Van 
(3.118) 

3.047 

0 

81.767 O S  81,767 (4.840) 76.927 
us-=- -uY- 

s 
II.l======Y.= =u- 
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~lNRlVERGROVE 
'ATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
IST YEAR ENDED 11131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRIPTION 
- _- 
OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIUTION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

- ._ - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR R M N U E  REMNUE 

1991 ALIJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ALIJUSTMENTS I B S S  INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

15.384 29.697 S 45.081 (5.110) 39,971 3.066 43.037 
..... - ........ 

7.67% 

23,146 946 S 24.092 

5.654 

0 

0 

0 

5.654 

0 

( 5 W  23,502 S 

0 

5.594 

0 

23.502 

5,594 

0 

3.584 1.211 4,795 (321) 4.474 138 4.612 

(8.519) 10.623 2.104 (1.548) 556 1,129 1.685 
....................... 

23.865 12.780 5 36,645 (2.518) 34.127 1,267 35.394 
...... ._ ............. 

(8.481) 16.917 S 8.438 (2.592) 5.844 1,798 7.643 
==-,,.======a 1=111==1==30 111==1.*115- ..1=11*1..11 -.=======*=== 

s 81.767 ............ 
10.32% 

105..1-.1.-10 



LDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 

SUI RIVER GROVE 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED lUJlD6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

EXPIANATION - 
1 Remove request4 h l  revenue in- 
2 BiUing &eminants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discwnted service 1-77 
4 M id laneom n w t i l i  i n m  1-77 

Total 

1 R e a l m e  salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Conad atmjon rate from 5.87% lo  5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone HcigMf APT expenses 1-58 
4 H& stw 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAquisWn satarks 8 miss. pip. 1-83 8 144 
6 Hepatitis Amorth.tion Adjusbmnt la 
7 Budgeted M m e  to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU pmposad repression adjusttment 1-74 
9 OAP A m  I* 

10 Purchased pomr Mona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amoltize H u ~ U M  Preparedness Program S I 3  
12 Consemation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jutisdiction Docket Expnse 1-95 
16 920199 rate cas expense 1-96 
17 T w u p  budget adjustmeni 1-99 
18 Empbmognition ~ ~ l b i b n  I-1w 
19 S h a r e h M  Expense 1-90 
io &cess Unaccwnted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess I n f i h h  1-23 
22 GaindLoJses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustmall-13 
3 Realloarte Common Plant Rw Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjusment 
6 Mama ASR cort Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Mama Ikiand D e f m  DeM 

1 RAFs on rmnue adjurtmentr above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Dircountr msiwd on propertytaxes S-14 

Total 

lwmEmES 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

WATER WASTEWATER 

.. - 
(29,697) 0 
24,582 0 

0 n - 
5 0 

15.1101 0 
- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

16 0 
0 0 

0 0 
(76) 0 

J 0 
- 

___ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SU/ ROSEMONTIROLLING GREEN 
UIEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YU ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95(u%WS 

TEST E A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ.1 
PERuTtllpl MUTY TESTYEAN COMMISSION TESTYEAR I COMPONENT qgsB ADWSTYIENTS lJIlTIuM1996 ADJUSTMENTS 18% 

I 

1 UTlLllY PLANT IN SERVICE s 390.150 O S  390,750 Rs) 390.111 j 
2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 7.979 0 7.979 0 7.979 ~ 

! 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

8 AMORTlZ4TION OF ClAC 

7 AC~UISITION AWUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.210 

37 

(6) 

0 

19.575 0 

0 0 

0 0 

(sss) 0 

1.812 (4.260) 

5.210 (1,728) 

(4.136) 

(105.996) ~ 

(50.465) I 

19.575 

0 

0 

1899) 

(2.648) 

3.482 ,! 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 625 

I 
SSU, ROSEMONTIROUINC CREES 
AWlJSIMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/51196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 95M95-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER I - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Realloc of Rmr  Park common plant S-1 

Total 

IAMQ 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehlgh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier plto lard cost 1-7 
4 Scctlon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To refled net nonused and useful adjushenl 

1 E M  transfer 1-1 1 
2 Phnt SlippagdDoubh Bcdungs 1-13 
3 Revem Depr on pror N-UIU assets I 4  
4 Raalloc of Rwer Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

!aAG 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputahm of CIACMR I48 
3 Mano ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
I Denons Lakes ccfrediowwter 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Comctlon for Gu~deline rates I47 
4 Imputation of CIACMR I48 
5 Marco ASR Cos1 Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
4 Debti Defsnsd Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credlt Dcfened Taxes m Dermuahm 

Total - 
To refled the plant spec& albcalMn 

QlEE 
Marw Island defmed a - m t e r  162 

0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 

37 0 

0 0 
16 0 
0 0 

0 
0 (6) 

-3 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

U 
0 0 
0 0 

- 

0 - 



iSlJl ROSEMONTIROL1,ING GREEN 
ITATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
“EST YEAR ENDED 12IJIR6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
WCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TBST YEAR MIJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTlUN TESTYEAR! COMMISSION TESTYEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

OESCRIPTION 1SW A6JUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1SM INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

I OPERATING REVENUES 31,377 58.591 S 89.968 (10.998) 78.970 7,092 86.062 .. ....................... ____I__..___.. 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 9.9aw 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 27.208 997 s 28.205 (527) 27.678 S 27.678 

3 DEPRECIATION 

6 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

5 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

B OPERATING INCWE 

9 RATE SASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

14,524 0 14.524 19 14.543 14,543 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

10.315 2.607 12,922 (627) 12,295 319 12.614 

(14.028) 21.211 7.183 (4.102) 3.081 2.613 5,693 

38.019 24.815 S 62.834 (5.237) 57.597 2.932 60.529 

_ ....... 

....................... ....................... - 
(6.842) 33.776 S 27.134 (5.761) 21.373 4,161 25.534 

...======--- -.=......YI =====-*..-.. ==silinilipI~I= li.=*I=l=p.ii= =II..iP.PI-.I ==-=-======== 

262.999 s 262,999 257.003 257.003 
-==.-..====== 1111.......= SI.i.iilP.I. =.3=-1i===== 

-2.53% 10.32% 8.32% 9.94% 
-=======-..- si=-mSIsI==I 05110~111.111 1=.1..==511.5 

‘duo  
?IEC 
m e  
m z o  N Z  

0 .  
a 
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DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
X E T  NO. 950495-WS 

UI ROSEMONTlROLLING CREE?? 
NUSTMENTS TO OPeRATISC STATEMENTS 
IST YEAR WDED 1fnlFM 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-c 

WATER WASTEWATER ExPlANATlcu - 
(58 591) 0 1 RCM request& *MI revenue increase 

2 Billing Wermlnantr 1-75 47,587 0 
3 Imputed r m u e  for dls~unM XMC~ I-n 0 0 
4 Mdlaneous ncnubllty i n w m  1-77 

Total (10,998) 0 
6 0 - 

1 R ~ I I - C  samry of SSUS w e n t  5-8 
2 c o w  ambon rate tmn 5 87% lo 5 75% S-10 
3 Keyslone Hnghts APT CXPCnra 158 
4 A c w n  study 1-82 
5 Lc&vnglAcquls*Dn ~ h m  & moc q 1-33 8 1-84 
6 H e W s  Amcntumon Adiurmmt lM6 
7 Budpaad ovemrne 10 me case ap.nse S-1 1 
8 Remove SSb poposed rcFiauon MWWnl 1-74 
9 OAP Aronmbm I- 
10 Purchased pam Wtma Lun 1-80 
1 1  ~momn ~ u m n  Preprrednas Program S-13 
12 ConscNatwI Ewenrc 1-92 
13 Cumnl rat* case apnw 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate DcckCI-Reg C m m  GV 1-94 
15 Junsdlcbon Daw &enre 1-95 
16 923199 nte c.l. UaeraC C% 
17 T ~ w p  budpet a d p s i d  1-99 
18 Empty recognttm m m l m t v l n  1-100 
19 Sham- 1-93 
XI Excess Unass0unt.d For Water 1-21 
21 Exau InhlhrClon 1-25 
22 GaIwL- 1-105 

Tobl 

P 
1 BVL Tnnsfu 1-11 
2 Pbnt rllppge 8d~uttment 1-13 
3 Realloacr C o m m  Pbnt Rmr Park S-1 
4 1m-n of CIAC-MR I 4  
5 Net ured and Wful adptmml 
6 M a m  ASR cod Shue 1-51 

Tdal - 
Marc0 I.lam Ddemd D.M 

P 
1 RAFs on r m u e  adptmcWs a h  
2 Reg Fees Marm IMad 1-107 
3 Non-uwd a d  useful propcrtyarrS 1-108 
4 D ~ ~ 0 ~ I * I r a Q M d o n p o p c r t y t u e r 5 1 4  

Total 

v 
TO adjurt lo tes year m m e  tuI expense 

0 0 
0 0 
18 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
19 0 

- 

0 

(4.102) 0 
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SI'! SALT SPRINGS 
CHEDL'LE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAREWJWlUSb96 

SCFIEDLLE NO. 3-A ! 
DOCKET NO. 9M495WS 

-1 
~ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 499.008 (8.3snI 490,641 OT) 490.604 

2 LAND k LAND RIGHTS 364 0 364 0 364 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL MMPONENTS 0 0 0 (16.156) (16.158) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (147.811) 13,511 (134.JW) (5) (134.305) 

5 ClAC (22.235) (15) (22.zso) 0 (22.250) 

6 AMORTR4TION OF ClAC 13,796 0 13.796 0 13.7% 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (B9) 0 (sse) 0 (869) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (8,776) 0 mn6I 5.990 (2.786) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.0% 0 5.m (1.670) 3,366 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 :  

I 
I 

331.762 ' RATE BASE s 338.513 5.129 I 343,642 (1 1 .W) 

1 ___rs --.-Is= m___ ___3 -- 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
PAGE 6 2 9  
I 

I 2LAND 1.995 0 1.995 0 1.995 1 3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS ' (62.W 0 (62.805) (52.659) (115,464) 

SSUl SALT SPRINGS 
SQIEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEARENDED 1u31r)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS , 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
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SSUl SALT SPRINGS 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TEST YE4R ENDED 1MlM 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. S6OU)SWS 
PAGE 1 W 1 

E X P W T I O N  WATER WASTfWAlER1 

1 I 
IeLANTlNSERYltE 1 1 BvLtransfer 1-11 0 0 1  

(2.616) 1 

41 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 2 (79) 1 3 Realloc of River Pa* m m O n  plant S-1 42 

T d  I 
UNQ 

1 ~ l a n d P a r c r l s 1 . 2 . a n d 3 P H F U S - 2  
2 Lehiih land, Parcel 4, T& C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pits land Cmt 1-7 
4 Saction 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflecl net n w m  ana YYIUI ad~ullmcnl 

P 
I BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouMe Bookqs 1-13 
3 R-Deprm pmr N-UN assets 146 
4 Realla of Rmr Park C m m  Plant S 1  

Total 

WBC; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputabon of CIAC-MR I48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
f Debna Lakes comcbon-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conectm for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of ClAC-MR 148 
5 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

7 
1 Dew Defemd Taxes on ClAC 
2 CRdd Defnnd Taxcoon Deprwabm 

Total 

1 
0 o j  
0 

0 0 0 q 0 

0 
0 

(16,158) ( 2 .  5 659 ) - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

6.467 30,497 
(477) (398) 

5,990 30.099 

(1,670) ( 162 , 71 
SmEB 
Marc0 Island deferred debt-water lbz 0 



iSlU SALT SPRINGS 
ITATEMEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
‘EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

.. ~ .__-- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITV UTILIN TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1988 ADJUSTMENTS U T K l N  I990 ADJUSTMENTS IS96 INCREASE REWIREMENT 
~ .. . ~ ... ..___ 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

B OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

36.776 71.704 I 108.480 60.741 169.221 (69.122) 1M1.099 ............ ................................... ....................... 
.a.85% 

26,605 SWI 27.505 (450) 27.055 S 27.055 

20.651 0 20.651 (W) 20.147 20.147 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

12.150 3,279 15,429 263 15.692 (3,110) l2,Sal 

(16.501) 25.943 9.442 23.376 32,818 (25,464) 7.354 _ ..................... ..... _ ....................... 
42.905 30.122 I 73,027 22,685 95.712 (28,574) 67,138 

. 

41.582 I 35.453 73.509 (40.548) 32.961 

.. ~~~~ .............. ~~~~~~~~ . ........... . 



ill1 SALT SPRINGS 
IATEMEM OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
ESTYEAR ENDED IINli96 

SWEDULE NO. 4 4  
DOCKET NO. 950195-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION M J .  
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR REV6NUEi REVENUE 

ISSO ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS IS86 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

01.476 14.132 S 95.608 5.793 101.401 (11.919) 69,482 .- ............... ....... ......................................... ..-_.._I_._. 
-1 1.75% 

62.798 i.528 t 64.326 (1.283) 63,043 S 63,043 

9.462 0 9,462 (4.149) 5,313 5.313 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

11  .M9 (1.065) 9.984 1,204 11.188 (536) 10,652 

(3.756) 3.m 104 6.114 6.218 (4.391) 1.827 ....................................... _ ..................... 
79.553 4,323 S 83.876 1.887 85.763 (4.927) 80.835 ................. ............................................. ................... 

1,923 9,809 t 11.732 3.906 15.638 (6.992) , 8.647 
.--======-m= S.P-EI=II=Sil ..- -55....1. lil=ll=PI.Sii ==*-======.- ... ========I lil.=lll=I=9. 

I 113.726 
-===-==-==.- 

10.32% ............ 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 

ill/  SALT SPFSNGS SCHEDULE NO. ec ~ ~~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495WS ~ 

PAGE 1 OF 1 
1 
1 

EXPLANAM WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Mlsmllanaous non-utilriy income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
7 Correct attrition tate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 

me Haghts APT pgmses 1-50 
4 Hmmtl study 1-82 
5 Lobbymg/AcquMion salanes 8 mtsc e w  1-83 8 184 
6 Hembhs Anmrtlratron Adlustmen1 1-86 
7 ~Ukgeted overtime to n te  case expense S;I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amotthtion I-86a 

10 Purchased peter  Dekona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortim Humcane Preparedness Prcgram S-13 
12 Conrmalwn Expanse 1-92 
13 Cumnl rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Dockel Expmse 1-95 
16 9201 99 m e  case expense 1-96 
17 T w u p  budgel adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition nmalirPtjon 1-100 
19 Shareholdem' Expnse 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccnunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnnlbation 1-23 
22 GaindLmes 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Phnt slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Realkxate Common Plant R i m  Park S 1  
4 ImpuWion of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and utatul adjustment 
6 M a m  ASR cog Share 1-51 

Tdal 

v 
Marso Island Dei& Debit 

P 
1 RAFs on m t m  adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Mars0 Island 1-1 07 
3 Non-used and ux fu l  propHty taxes 1-108 
4 D i i u n t s  rece~ed on properiy taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjusl 10 test year income lax expense 

m .7w (1 4,132) 
132.439 19,919 

0 0 
6 6 

- SC.741 5.793 

- 23.376 6,114 



.DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950495-WS 
.GE 634 

SC! SAHIRA llLLAS 
CHFDCLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR E3DW 1213W6 

SCaEDULE NO. 3-A 
JWJCKFT NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR lRlUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERUTlUTY UTllJlY TEST- COMMlzsloN TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 7996 AWIJSMENTS UTlurYtSS6 *DJUSTMENTS 1996 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE S 14.592 O S  14.592 0 14.592 

2 LAND 61 LAND RIGHTS 650 0 650 0 650 

3 NON-USED6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 R.403) (2.403) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (4.W) 2.090 (1.912) 0 (1.912) 

5 ClAC (7.870) 0 V.870) 0 (7.870) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 3.268 D 3,268 0 3.268 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

1 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1% 0 (If3 0 (15) 

110 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES R91) 0 (291) 117 (174) 1 11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 87 0 87 Ro) 58 

0 0 0 0 0 

s 6.419 2.090 s 8.509 (2.315) 6,194 
1 l2 OTHER 

i ==- -=-- __1_11= uY-_=J i 
RATE BASE 

1 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 635 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 t  
DOCKET NO. B50405HIS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPUNATION 
~~ - 

1 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
2 To adj& for Pbnt S l i p p a ~ o u t k  Bwklngs 1-13 
3 Reallos O f  RNW Pa* m m o n  DlMt S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehih land, P a r d  4, TRct C PHFU 1-6 
3 Cdliir F& land cDsl1-7 
4 S&im 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL bansfef 1-1 1 

Total - 
To refled net mnuMd and uscful adjusbncnl 

P 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippPseiDoubla Booldnps 1-13 
3 R w a  Depr on pnw N-UN 15pelS 1-46 
4 Rcalloc of RNC~ Pa* C o m m  Plant 5-1 

Total 

wB(; 
1 BVL ba&er 1-1 1 
2 Imputalwn of CIACMR 1 4  
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Sham 1-51 

Total - 
I Deltona Lakes c ~ a t ~ w r w s t w  54 
2 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
3 Cwrection for Guldelmc rates 147 
4 lmputatwn of CIAC-MR 1-46 
5 Ma- ASR Coot Sham 1-51 

Total - 
1 Debh O d d  Tlas on CIAC 
2 C ~ d l t D e f u r ~ i T m r o n D . p n a t l O n  

Total - 
To reflect the p4aW s p c m C  a l m o n  

mm 
Marc0 Island deferred debii-vmta ' 1 4 2  

0 
(1 ) 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(2,403) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

n 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

131 0 
0 
0 

-0 
117 

(29) 0 

0 



SSlll SAMIRA VILLAS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED ianim6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-w~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTlLlN UTlLlN TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR RE%NUE REVENUE 

D E S C R I P ~  ISW ADJUSTMENTS unLiw 19% ADJUSTMENTS lass INCREASE REPVIREMENT 
___ - .-__ -I 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

L ~ -  ....... .- ... _ _ _  ............ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 637 

i 

ISSUi SAMIRA VILLAS SCHEDOLE hO CC 
DOCKET NO 550495WS ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS i 

1TF.S YEAR ENDED 11/31/96 PAGE 1 OF 1 1 
1 

I 1 
1 

WATER WASTEWATER u(pLMLp;noN 

i -  , 
~ 2 Billing deterrninank 1-75 

i 
1 R a m m  requested final reMnue ixrease 

3 Imputed r e w w  for dscwnted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous nwwtirity income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSVs president S-8 
2 con& athition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 -tone Heighk APT axpnser 1-56 
4 Hewitl sttudy 1-82 
5 LObbylnglACquiYtion d a r k s  a misc. q. 183 8 184 
6 HepdMs Amatization Adjushnsnt 1-86 

8 R e m  SSU proposed repressbn adjustmmi 1-74 
9 OAP Amormation 1-86. 

7 Budgeted m m m e  to me case .wenso s-1 1 

10 Purchased powar D&Ma Lakes 188 
11 Am&e Humcans Preparedness Pro$iarn S-13 
12 Consmation Expnse 1-92 
13 Cumnt rate case clawe 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920194 me care g;pcnsc 1-96 
17 T w p  budgct adjusbnant 149 

i 18 Emplyremgnition ~lmrslkath i-100 
~ 19 Sharehddtrs EWeOSe 1-90 
I 
1 21 Excess InRltRtDn 1-23 
1 P GainSnosses 1-105 

x)  Excess Unascounted For Water 1-21 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 lmputstion of ClACMR 1 4  
5 Net used and useful adjtmnent 
6 Marc0 ASR Cod Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustmmtr a w e  
2 Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 Normsed and useful proprtvtaxes 1-108 
4 Drcounk recened on pmperly taxes S-14 

Tdal 

wawEImS 
To adjusl to 1 s t  year income tax expense 

0 O /  
94 0 1  

0 

4 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(44) 

--+ 0 

120 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
'AGE 638 
SU/ SILVER LAKE ESTATEYWESTERN SHORES 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED 17J31i96 

SCHEDULE NO 3-A 
DOCKET NO 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR LDJUZTED COMMISSION a. I 
P E R W  VnllTY TESTYEW CMMlSSiON TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT *SS6 ADJUSTMENTS U"lurYfS36 ADJUSTMENTS t9% 1 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1.769.314 0 f 1.769.314 (190.797) 1,578,517 ~ 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 6.278 0 6.278 0 6.278 ! 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL CWWNENTS 0 0 0 (114.562) (114.562) ~ 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 046.120) 0 046.120) 3.W2 (342.218) 

5 ClAC (439.387) (111) (439.498) 0 (439.498) ; 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 137,460 0 137.460 0 137.460 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET (1 1.519) 0 (1 1 .ns) 0 (1 1.579) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 .  0 

9 UNFUNDED WST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (10.088) 0 (10.LSs) 0 (10,088) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1O.W) 0 (10.569) 52.328 41,759 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 58.438 0 58.438 (19.3m 39.061 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE f 1.153747 (111)s 1.153.636 (268.506) 885.130 
=-- ---I i-sP*IP== n==-l1s== 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 639 

:U SIL\ZR LAKE ESTATEYWESTERY SRORES 
JJUSTMEbTSTORATEBASE 
rn YEAR ENDED 12n1)96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLWAATlON WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL traWfU 1-1 1 
2 To adjust fw plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Realm of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1 ,2 .  and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh bnd. Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU lb 
3 Cdlkr pits land cost 1-7 
4 SeCtlon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeNona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL Mnsfer 1-1 1 

\ Total - 
To refled net nowused and useful adjusbnent 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagwDouble Boolangr 1-13 
3 Rev- Depr m pnor N-UN assets I 4  
4 Realloc of Rmr  Park C o m m  Plant S-1 

Total 

!a& 
1 BVL tnns fu  1-1 1 
2 lmputabon of CIAC-MR 1 4  
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 D&ma Lakes conecbonmtcr 54 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conactlon for Guldcline rates I 47  
4 lmputatlon of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Waren ASR Cosl Share 1-51 

Total 

- 
To reflect me plant spacfic allouUDn 

0 0 
(191,282) 0 

485 0 
(190.7971 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
_ _ _ ~  

H14.5521 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
4.145 0 

0 0 
(244) 0 

3.902 0 - 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

53.861 0 
(1.533) 0 

3 3 2 8  0 

(19,3n] 0 

PMEB 
Marm Island &fared deba-wdter 1-62 



.... ~. .......... ~~~ ~ _ _ _  
SSUl SILVER LAKE ESTATEWESTERN SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED lZI31196 

SCHEDULE NO. I -A  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TESTYEW COMMISSION TESTYEAR RWENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENIS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

421.843 28.135 S 449.978 (250.219) 198,759 200.653 400.412 
........... .. 

100.45% 

185,092 7.678 t 192.770 (8.294) 184,476 5 184,476 

63.605 0 63.605 (4.932) 58,673 58.673 

(522) 

42.005 

0 

1,673 43.758 

0 

(2.465) 41.293 9,029 

(522) 

50.323 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 641 

;u/ SEVER ESTATESIWESTERN SHORES SCHEDULE YO CC 
DJLSTMENTS TO OPERATMG STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 17/31/96 

DOCKET NO 95049SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPUNATlCU WATER WASTEWATER 

~ 

3 
4 

- 
I Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing dClenninants 1-75 
3 ihputed n m w  for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous r o d i l W  inwme 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUS Weant S-8 
2 COW amition rate from 5.8796 to 5.75% S-10 

Kystone Heights APT ewenses 1-58 
Hawin study 1-82 
LobbyinglAcquWn salana 8 m k .  up. 1-83 8 184 
H-r Amc&a+ion AdjuOrment 1-86 
Budgeted Owrtime lo rate case expanse S-11 
Remow SSU pmposed repression adjuSrmenll-74 

9 OAP AmorlkatW 1- 
l o  Purchased pww DeHona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hunkam Preparedness PrOgRm 5-13 
12 Consewatban Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. COmm. Ew 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket E v s e  1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-36 
17 TNHP budgel adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply r o g n M n  normalization 1-1 W 
19 shareholdus' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unassounted For WaM 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLasses 1-105 

TOM 

P 
1 BVL Tmnsler 1-1 1 
2 Plait slippage adjuotmenl l-13 
3 Reallocale Common Plant RNM Park S-1 
4 imputalm of ClACMR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Mama ASR Cod Sham 151 

Total 

P 
1 RAFs on rNMM adwlnwntr a m  
2 Reg Fees Marcn # m a d  .-lo7 
3 Nowused and uselul pmpetf laaes .-IO% 
4 Discounts resmw on propny Dxer S-14 

Total 

v 
To a d p l  to IC* year Income lax expense 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(1 1 .Bo) 0 
0 0 

(1.918) 0 
(547) 0 

(2.465) 0 

(85,742) 0 

- 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SCBEDULE OF WATEFt RATE BASE 
TEST YEARENDED 12/31/96 I 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 6  
DOCKET NO. 9S449S-WS 

I TEST YEAR BDJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERVTWW UTILITY TEST.- COHMISSIW TESTYEAR 

COMPDNEHT i9W ADJUSTMENTS UTILITYISSS ARlUSNENTS '19% 

t I 1 UTlLlPI PLANT IN SERVICE I 100.618 O S  100.618 (9) 100,609 1 2 LAND6 LAND RIGHTS 1.144 0 1.144 0 1,144 

1 3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

1 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

1 ' 6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

(5.917) 

(19.618) 

5 CIAC (5,115) 

1,620 

I 
I 

' 7 ACOUISITMN ALUUSTMENTS . NET 0 

(28.158) 

(19.639) 

(5.115) 

1.620 

0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1- 0 (tsn 0 (1%) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (7.963) 0 (1 .Sw (20,828) R2.791) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.129 0 1.129 W 4 )  755 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE W E  s 71.683 O I  71.683 (45.453) 28.230 
==--= --== EL- up_r= ==--== 



:DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 
,GE 6 4 3  

I 
SCHEDLiZE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

I 

SUI SILVER LAKE OAKS 
C€EDUI,E OF WASFEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

TEST YEAR ADJWSTED COWMISSION ADJ. 
P E R U l U l l Y  VrtllTY T E S T W  COMMISSlON TESTYEAR 1 

COMPONENT tSS6 UWUSTUENTS UnuTyl996 ADJUSTMENTS 3996 I 

.. 
c I 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 99.073 o s  99.073 (9) 99.064 I 

2 LAND 6.676 0 6.676 0 6.676 ~ 

3 NON-USED6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 119.703) 0 (19.703) 9 7  (19.202) ~ 

I 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (36.681) 0 (56.681) (1) 06.682) 

5 ClAC (18.375) 0 (18.375) 0 (18,375) 
I 

- !  6 AMORT!Z4TION OF CtAC 7.331 0 7,331 0 7.331 

7 ACWISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 '  

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 :  

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1951 0 (res) 0 (195) 1 
0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.931) 0 (1.931) (ss) (2.027l 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.129 0 1,129 (374) 755 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 O ;  

RATE BASE S 37,918 O S  37.318 27 37.345 
-I- -----= -==- ---I -=-- 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
E 

SUI SILVER LAKE OAKS 
RNSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 123D96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 E  i 

PAGE 1 OF 1 
DOCKET NO. 95ou16-WS ~ 

! 

EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagrDwbk Boaldngs 1-13 
3 Realloc 01 R i m  Park common plant S-1 

Tobl 

1 Lehiih land Psrak 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Panel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Ccilierpits land ad 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dehna Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 I 

Total - 
To refled net norwsed and useful adjustment 

2 Pbnt SlippagdDouble Bookngr 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on pnc4 N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc 01 Rmr Pan Common PhnI S.1 

Total 

!aK 
1 B M  transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 k r c o  ASR c a t  share 1-51 

Tdal - 
1 Debna L a b  CMecbMWster s 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Cofrectbn fn Duidelmc fates 147 
4 lmpltation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Idam ASR Coa Share 1-51 

Tcgl 

P 
1 D.b(i Defemd Tans on ClAC 
2 CredR Defmed Taxes on Dqmcktion 

Tdal 

QmE5 
Marm lbland defemd debii-water 162 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

(22.241) 507 

0 
4 

0 
4 
0 0 
(5) (5) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(W7W 0 
(98) (%) 

(20.828) (96) 

(374) (373 

0 



,. ........... ....... . 

SSlllSlLVEH IAKEOAKS 
SIATEMEKTOF WATEROPERATIONS 
I FS1 YEAR ENDED 12fll196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4.A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSON Mu. 
PER UT lUN UTlLlN TEST Y E W  CMIIMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 19% AWUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

4,349 22.357 S 26.706 (12.M9) 14.057 5.090 19.147 .............................................. -. .. 
38.21% 

10,422 382 s 10.784 (91) 10.693 S 10,693 

3.173 0 3.173 (652) 2.521 2,521 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.522 857 3,379 (1.084) 2.295 229 2.524 

(6.179) 8,154 1,975 (3.245) 11.270) 1.875 605 
.................................................... .............................................. 

9,938 9,373 s 19.311 (5.073) 14.238 2.104 16,342 
....................... .. 

(5.589) 12.984 S 7,395 (7.576) (181) 2.986 2.805 
1-.11.-.1.-ii .-==---===-= ==e========= Ilill==~s~~. ============ =.=.=-==.... m==..-s*=s=-= 

71.683 s 71.683 28.230 28.230 
lill=lilll.l lilllllll=ll I*-=_==l==ei= ___________il ___________ 

-7.80% 10.32% -0.64% 9.94% 
====-====.== =.-==.=..=.i.i.= ----====- ____  - m i =  ------sllisI ______ 

l - ~  . . .  .......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



_____ ~ .- __ 
SSlll SILVER LAKEOAKS 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED lli31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 9M495.WS 

I TEST YEAR CIDJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST M A W  OOMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REV6NUE 

OESCRlPTloN I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILIN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8,698 , 17.560 S 26.256 (9.672) 16.584 9,514 26.098 
I__ ............. ._ .. . - 

57.37% 

15.335 594 I '  15.929 (294) 15,635 S ' 15,635 

2.982 0 2.982 84 3,076 3.076 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.758 90 2.848 (411) 2.437 428 2.865 

(5.712) 6.359 647 C3.340) (2.693) 3.505 812 
... - - . 

15.363 7.043 s 2 2 . m  (3.951) 18.455 3.933 22.388 
............. _ 

8 OPERATING INCOME (6.667) 10.517 S 3.850 (5.721) (1.871) 5.581 3.710 ...=1115.~.. .li.msII-si= *====-==-.-. l..illlllili*I Il=ll=ESii=ii ==-=-==a1511 .II~sl=illi.. 

9 RATE BASE 37.318 s 37.318 37.345 37.345 

RATE OF RETURN -17.87% 10.32% -5.01% 9.94% 

=.===--.==--- =s....--=m*m I=..-=*====. IPa===ss=II= 

. l . l i l s = ~ i m i  islll~p~.lls Ilil~Ilcs~illi .=======-*..- 
. ~~~ ..... ...... . . . .  



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

ZE 647 

aSCSTMESTS TO OPERATLNG SIATEME3TS 
ESI Y E u (  ENDED 123106 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C ~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 1 
PAGE 1 OF 1 1 

W A E R  WASTEWATER 1 
1 E x P L A N A m  - 

1 R- reqwsled final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dwounted sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous nonv t i l i  i m m  1-77 

Total 

1 Realloate salary of SSUs prddent S-0 
2 C w m t  attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Ksystone Heights APT WCnSOS 158 
4 Hawat study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAoquisPian salaries a r n k .  exp 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Heptt is Amorthstion Adjusbnnt1-86 
7 BudgcM ~ ~ l t i m e  to rate case e x p n ~ e  s-1 1 
8 Remove ssu pmpsed repression adiustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortkalion i-86a 

10 Purchased pomr Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amorhn Humcana Preparedness Program S-13 
12 CoMaNation Expense l-S2 
13 Cumnt M e  case expnse 1-93 
14 Unifonn Rate DocM-Reg. Comrn. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate caseexpnse 1-96 
17 T N W ~  budget adjwtmmll-99 
18 Emply mmgnikan n o n n a l i i  I-1W 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Innmion 1-23 
22 GainslLDntes 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tramfar 1-1 1 
2 Plant s l i m  adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant Rmr Park Sl 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Ne! usad and useful adjustment 
6 Marc0 ASR coot Sham 1-51 

Total - 
Mamo Island Dcfernd D.M 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustmanto abwe 
2 Reg Fees Warm Island 1-107 
3 Normsad and useful proparty tpxso 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on proparty taxes S-14 

Totpl - 
To adjust to lesl year i n m e  tax expense 

(22,357) (17.560) I 
9,707 7.887 

0 0 
1 1 ;  

(12.6491 (9,672) 

0 0 

(3,245) (3.340) 



.DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950495-WS 

SUI SKYCREST 
CHEDL7X.E OF WATER U T E  BASE 
ESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDlLE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95w9sws 

~~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PERUTILITY IJTiLll'f E S T W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 CSJVSMENTS UTILlTY4SS6 ADJUSTMEWS 19% 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 584.876 O S  584,876 (132.546) 252.330 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 757 0 757 0 757 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (59.755) 0 (59.756) 2.426 (57.329) 

5 ClAC (19.709) 0 (19.7W) 0 (19.709) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 7,173 0 7,173 0 7,173 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (854) 0 (e=) 0 (8%) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (5.791) 0 (5.791) 3.180 (2.611J 

I1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.949 0 4.949 (1.541) 3.336 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE EASE I 311.646 o s  311.646 (128.581) 183.065 
-E=_..= -s-===== Y X _ =  *=* _y__I* -==-P=sa 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 649 

I - 
SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  i 

~$~~%Jm.BfiE PAGE 1 OF 1 ~ 

DOCKET NO. 95MS5-WS 

1 

EXPLPINATION WATER WASTEWATER ' - 1 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for @ant sllppage/DouMe Bwklngs 1-13 
3 Reallcc of R m r  Park wmmOn plant S I  

0 
(1 32.587) 

41 
Total (132,546) 

I 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, Trad C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pits land c& 1-7 
4 Sntion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL tnnsfer 1-11 

Total - 
To refled mt non-uMd and ureful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouMe Bookings 1-13 
3 Realkc of Rivrr Pa& Common Plant S-1 
4 Reverse Dew on Prior N-UIU a m  1-46 

Total 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Impuhlbn of CIAC-MR 1-46 
3 Marco ASR Coot Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 D & ~ M  Lakes c o d o n - W r  S 4  
2 BVL bander 1-1 1 
3 Conection for Guideline fates I47 
4 lmputatlon of CIAC-MR 1-45 
5 Marco ASR Cod Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Defncd T u g  on ClAC 
2 credii Oaf& Taxes on Cwnaation 

Total - 
To r e m  the plant m c  allaalbn 

QInEEt 
Marc0 Island deferred debil-water 1-62 

0 0 '  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 '  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

0 0 

0 0 
2.447 0 

(21 ) 0 
0 0 

2,426 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3,425 0 
(245) 0 

3 . 1 8 0  0 

(1.641) 0 

0 



~~~~~~ .... ~~~~ .~~~ ~ 

SSllf SKYCREST SCHED1II.E NO. 4-A 
STATEMENTOP WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED12151196 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I ... ....... ... .. 

I TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. Ah). 
PER UTILITY UTlLlW TEST YEAR) COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

15.792 67.558 $ 83.350 (59.167) 24.183 38.646 62.829 
.- -- 

159.80% 

19.587 942 S 20,529 (876) 19.653 I 19.653 

15.981 0 15.981 0 15.981 15.981 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2.872 3.081 5.953 (2.750) 3.203 1,739 4.943 

(15.774) 24.509 8.735 (18.908) (10.173) 14.237 4.064 

22.666 28.532 S 51.198 (22.533) 28.665 15,876 44.641 

(6.874) 39.026 S 32.152 (36,634) (4.482) 22.670 18.188 

311.646 183.065 183.065 

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

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

i . = D l i l i s = l s I  -ss-======== li=*=l=-.l.l ===..-=i==-= ===--=====-= ====E.====-= ===-===*===== 

10.5111=1111 iiil.=.lp.i==i= 

31 1.846 s 
.==ii-llllsi . sEI=IISIIP==I  

-2.21% 10.32% -2.45% 9.94% 
===e-======* PI==3El=i== =511-41*51111 ..==.=*=I=.== 

.. ~ -__.____ __- .... .~~ __ .... ~- .... . 



.DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950435-WS 

;u/ SKYCREST 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
FSYEARENDEDIMIM 

S C H W U L E  so. 4-c 
DOCKET NO. W % W S  
PAGE 1 OF 1 i 

1 
WA7ER WASTEWATER ' Expmnm - 

1 Remove nquesled final rewnw incnsse 
2 Billing delerminanls 1-75 
3 Imputed rwenut fw dkcounted service I-i7 
4 Miwllaneous norrutility inmme 1-n 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU's pnsident S-8 
2 Correct aitrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heighk APT upemes 1-58 
4 Hmin  study 1-82 
5 LobbyingJAcquisition salaries 8 misc. up. 1-83 .S I-&1 
6 Hepalitis Amwlhaion Adjustnmnl1-86 
7 Budgeled overlime 10 rate case axpme S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU prop& repcsswn adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Am0-n 1- 

10 Purchasd pomr Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Consemlion Expense 1-92 
13 CUM rate case wnse i-93 
14 Unifwm Rale Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurkdictian Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 ratecase upcnse 1-96 
17 T w u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply r q l n i b n  nomallration 1-1 W 
19 Shrehddar Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unawunted for Waler 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration I-n 
22 Gains/Losses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tnnrler 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adpslmenll-13 
3 Reallocate Commm Plant RNer Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net usrd and useful adjustment 
6 Marc0 ASR Cosl Sham 151 

Total - 
Mama I s h d  Deferred Debt 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustmenls above 
2 Reg Fees Mama Island 1-107 
3Non-uwdandusefulpropef$'taxesi-108 
4 Dircwnk received on propwtv taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjusl to lest year lnwme lax expense 

(67,558) 
8.355 

0 
6 

(59.167) 

0 

17 
(4.893) 

0 
0 
0 a 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

O I  

o i  0 

0 1  
0 
0 

0 ,  
0 
0 
0 1  
0 
0 

0 
O I  

0 1  
0 
0 1  
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 

0 

(2.665) 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(871 0 
(2,750) 0 

(18,908) 0 
~ 



ZDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS ' 
E K E T  NO. 950495-WS 
LGE 652 

$Ul SOLITE FORTY 
m l j L E  OF WASTJWATW RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31)96 

I 
SCBEDULE NO. 3-B i 
DOCKET pi0.950495-ws 

~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PERUTUJTV VrWTy T E S T W  COMMISSIDN TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS tmLlTYl996 ADJUSTMENTS fSS6 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED b USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUlSlTlON ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

543.132 

26,490 

(41.543) 

658.244) 

(1.733) 

598 

0 

0 

M 7 )  

(9.678) 

1.433 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

(4) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

543.132 

26.460 

(41.543) 

(258.244) 

(1.742) 

598 

0 

0 

(247) 

(9.678) 

1.453 

0 

(10) 

0 

04.153) 

(2) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(1.379) 

(47% 

0 

543,122 

26.490 

V5.696) 

658.246) 

(1.742) 

598 

0 

0 

647) 

(1 1 .om 
958 

0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 653 

UI SObTH FORTY 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
CST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 95M95-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPIANATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDwble Bwkings 1-13 
3 Reailoc of River Park wmmm plant S-1 

Total 

LAW 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tracl C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collkr pns land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Delona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 

Tohl - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Ptant SlippagclOwble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depf on prior N-UIU assets 1-45 
4 Realloc of Rwr Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

aAc 
1 BVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 
2 ImpuWion of CiACMR i-45 
3 Marw ASR Coot Share 1-51 

Total 

v 
1 Denona Lakes swrectm-Mer 54 
2 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correclwn for Guideline der I47 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Coot Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Debti Delemad Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credlt Defend Tms on Dapmlsbm 

Total - 
To reflect tht plant speclf~c allocB1IwI 

QItm 
Marw Island defefred debtt-watei ' 1-62 

WATER WASTEWATER 

0 0 
0 0 

0 (34.1 53) 

0 0 
0 4 
0 0 
0 (6) 
0 J 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 

0 (851 ) 
0 (528) 
O& 1 379 

0 
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ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  

UI SOLTH FORTY 
NUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 
WATER WASTEWATER EXPIANATION - 

1 Remove requesten final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted y ~ c e  1-77 
4 Miscellaneous ~ ~ u b l ~ l y  inwme 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallosalc salary of SSU s president S-8 
2 cwrest mion me fmm 5 87% to 5 75% s-10 
3 Keystone HagMS APT expenses 1-58 
4 H A  study 1-82 
5 LobbynrgAcqulsNon salanes a mtsc exp 1 - f ~  a 1-&1 
6 Hepsntls Arml~zabon Adjuotment 1-86 
7 Budgeted &me to fate case e w n s e  S-11 
8 Remove SSU poposed npnsslon adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amatvabon IM6a 

i o  Purchased power Dekm Lakes 1-88 

12 ConseNiNDn Expense 1-92 
13 current m e  case expense 1-93 
14 Unlfonn Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
I 5  Junrdi&n Docket Expaore 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expanse 1-96 
17 True-up budgel adjushmnt 1-99 
18 Empty nsognmon nannaleat!an 1-1 00 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Ex- Unaccwnted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infibahon 1-23 
22 Gans/L0Mar 1-105 

11 AmOfiQe Humane Pn(randne0S P W n m  5-13 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Coinmon Plant R m r  Park S-1 
4 lmpulabon of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Net used and useful adjuotment 
6 Marc0 ASR Cort Share 1-51 

Total - 
P 

Marco Island DefuTcd Debd 

1 RAFs on Rnnue adjustmmtr a h  
2 Reg F e ~ s  Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful PrDpCrtv taW 1-1 M) 
4 D i s c w n l s o ~ e d o n p r o ~ t a W S - 1 4  

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expme 

1 .. - 
54.179 

0 
0 
0 0 ,  
0 
0 (6,130) 

54.179 
0 
0 
n 

0 (276) 
0 0 
0 (974) 
0 (188) 
0 (1,437) 

0 (22.480) 



D E R  NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
)CKET NO. 950495-WS 
iGGE 656 

SUI SPRING GARDENS 
CBJZDLlLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDW 12131M 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9sw%WS 

~~ 

1 UTlLlW PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND 6 LAND RlOHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 CIAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF C!AC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED WST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

95.552 

2.598 

R.381) 

(48.490) 

(32.129) 

19.783 

0 

0 

(914) 

(=E) 

5.297 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95.513 

2.598 

R.381) 

(48.495) 

(32,129) 

19.783 

0 

0 

(914) 

(1.507) 

3.541 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

- _p_- p=__ -y_I ____ RATE BASE s y1.648 o s  38.648 (2.639) 
-=y_ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 657 

I 

SSUl SPRING GARDENS 
SCHEDblE OS WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEARENDED 12131196 i SCHEDULE NO. 3-6 

DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. -.I 
PERUTlLnY Mupl TEST- -MISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT i-6 ADJUSTMENTS tmupTl996 *OJUSlMENTS .IS86 
I 
I 

1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE s i 
1 2 l A N D  

3 NON-USED (L USEFUL COMPONENTS 
I 
I 4 ACCUMULPlTED DEPRECIATION i 
~ 5 ClAC 

I 6 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 
I 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

j 9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS 

I 10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

i 1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE I 

184,965 

21 .m 
(5.307) 

(129.684) 

(72.310, 

31.901 

0 

0 

(91 4) 

(3.346) 

5.297 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

184.965 

2 1 . m  

(5.M7) 

(129.684) 

(72.310) 

31,901 

0 

0 

w 4 )  

(3.346) 

5.297 

184.926 

21.777 

(5.355) 

(129.689) 

(72,310) 

31.901 

0 

0 

(914) 

(3.526) 

3,541 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 658 

ui SPRING GARDENS 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
rST YEAR ENDED 17,31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKETNO. 95Ou)S-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 

1 WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdOoubIe Boolangt 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park commcn S-l 

Total 

UND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2,  and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tracl C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 S&on S PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 I 

Total - 
To reflecl nei nonused ana u ~ t u l  adlustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bwkings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU asseis 1-46 
4 Rmlloc of Riwr Park Common Ptant S-I 

T M  

uac; 
I BVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputalim of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correcliowwter S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 CoReCtion for Guideline rates I 4 7  
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Cast Share 1-51 

Total 

7 
1 Debti Detmcd lues cn ClAC 
2 Credit Defened Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect me plant specilii allocation 

PIflEB 
Mam l a n d  deferred debil-We1 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(20) (48) 

0 0 
17 17 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(1.755) I, 1 75s) 

0 



iSlJl SPRING GARDENS 
ITATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
rEST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

OESCRIPTW 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES' 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

3 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

TEST YEAR MJUSTEO COMMI. MJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

19% ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY IS% ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
____~ ~ 

21,728 10.731 f 32,459 (3.975) 28,484 (6.971) 21.513 
................................................................... - .. 

.24.47% 

13.114 707 $ 13.821 (1.489) 12.332 $ 12.332 

3.W 0 3.081 9 3.090 3.090 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

1,494 760 2.254 (210) 2.044 (314) 1,730 

602 3.573 4.175 (824) 3.351 (2.5es) 783 _ ....................... ....... ̂ 

18.291 5.040 $ 23.331 (2.514) 20,817 (2.882) 17.935 
................................................................................................................... .- .................... _ ....................... 

3.437 5.691 $ 9,128 (1.461) 7,667 (4.089) 3.578 ..................................................................................... 



SSUl SPRING GARDENS 
STATEMGNT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11l31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR AWUSTM CDMML ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSDN TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRlPtlON 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 28.739 (68) I 28.671 (8.939) 19,732 8.925 28.657 
.............................................. _ ....................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES 45.23% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 17.002 843 s 17.845 (W 17,342 I 17.342 

3 DEPRECIATION 5.391 0 5,391 5 5,396 5.396 

4 MRTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 1.836 580 2.416 (537) 1.879 402 2.281 

6 INCOMETAXES 753 (1.074) (321) (2.345) (2.666) 3,288 622 
....................... ....................... ................. 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 24.982 349 s 25.331 (3.379) 21.952 3,689 25.641 _ ................................................................... ._ .................... llll__l...... 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

3,757 (417)s 3.340 (533 )  (2.220) 5.235 3,015 ..................................................................................... 
32,379 30.351 30.351 

s.l=-=llil=- =====-====== Ilslil~~=lll= 
32.379 s 

1.15111111~111 

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



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

ill SPRING GARDENS 
, TIICTMENTS TO OPJBATING ! 

1 Reallocate sahfy of SSU'S P m  sa 
2 c o r n  w o n  at from 5 67% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystme Helgm APT apCnscS 1-58 
4 HeMl nuoy 1-82 
5 LobbymglAcquaMn sabner 8 mnc up 1.83 8 1-84 
6 Hep*t~s Amor(labon AdpUncn1 1-86 
7 B U ~ ~ C M  ovnbme to rate a w  apenre 5-1 1 
a ~emm ssu proporad rapressmn adlur1rncnI 1-74 
9 OAP Amabnhon 1- 

10 Purchased power DtRona Labs c88 
11 ~ m ~ l t l l e  ~ u m n  Prepredness Propnm S-13 
i 2 conrnnbon Exp.nse 1-92 
13 cunmt me caw e p m  1-93 
14 Uniform Rate DocMct-Rep Comm EW 1-94 
15 Junwolmn Darr(  ExPensa 1-95 
16 920199 me case - 1-96 
17 T- bu69.( adpim3n11-99 
18 Empty rognbm mmulmbon I-1M) 
19 Sbrehoidu €XpnstS 1-90 
20 ~xcas  unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnflltnbon 1-23 
22 GainsiLassss (-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tnnr fu  1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjuslnmnl 1.13 
3 R e a l l d e  Common Plam Rmr Pan S-1 
4 I r n p m t ~ ~ n  of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Ne1 used and urcful adiurtment 
6 MNco ASR Cart 1-51 

Tdal - 
Marc0 I-nd Dofenad W 

P 
1 RAFs on I M ~ W  adpbnmls amve 
2 Reg Fn?,Mlm lslrrd 1-107 
3 NOrrUYd and useful pmpeIty LM 1-108 
4 Dlbcounls rcccNcll on pWeItytu:eS 5-14 

Tdal 

MlCOMETAXES 
To aqwlusr lo trrt year mwme tu: expense 

0 
(8) 
18 

(179) 
0 

(824) (2.345) 
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W/ STONE MOUNTAIN 
iCHLDULE OF WATW RATE BASE 
‘FSTYEARENDW 12131196 

SCWEDULE IYO. 3-A 
DoclcFTNo.950195ws 

COMMISSION LiDJ 
COMMISSION TESTYEAFt 

COMPONENT 

1 UTlLlrY PUNT IN SERVICE f 19.541 - 0 s  19.591 Q 1 9 . W  

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 22 0 22 0 22 

3 W Y S E D 6  USEFULCOMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAc 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNMD POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

(8.618) 

(1.975) 

694 

0 

0 

(52) 

(375) 

m 
2 OTHER 

RATE W E  

0 0 0 0 0 

O S  8.645 494 9.153 
_I_ --- I.- 

I 8.645 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

UI STONE MOUNTMh' 
WSTMEKTS TO RATE BASE 
s+ YEUI ENDED 1m1m 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. S60486WS 
PAGE 1 OF 'I 

P 
1 BVL lmfa 1-1 1 
2 Plu* Boo*npr 1-13 
3 R- Lhp on pm N Y N  8- 1 4  
4 R . r k  d RNar P8rU Common PbM S-1 

Total 

QAc 
1 B M  tnrlsfU1-11 
2 Impbaha, of CIAC-MR lM8 
3 Mmo ASR Cml YU, 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denma Lakes m m c t w m n t a  5-4 
2 BVL m m f a  1-1 1 
3 Cotr&m for Guideline rates I47 
4 IrnputatM of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Mam ASR Cost Share 1-51 

T M  

7 
1 DeM Wnnd T u a  on ClAC 
2 C d  Mnnd Tamsm orpnuabon 

Tow 

0 0 
0 
0 

(5) 
3 

12) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
(I) 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

597 0 
(19) 0 

570 0 



SCllEDlfLE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
P E R U T U N  UTlLlN TEST YEARl CDMMlSSl 

DESCRPTION 1996 ARIUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1998 ADJUSTME 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 2.078 0.m s 10.985 14.015 25.000 (14,528) 10.472 

OPERATING EXPENSES -5811% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 7.957 257 S 8.214 (404) 7.730 5 7,730 

3 DEPRECIATION 741 0 741 0 741 741 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 510 411 92 1 824 1.545 (854) 891 

6 INCOMETAXES @.W 3,179 217 5.3% 5.553 (5.352) 201 _ - 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

8,248 3.047 S 10.093 5.478 15.569 ( 8 . W  0.se4 __ .- 
(4.170) 5.062 S 892 8.539 0.431 (8.523) gM) ..................................................................................... 

s 8.645 8,139 8.139 ............ 1.1 -111.11.. ............ ............. 8.645 

10.32% ............ 103.lSW 9.94% ............. 



Of 
D( 
P1 

CR NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
<ET NO. 950495-WS 
3 665 

UI STONE MOUNTAIN 
UUSIMERTS TO OPERATING SFA"EMENTS 
SI YEAR ENDED 11131196 

SCaEDULE NO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

0 
0 

8.- 
5.106 

0 0 
0 0 

14.015 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

631 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

624 0 

5.136 0 
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isul m. JOXNS ElGHLANDS 
CHEDULE OF W A m  RATE BASE 
~ESTYEARENWECJ 12/31/96 

SCaEDULE NO. 3 6  
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ 
PERUTILITY UnuTy TESTYEPJV COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT (9% ADWSTIIENTS U T l W 1 9 9 6  ADJUSTMENTS WS6 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

o s  

0 

0 

0 

(108) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79.m 

261 

(1.215) 

(28.402) 

(9.853) 

4.181 

0 

0 

(615) 

(510) 

3.560 

(26, 

0 

19 

(4) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.587 

(1.180) 

79.871 

261 

(1.196) 

( 2 8 . W  

(s.833) 

4,181 

0 

0 1  
1 

(615) 

1.071 

2.380 1 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

;E 667 

UI ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
tmsIlMENTS TO RATE BASE 
IsTYEARENDEDUnw6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKR NO. DSWS-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLAMTWN WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjjust for Plant Sllppagc/DouMe BoDlongs 1-1 3 
3 ~eauoc of RNN Park common plant SI 

Total 

Law 
1 Lehigh land P a r c h  1,2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU lb 
3 Collier pat land c& 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denoma Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflecl nel norwsed and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bmklngs 1-13 
3 R- Dcpr on prior N-U/U assets 1-45 
4 Reallm of River Park Common Plant S-l 

Total 

GIAc 
1 B M  transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIACMR 1 4  
3 Marco ASR cost Share 151 

Total - 
I D e R m  Lakes comctiowwatcr S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correctian for Guideline rater I47 
4 Imoulatwn of CIACMR 14 
5 Mar- ASR Cost Share 1-51 

TLW 

PItlEB 
Marco land defened detwt-water 1-32 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

19 0 

0 0 
11 0 
0 0 

115) 0 
__o 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1 ,= 0 
(78) 0 

1,587 0 

0 ___ 



SSIV ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
STATEMENT OF WATFS OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEN3 ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TESTYEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 19% ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUlREMENl 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

8.940 20.956 S 29,896 (1.759) 28.137 423 28.560 ..................................................................... - 
1 .%I% 

16.475 723 S 17.198 (902) 16.296 S 16.296 

3.615 0 3,615 7 3.622 3.622 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

1,980 954 2.934 (107) 2.827 19 2.846 

(6.174) 7.439 1.265 898 156 1.054 ........... .............................................. _ ......................... 

15.896 9.116 S 25,012 (1.369) 23.643 175 23.818 .............................................................................................. . .. 

(6.W 11.840 s 4 . m  (390) 4.494 248 4.742 
.*=-==-===== Pi.=-.=P-=131- I . - = I I I I I . i i l D  ====.a======= s--.1-1=..1.. . l i S i ~ . = S I I I ~  lSIP.I..l~lll 

47.430 s 47.330 47.726 47.726 
--.*.-=-=-== =======.=-== .*s-.111*1111 5.11.z3=11111= 

-14.66% 10.32% 9.42% 9.94% 
*s..,c=51~51. ____________ ============ ====.-======= ____________ 
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I/ SI. JOHNS HlGHLANDS 
JUSI'MENTS TO OPERATIN( ~ - -  
STYEARENDED I fD l  196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C ~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495ws i 
1 PAGE 1 OF 1 

2 STATEMEN ID 

WATER WASTEWATER I 1 EXPIANATION 
1 

1 Remove q W e d  final revenue Imcreasc 
2 Billing d d m l M n t s  1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discwnted sen'lc-2 1-77 
4 MiscBUBneaus non-utili Income 1-77 

Total 

2 correc~ attnhon nte fm 5 87% 10 5 75% S-10 
3 Keysme Heghls APT -ma 1 5 8  
4 HIwm rmdy 1-82 
5 LobbymglAcqusmon S 4 a W  8 MSC CXP 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hspabm Amormmon A d l a  186 
7 Buoguea m m e  IO rate case WNC S-11 
8 R . ~ O W  ssu pmposca mpnrwon adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP AratDXh'X 1- 

i o  Purchasm p a m r  Dcltonr Lakes 188 
11 A m m e  nurncane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 COmMbOn Expcnw .-92 
13 cumnt me case ogenpc 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Dockel-Reg Comm W .-94 
15 JursdlChon Dakel  1-95 
16 920199 me case cxpu?sc 1-96 
17 TNUI~ budgd adjuttment 1-99 
18 Emplyrccogn&on nxMlmbon 1-100 
19 Shareholder ExpenM 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1.21 
21 Excess lnhltnbon 1-23 
P Gams!Lo+sn 1-105 

Totri 

4 Imputation of C!ACMR 
5 Ne( used and useful adjuobnant 
6 Marc0 ASR Cost Sham 1-51 

Total - - Marc0 Island Lktmed Debk 

1 RAFs on revenue adjurtmmts above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Nonurad and useful pmpelol taxes 1-108 
4 Di-unts recdved on property taxes S-I 4 

Total - 
TO adjust to I& year income lax ewense 

0 
0 

(20.956) 
10.846 

0 0 
8.351 0 
(1.759) 0 

'57 0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

(79) 
0 
1 0 

(28) 0 
(107) 0 

1367) 0 
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DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 670 

W/ SUGAR MILL 
iCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED lYJIl96 

SCHEDULE NO. S A  
WCICET NO. 950195WS 

1 UTlLlPI PLANT IN SERVICE S 1,585,314 O S  1.YU.314 (1.e5.1) 1.581.665 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 19.00 0 19.088 0 19.00 

3 NONUSED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (1 10,571) 0 (1 10,571) (1.021) (1 11 32) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (615.907) 0 (615.907) 0 (815.907) 

5 CIAC 

6 AMORT!ZATION OF CIAC 

7 ACQUISITION ACJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (4.654) 0 (4.654) 0 (4.654) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 16 .m 0 16.- (s.Sl) 7.54s 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 26.981 0 26.981 e.-) 18.021 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

5 437.168 (uo) s 4 3 6 . 0  (P.m 414.M1 
__I.- __p_ 

RATE BASE 
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ssul MILL 
SCHEDULE OF WASZZWATW RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1m1196 

SCHEDULE No. 3-0 
DOCKET w. 9sm%ws 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVKE $ 1.465.153 0 $ 1.4h6.153 

I 2LAND 28.335 

3 NON-USED6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

1 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 
I 
I 5 CIAC 

6 AMORTKATM OF CIAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNMD POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

11 WORKING WPlTAL ALLWANCE 

R8.715) 

0 28.335 0 28,5 

0 

(su.Ss2) 

339.382 

0 

0 

(4.603) 

15.148 

26.701 

W) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67) 

(953.542) (5.149) 

339.382 141 

0 

0 

(4.- 

15.148 

0 .  

0 

0 

2.328 

0 

0 

(4.603) 

17,476 

17.846 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
F 

SUI SUGAR MILL 
DJUSTMEMS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1'2131196 

SCHEDULE NO. JE 

- 
1 BvLtransfff 1-11 
2 To adiust for dant s l i m  C13 
3 Rea& of R& Pari& p n t  S-1 

Total 

LwQ 
1 L e h i i k d  p0rCe)s 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehm M, Parcel 4, Tnd C PHFU I4 
3 colli pits tand cost 1-7 
4 Seelien 55 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dallona lakes PHFU C10 
6 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To nfkct riel m w s d  and useful adjustment 

1 BvLbamrfff 1-11 
2 Plant SlippgWDouMe W n g s  1-13 
3 Reverse  Dap on prOr N-U/U Pspets 1-46 
4 ReaWa of R i w  Pan Common Plant S1 

Total 

!2E& 
1 BvLmnsfff 1-11 
2 Im@ation of ClACMR 148 
3 Mama ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 ~ ~ L a k e s E o m c l l w c w a t n 5 - 4  
2 BVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 
3 Cureclm for Gudelm mles 147 
4 Irnptahon of CIAC-MR I48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 DcW0.famdTussonCIAC 
2 credii D C ( d  T-on Depmmlm 

T&l 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

f1.021) f49.212) 

0 0 
113 a4 
0 0 

(113) (111) 
O L m  

0 0 
(1.652) (5.149) 
' 0  0 

(1.852) L 5 149) 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0.976) 10418 

0 
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ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PA 

UI SUGAR MILL 
AWSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMEh7s 
m YE4RENDw lyJlI96 

P 
1 BVL TRnSfU 1-1 1 
2 Plan( slippage adjustmnt 113 
3 R e a w e  common Plan( Rinr Park 
4 lrnprastiar of ClACMR 1-48 
5 Net used Md usaful Mdjuhncnt 
6 Mwm ASR Cost Shuc 1-51 

T d d  

S-1 

0 

14.095 4.191 

118.135 43,773 
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SUI SUGARMLL WOODS 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED w3li96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9%4%WS 

?EST YEAR *DJusTED -1ssm uu 
P E R U T K l N  UllLlTf TESTYURl COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT Is% ADJUSTMENTS MUrYlS96 A D J r n E M S  19% 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 7,173.069 0 5 7.173.069 (717) 7.172.352 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 6.415 0 6.415 0 6.415 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.428.644) 0 (1.428.644) 114.373 (1.314.271) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1.1)92.610) 198.058 (1.694.551) . (198.161) (1.892.712) 

5 ClAC (j.537.110) 0 P.537.110) (23.816) (3.560.926) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC €03.915 0 603.915 291 604,206 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (16.833) 0 (16.W) 0 (16.833) 

I O  DEFERRED INCCME TAXES 175.233 0 175.233 (145.465) 29.768 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 97.512 0 97.512 m.=3 65.179 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

S 1.180.947 198,059 5 1.379.KS (205.829) 1,093,177 - __==-- --- __=- -- RATE EASE 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 677 

U/ SUGARMILL WOODS 
m b l E  OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 1y3196 

i 
SCHEDULE NO 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

I 

PERUTUJTY UTlUTY TESTYEAR’ COMMISSION TESTYEAR 1 
COMMISSION ADJ TEST YUR ADJUSTED 

COMPONENT .IS96 ADJUSTMENTS tmuTy1906 *DJUSTHENTS 4996 I 

I uTILIM PLANT IN SERVICE s 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OFCIAC 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

11.095.873 

67.803 

(733.476) 

(3.166.851) 

(9,016.637) 

1,781,621 

0 

0 

(16.406) 

(218,8243 

95,038 

O S  

0 

0 

373.276 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11.095.873 

6 7 . m  

(733.476) 

(2.793.5753 

(9.016.63i7 

1.781.621 

0 

0 

(16.406) 

(21 8.824) 

95.0% 

(1 1.278) 

0 

(1.1 60,720) 

(373.370) 

(74.662) 

(23.793) 

0 

0 

0 

m.b57 

(31.513) 

11.084.595 

67,803 

(1.894.196) 

(3.166.945) 

I9.Wl . 2 W  

1,751,831 

0 

0 

(16,406) 

(133.837) 

63.525 

0 0 0 0 0 



1RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
'OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 670 

SU'. WCARWLL WOODS 
SJCSTMESTS TO RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 1M1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. S50495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATEI: EXPUNATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjusl for plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-I 

Tobl 

LAM 
1 Lehigh land Parcek 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, TracI C PHFU 14 
3 Collier p b  land coot 1-7 
4 S&on 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To npmt nel no- and m f u i  a d j ~ ~ t m ~ t  

1 BVLbamferI-11 
2 Plant SlippagdDwMe Boolongs 1-13 
3 Reversc Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1 4  
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBC. 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cwt Share 1-51 

Tobl 

ACCUM.AMORT.OFCUC 
1 Deitona Lakes correctiowmter S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates I47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Dew Defwmd Tams on ClAC 
2 Credd h f w m d  Tul+ on Deprecation 

Total - 
To reflect the @ant s v i R  allocation 

0 0 
(1.526) (12,067) 
809 789 
017) (1 1,278) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

114,373 (1,160,720) 

0 
303 

(407) (397) 
(198,161) 3 73,370) 

0 0 
(23.816) (74.5621 

0 0 
(23,816) (74.663 

0 
0 

12 
279 

n 

0 0 
291 (23.790) 

(138.496) 95.757 
(6,969) (1 0,770) 

(145.465) e4.987 

(32.3331 (31.51 3) 

!2nm 
Marco I&nd deferred debtrvatw 1-62 0 



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

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSlll SUGARMILL WOODS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED l W I R 6  

. . ~ ~  

I COMMISSION AOJ. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER UTILITY WlLlTY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRlPTKlN 1SWi ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY IS96 AClJUSlMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

845,446 (105,660)s 739.786 (231.616) 508.170 178.049 686.219 
................................................................. ......... ... 

35.04% 

345.736 17.314 S 363.050 (15.261) 347.789 s 247,789 

81.149 0 81,149 4.028 85,177 05.177 

0 

166.178 

0 0 

(35.824) 130.354 

0 0 

(15.953) 114.401 

(I 

8,012 122.413 

W.621 (37.659) 22.962 (66.323) (43.360 65.592 22,231 
....................... .... .............................. ..................................... 

653.684 (56.169)s 597.515 t93.510) 504.w5 73.604 577.m 

191.762 (49,491)s 142,271 (138.106) 4.165 104.445 ioe.61( 

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

SDrS=.=SP.Ill l=ll=.=lO.mll =r=lliESl=li liislli.si-= =sn.E======== =-==-===--==- 

1 -  . . .  .. . . .  .. 
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i SCHEDULE NO. 4 C  
DOCKET NO. 95M9SWS 
PAGE I OF 1 

J/ SUGARMILL WOODS 
JziSTME.mS TO OPERATMG STATEMENTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 1UJlN 

EXFXWUTlON WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 Remove nqwsled final revenue mCR= 

2 Billing dMminantS 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue fw dgcounted service 1-77 
4 ~mel-us rwn-utili income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUS w m l S - 8  
2 C O W  milion rate from 5.87% lo 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expnres 1-58 

7 B&a& d m e  to nte case w e n s  S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed r e p m w n  adjuobnent 1-74 
9 OAP AmortpatM I& 

10 Purdased pown DeItona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortire ~umcane Preparedness Prwram S-13 
12 Conseration Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate DocW-Rq. Comm. EV I-M 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expeme 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expnse 1-96 
17 TNWP bud@ adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recngnitiOn nomlkaikm 1-1 00 
19 Shareholdan' Expense 1-90 
20 E x e s  Ur!acwunled For Waler 1-21 
21 Excess InfilbatBn 1-23 
P GaimlLosses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 _ _  - 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 ~ealloatc Common Plant RNH Park S-1 
4 Impulabon of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adlustment 
6 Maw ASR cosl Sham 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 RAFr on manUe adjurtmenls above 
2 Reg Fees Mam Island 1-107 
3 Nonusd  and Wfu l  proprtytaxes I-106 
4 Discounts received on prowrty taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjun to test year inwme tax ewense 

105,680 317,503 

0 0 
114 111 , 

(231,616) (30.983) 

(337,390) (348.597) 

0 0 :  
0 0 

332 324 
(557) (2.m) 

4 . z 3  (56.2451 
0 0 

4.028 (58.598) 

0 

(10.423) 

(66.323) 68.197 
~ 
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:su/ SUNNY HILLS 
iCEDXJULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12I31196 

SCHEDIJJE NO 3.A 
WCKET NO 9M495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PERVnUTY V T l W  TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR I 

! COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS tJTlLlTV1osB ADJUSTMENTS 19% 
~~~ ~~~~ ~ ~~ ~ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 2.362.932 0 I 2.382.932 (136) 2.382.796 + !  
2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 11.996 0 11.996 0 11.996 ~ 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (932.131) 0 (932.131) (221.811) (1.153.942) ! 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (742.416) 31,767 (710.6491 31.748 (678.9011 I 

5 ClAC (120.4391 0 (120,439) 0 (120,439) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 34.961 0 %,%1 (633) 34.328 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS -NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS R.lW 0 i3.193) 0 (3.193) 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (47.1501 0 (47.1501 3.109 (44.0411 

I 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 18,495 0 18.495 (6.1331 12.362 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 ;  

RATE BASE I w3,oSs 31,767 I 634.822 (193.856) 440.966 
===---=== -==--- _.I=__== --.--=- 
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;u/ SUNNY HlLLS 
:AEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ESIYEARENDED 1213186 

~ 

SCKEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 9 W M W S  , 

I 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMl ADJ. ' 
PERIJTILIW WUTY TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

1 
COMWNENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS VTIIrnIs96 ADJIJSTMENTS isw 

1 uTlLlPl PLANT IN SERVICE I 712,787 o s  712.787 (55) 712,732 

2 LAND 4.991 0 4.991 0 4.991 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (162.993) 0 (162.993) 19,734 (143.259) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (W.345) 0 (368.345) (8) (368.353) 

5 ClAC (2.308) 0 (2.3w (110) (2.418) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 417 0 417 (10) 407 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.334) 0 (1.334) 0 (1.334) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (13.925) 0 (13.925) 0 (14.WZ) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7.728 0 7.728 P.rn2) 5.166 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 177,018 O S  171,018 16,912 193,930 
--I== ===*11_1== =.li=-=-= =--==*-= =-==--I 
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SW SUNNY HILLS 
SJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
En YEAR ENDED 12i331/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. S50495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER ' 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagWDouble Ewkings 1-1 3 
3 Realloc of Rbm Pa* common Dlant S-1 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tnct C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeUona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 EVL bansfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-ysed and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL bansfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagWDouble Bwkings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prim N-U/U assets 1 4  
4 Reallot of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputatton of CIACMR lM3 
3 Marc0 ASR C a t  Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 DeUona Lskes correction-mer S 4  
2 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Corredion for Guideline rates I 4 7  
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
1 Debti Oafemd Taxes on ClAC 
2 credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Tml - 
QmEE 

To reflect the plant specific allmation 

Marco Island deferred debt-water 142 

0 0 
(290) (121) 

66 I 154 
(136) (55) 

0 0 1  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(221.811) 19.734 

0 0 
58 24 

31,767 0 
(32) 
@ 

m, 31.748 

0 0 
n 0 

0 0 
(633) 0 10 

5.424 61 5 
(2.315) (692) 
3.109 V7) 

(6.133) (2,562) 



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

SSUl SUNNY IIILLS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR BNUED 12l31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 4  
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 

__~~._~..~I_.___-.-- ... ... .... .... 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CDMMI. M J .  
PER UTILITY UTILIN TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEN3 REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19% INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

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

78.579 174,220 S 252.799 (W.340) 164.459 44,282 208,741 1 OPERATING REVENUES ............................................................................................................................................................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 26.93% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

89.891 3.283 S 93.174 (2.161) 91.013 I 91.013 

40,715 0 40,715 V.Oa8) 33.627 33.627 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

25.727 14.482 40.209 (1 1.062) 29.147 1.993 31.139 

(46.498) 59.704 13.206 (20.368) R.162) 16,313 9.151 
..................... _ ................................ .................................. .... ...... 

109,835 77.469 S 187.304 (4O.asO) 146.624 18,306 164.930 
... ..................... - .............................................. ................. .............. 

(31.256) 96.751 S 65.495 (47.660) 17.835 25.976 43.811 
llI.cl=-Islli- ========-=== =====*===s== ==*========= =s=====--=--= 

603.055 s 440.966 440.966 634.822 
.i.sII==lii== s=li.il=lsli= .-=====-==== I=IS~Liililr 

.5.18% 1032% 4.04% 9.94% 
lSiilEIIEil== S=l=*llliE=l i=ililiil=ii i~DIIPs.=*ll 



..... - ....... ... ~ r 
SSIY SUNNY HII.LS 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
'TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

~ _. 

SCHFBULE NO. 4-0 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

____ 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. AOJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE RWENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 55.514 64.701 S 120,215 (1 3,439) 106.776 14.660 121.436 ....................... _ ..................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES 13.73% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

67,539 2.642 f 70.181 (1.991) 68.190 S 68.190 

16.268 

0 

15.176 

0 

0 

(1.648) 

16.268 

0 

13.528 

16.111 

0 

13.063 660 

16.111 

0 

13.722 

(21.637) 23.612 1.975 (3.231) (1.256) 5.400 4,145 ....................... .............................................. _ 
77.346 24,606 $ 101,952 (5.844) 96.108 6.060 102,168 ....................... ._ _ ___ ................. ....................... 

(21.832) 40.095 S 18,263 (7.595) 10.668 8.599 ' 19.267 
I=I=Ip-.IPIIII =Il=lllllili Ililllil=lll Illlill=llll ===========* P . n = S D = l l l i r  s.==lll=l.--l 
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U i  SUNhY HILLS 
WJUSTMENTS TO OPERATIXG STATEMENTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

PAGE 1 OF 1 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS I 

I 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPIANATION - 
i R ~ O W  requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed rwanuc for discounted DeNice 1-77 
4 MiScallanaOuS n d l i  in- 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salaTy of SSUs president 5-8 
2 cwrect amrtion rate han 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT exponM I-% 
4 H d  study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries a misc exp. 1-83 
6 Hepatltis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted wcrtirne l o  rate case eIQense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repieasion adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amorthation 1- 

1- 

10 Purchased powar Delona Lakes 1-88 
11 Am&e Humcane Preparedness Pmgram S-13 
12 Consemtiion Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case m n s e  1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Juri&- Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up haget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy ncognition n o r m a l i o n  1-1 00 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-93 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Wafer 1-21 
21 Excess lnfilbaton 1-23 
P GainsAosses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tramfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallode Common Plant R W  Parl 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
5 Nel used and useful adjustmmt 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tolal 

< s-1 

Mano Island Deferred Deb4 

P 
1 RAFs on rwcnue adjustments a h e  
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on propHfy taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adlust to test year lnwrne tax ewenre 

P 9 
113.439) 

0 
0 

(1 87) (78) 
(2.161) (1.999 

0 
(12) m 

0 

(3.975) 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. M049SWS 

iSU/ SUNSHWG PARKWAY 
ICHEDLlLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
F S T  YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 , 

I 

COMPONENT 

TEST YEAR W U S T E D  COMMI. ADJ. 
PERUTlLlTY U T l u N  TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

19% A A l l  ISTMENTS UTlLWl996 ARIUSTMENTS i9% 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED& USEFULCOMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZ4TION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

485.382 

19.680 

cn) 
(114.552) 

(63.856) 

19.867 

0 

0 

0 

(4.049) 

434 

o s  
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

485.202 

19.680 

m, 
(114.552) 

(63.8%) 

19.667 

0 

0 

(75) 

(4.049) 

434 

443.433 c 

19,680 

(67.919) 

(113.921) 

(63.856) 

19.653 

0 -  

0 

VS) 
6.817 

290 
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U/ SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
:HEDbTE OF WASTEWATERRATE BASE 
3ST YEARENDED lySlR6 

SCIlEDULE NO. 3-E 
W C K E I  NO. 9W95-WS I 

I 
I 

AOJUSTEO COMMlPIDJ. 1 E S T  YEAR 
PERUTWTY - TESTYEMU COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONEN? 1996 AOJUSTMENTS LRlurYlW ADJUSTMENTS 1906 1 

s 778,069 O f  778.069 (3) 778.066 1 uTILIV PLANT IN SERVICE 

229 620 0 229.620 0 229.620 1 2 LAND 

3 NON-USED b USEFUL COMPONENTS (142.081) 0 (142.081) (106.692) 1248,773) ~ 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (209.981) 0 (209.981) (1)  (209.982) 

5 ClAC (56.446) 0 (56.446) 0 (56,446) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 27,010 0 27.010 69 27.019 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 .  0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (Sn 0 (67) 0 (67) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (8.086) 0 (8.086) 5.269 (2,8ln 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 281 0 331 (133) 261 
'2  OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 
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5U/ SUNSHINE P W A Y  
DJUSTMEh'TS TO RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 960495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER ~ 

1 - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 0 o i  
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDwble Bwldngs 1-1 3 (41,953) (6) 1 

4 3 1  3 Realloc of River Park wmnwn plant S-1 

(3) 1 Total (41.949) 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 SKtion 55 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net n- and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bwkings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-48 
4 Rcalloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

s;LBI; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR la 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 D&OM Lakes codion-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 I m p M o n  of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 141 

Total - 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credll Deferred Tpxc6 on Depreciation 

Total - 
TO reflect the plant SFU~IC alloation 

eMEB 
Mar= Island deferred debit-water 162 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 ,  
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(67.847) (106,692) 

0 
1 

0 
633 
0 0 
(2) (2) 

631 (1) 

0 0 1  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 

(1 4) 69 
0 0 
0 0 

69 

11,297 6,025 
(431) (756) 

10.666~ 5.269 

(144) (1 30) - - 



,Sill SUNSIIINE PARKWAY 
:TATEMEN OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 95W95.WS 

'EST YEAR E ~ E D  iznm 
. 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COHMI. AD3 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1886 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1896 ADJUSTMENTS I896 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

1 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

5 OPERATING INCONE 

3 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



SSU/ SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TFST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 954495-WS 

~_ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILIN UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSDN TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION lSS6 ADJUSTMENTS UTkl lY lSS6 ADJUSTMENTS ISS6 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 107.072 49.007 s 158.079 (21.147) 134.932 1.261 136.193 .- . 
OPERATING EXPENSES 0.93% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

43.508 1.583 S 45,091 (108) 44.983 s 44.983 

23.656 

0 

6,986 

0 23,656 

0 0 

2.277 9.263 

(3.437) 20.219 

0 0 

(1.141) 8.122 57 

20.219 

0 

8.178 

(1.290 15,557 14.266 (3.277) 10,989 465 11.453 ............................................................................................ 

72.859 19.417 S 92.276 (7.9W 84.312 521 84.834 ....................... ....................... 



3ER NO, PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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SCHEDLLE NO 4-C 
DOCKET NO 950495WS 
PAGE I OF I 

U I  SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
mST,MENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
STYEARENDED 12831196 

1 

1 
1 

ExFlANAm WATER WASTEWATER 

1 R e m e  ques ted  Anal  revenue increase 
2 Billing delenninank 1-75 
3 Imputed favenue fw diourunted service 1-n 
4 Midlaneour n d l i i  inwm 1-77 

Total 

1- 
2 c o m d  mition nte from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystont HeighIS APT expensas 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbylnplAcquisition orlarks a mi=. up. 1.83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis AmOllMtion Adjustment 1-86 
7 eudgeted wcmmr to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remve ssu pro@ repressbn adjushnent 1-74 
9 OAP AmortiZation 1- 

10 Purchased power Debma Lakes 1-88 
t I Amotiie tiunicane P r e p r e d m  Program S-13 
12 Consewation W n s e  1-92 
13 current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Unifwm Rate Doska-Ryl. Comm. EW 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expew 1-95 
16 920199 fate case axpenre 1-96 
17 Trubup budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy -nitban normalmtion 1-1 00 
19 Shareholder E x p e w  1-90 
20 Exocsr uluc~ounled for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLogn 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 RealloUte Common Plant River Park S 1  
4 Impvtahon of CIAC-MR 14 
5 Net urad and useful adiustment 
6 Marc0 ASR Cost S h e  1-51 

Total - 
P 

Marw island Defared D.M 

1 RAFs on reYmue .dJUSlnlenb a M M  
2 Reg F m  Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 Non-uPed and useful PropWtaxes 1-108 
4 DISMU~S rccmcd on p m p W  taxes 5.14 

Total 

lMakmxm 
To adjust to test year inwme tax 

(M.MO) (49.007) [ 
45.180 27.860 I 

0 0 1  
1 0 

(18.859) (21.147) 1 

(4) (4) 
432 108 (1 

a.5471 (3.438) 
0 0 

(3.810) - ( 3 , 437 J 

0 

(3,793) (3.277) 
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:SUI TROPICAL ISLES 
:CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
'ESTYEARENDED W31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 I 
W C K E T  NO. 950495WS I 

~ 

E S T  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMl ADJ , 
P E R M l l T Y  MUTY TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR 1 

I COMPONENT 19% ADJUSTMENTS UTILITYWSS ADJUSTMENTS 99% 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTUTION OF ClAC 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

510.251 

1,482 

(6.596) 

(129.246) 

(1 01.920) 

23.360 

0 

0 

(1.641) 

(9.- 

9.508 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

510,251 

1 .A82 

(6.596) 

(129.246) 

(101,920) 

23.360 

0 

0 

(1.641) 

(9.645) 

9,508 

.. - -  
510.181 

I 
1,482 ~ 

~ 5 . 7 3 3 )  1 
(129.256) ~ 

(101.920) ~ 

23.360 

O !  

o i  
I 
i (1.641) 1 

(10,141) ~ 

6.355 1 

0 



DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950495-WS 
SE 695 1 

U/ TROPICAL ISLES 

STYEARENDED12131196 
uwmmn-rs TO ram BASE ! 

1 
1 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 2  
WCKET NO. S50105WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 
EXPLANATION WAlER WISTEWATER, 

0 0 
0 1149) 
0 79 

Totit 0 170) 

f%Nu=wm 
i BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlIppagdDouble Bwhwr 1-13 
3 ~ealloc of RNer Park m m o n  plant S-1 

___ 
w 

1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. TRd C PHFU 14 
3 Collir pits land wst 1.7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dellona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect n( no- ana dseful aqument  

P 

2 Plant SlippagclDwblc Bwldngr 1-13 
3 Reversa Depr on pior N-U/U assets 146 
4 Reallos of Rw Park Cwnmcn P$nt S-1 

1 BVL b - f M  1-1 1 

Tola1 

WBf. 
1 BVL b w f e r  1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1 4 8  
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

3 C o d o n  for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIACMR I46 
5 Mam ASR cost Share 1-51 

T W  

- 
To refled the prsnt specific allocation 

PItlEB 
Marco l a n d  defened deM-watn 162 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

119.137) 

0 
30 
0 

(40) 
J 

0 0 ,  
0 0 
0 0 ,  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 (496) 



_ _ _ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ _ _  ....... .- . ~ ~ _ _  
~ 

:UITROPICAL ISLES SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
'ATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
IST YEAR ENDED 11151196 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

... ___ 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE R6VENUE 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER TYAN INCOME 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

' RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

~~~ . 

45.402 80.154 S 125.556 i79.118) 46.438 69.794 116.232 .............. ....................... .- ._ 
150.29% 

52.218 2.149 S 54,367 (3.324) 51,043 S 51,043 

19,578 0 19.578 (1.086) 18.492 18.492 

0 0 

11.082 3,454 

0 

14,536 

0 0 

(4.078) 10.458 3,141 

0 

13.599 

(21.386) 27.970 6.584 (26.290) (19.706) 25.711 8.005 

61,492 33.573 I 95.065 (34.778) 60.287 28.852 89,140 

. _ ....................... -_ 

............... ........................................................... 
(16.090) 46.581 S 30,491 (44.340) (13.849) 40.942 27.092 

-=*=====.-== *~.11=11151= I S l r S L l i . ~ l - l  i l i=ii l . l-=ll l  =-51=511115= 111511515=== ~=.-.P*-*==== 

295.553 ............ 
.5.44% 10.32% -5.08% 9.94% ............ m==*-.nm.-.m ............ il=.131sl~.~iis 

I 



DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950495-WS 
GE 697 
ti/ TROPICAL ISLES SCHEDULE NO. 4-C ! 
LIIISTMENTS TO OPERATlNG STATEMENTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 1u31D6 

DOCKET NO 9W9S-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 

W A E R  WASTEWATER , 
ExPu?4AnoN 1 - 

I Remove requested final menw incmse 
2 Billing detminants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue fw discounted seMCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous n o d l i l y  i n c m  I-TI 

TOM 

1- 
2 correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% 5-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 158 
4 H d U  Study 1-82 
5 LobbyingAcquisiiion salaries 8 mks. ew. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted h i m e  to rate casa w e n s  S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amwtiation I& 

i o  Purchased powar Denona Lakes 1-88 
I 1 A ~ O + ~ W  Humcane Prwaredmst Program S-13 
12 Conrwt ion  Expcruc 1-92 
13 Current fate case expense i-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. C a m .  Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdicfion DocW 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 Tmcup bud@ adjuStmnt 1-93 
18 Emply recopnition normalization I I W  
19 Shareholdcr EWenses 1-93 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Exccos Infibtion 1-23 
22 Gains/Lossar 1-105 

Total - 
1 BVL Trdnsfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate C a m o n  Plant Rlver Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

1 RAFs on revenue adjuotments abOve 
2 Rag Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 Nowurcd and useful p o p r t f  taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on pmPerty taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

0 0 

0 32 
0 0 
0 (1.103) 
0 0 

0 (15) 

0 

0 (3.560) 
0 0 
0 (341 ) 
0 (177) 
0 (4,078) 

0 (26.290) 
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:su/ TROPICAL PARK 
:CBEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'ESTYEARENDW L y J L 1 9 6  

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

TEST YEAR UUUJrED COMMI. UU. 
P E R U T I W  MUM TESTMAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT I996 ADJUSMENTS UTILITY1006 ADJUSTMENTS 3998 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMWNENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 CIAC 

6 AMORTUTION OF ClAC 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

595.930 

2.001 

(67,192) 

5.093 

(31.891) 

8.562 

0 

0 

(4.070) 

(9.419) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 23.575 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

(265) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

595.90 

2.001 

(67.192) 

5 . m  

(32.156) 

6.562 

0 

0 

(4.070) 

(9.419) 

23.575 

(w.9&0 

0 

11.748 

1.034 

0 

(74) 

0 

0 

504.966 

2.001 

(55.444) 

6.127 

(32.1%) 

8.488 

0 

0 

0 (4.070) 

6.869 (2.550) 1 
I 

V.817, 15.758 ' 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

GE 699 

C TROPICAL PARK 
MCSTMLI'TS TO RATE BASE 
STYEAR WDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WMTEWATER I 
EXPIANAT)ON I 

7 
1 BVL banSfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjW fw Plant SllppgBIDouble 6oo)ongr 1-13 
3 Rwlloc of Rwer Park cOmmn Wni 5 1  

Total 

w 
1 Lehlgh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4. Tracl C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pts land cost 1-7 
4 Sectlon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-70 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To r e m  n(t ~n-used and useful adjustment 

a 
I RVl transfer 1-1 1 

~ 

2 Plant SIppqdDwble Bwlan5 1-13 
3 R- Depr on pncf N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Rwlloc of R i m  Pan Common Plant 5-1 

Total 

a& 
1 BVL tramfar 1-11 
2 Imphlmn of CIAC-MR -48 
3 MIrw ASR Cosl Sham 1-51 

Total - 
1 Dmna Lakes co-mnter S 4  
2 BVL M n r k r  1-1 1 
3 CwrasiKu, for Grudehne rates 147 
4 ImoUhDon of CIAC-MR 148 
5 h&no ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 DcW Deferred T a s  on ClAC 
2 CredR Deferred Taxa on Dapreciatwn 

Total - 
To nil& me plant rpclflc allocatwn 

0 0 
(91 .I 60) 0 

1% 0 
0 

I 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 

0 0 
1,132 0 

0 0 
(98) 0 

2 0 3 4  0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(74) 
0 
0 - -741 

7 . w  
(491) 

6.869 

n.817) 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 



- r-- 
SSUl TROPICAL PARK 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1U3151196 

SCHEDULE NO, 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9S0495~WS 

... ____ ~ _ _ _  
TEST YEN3 ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR! COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 49911 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 4996 ADJUSTMENTS 4996 
. I..__ ____ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 77,040 135,009 $ 212,049 (91,786) 120.263 69.913 190.176 ....................... . _. 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 58.13% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

97.748 

23.097 

0 

12.470 

4.193 S 101.941 

0 

0 

5,872 

23,097 

0 

18.342 

(4.190) 97,751 $ 

(1.832) 21,265 

0 0 

(4.228) 14.114 

97.751 

21,265 

0 

3.146 17.260 

(33.422) 48.202 14.780 (30.660) (15.880) 25.755 9,876 ....................... ....................... ......................... 

99.893 58.267 S 158,160 (40.910) 117.250 28.902 146.151 .............................................. - ............. ... 

(22.853) 76.742 $ 53.889 (50.876) 3.013 41.012 44.025 ----====_ ____ -I== Illlllllil=l ===--..-.-== -=-.=-*-*=-- =li=illlll=l -=*.=-*===-= ======---==== 

522.589 $ 522,324 443.120 443.120 
.-=.-.-===== 1=5.1..1.... ===--=====-= ==-====-.==== 
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PAGE 7 0 1  

issu/ p- 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEM?3N?S i TEST YEAR ENDED lyJIp)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950095-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 1 EXPLANAIWN - 
1 Remove requested flna. revenue Increase 
2 ~ d l ~ n g  detemnnam 1-75 
3 imputed revenue for atswumed SRMCC 1-77 
4 ~ ~ s c e l l a n w ~  non-utibly mwme 1-77 

Total 

1 Rcrlloute salary of SSU s pntldcnt S-8 
2 coned auntion m e  f r m  5 87% 10 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Hnphts APT 09anseS 158 
4 n m  nuay 182 
5 Lobbyn#A'AcqurstlOrl =.lam 8 mlsc SXP 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepalms Amormabon AdjuRmCW I46  
7 Buogetea ovcltlme lo me caw expmse S-11 
8 R a m m  ssu pmpasd reprrsuon adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP AmORmllon 1 8 6 .  

1 0 Purchases power De(mna L a m  048 
11 AmoRue Humcane PrepmednM Program 5-13 
12 Conwmtwn Enpmse 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rae Docket-Reg C m m  Exp 1-94 
15 Jundicllon Docket ExpmSe (-95 
16 97019s me case expense 1-96 
17 Tnu-up wc!gel adjuarmmt 1.99 
18 Ernply r.cognWn n0rmaiuaCnn 1-1 00 
19 Shareholder E!qmnm 1-90 
20 Ex- unscwunted for W a n  1-21 
21 Excess i n f m n  1-23 
22 GainslLasses 1-105 

Tolal 

P 
1 BVL Tnnsfer ,-ll 
2 Plant slipprgc ad1unment 1.13 
3 Rcalloute C m m n  Pnnl RNCr Park 5-1 
4 Impmuon 01 CIACMR 148 

6 Marw ASR Ccd Slum I41 
5 Net UM 8M luelUl aojuatmenl 

T d l l  - 
P 

Marw lrkM Defend Dcblt 

I RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw island 1-107 
3 Non-used and uselu! property tu- 1-108 
4 D1650unls ICSCNW on properly hxn S-14 

Total 

v 
To adlun lo lest year income tu expense 

(135.009) 0 
43.195 0 

0 0 
28 0 

(91,786) 0 

0 
0 
0 

(171) 
(5) 

0 

(238) 
(4.1 W) 0 ,  

1 
n n - 

(2,152) 
0 

0 1  
0 

0 0 
320 0 

(1.832) 0 : I  
1 

1 
1 

0 1 

(4.130) 0 1  
0 O I  

TI 0 1  
(175) ; !  

1 (4.228) 

(30.6601 0 
~ 
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SUI UYIVERSrrY SHORES 
iCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
rEST YEAR ENDED W31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. .%A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PERUTILIIY u n m  TESTyuRl COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTtUTylSSS ADJUSTMENTS IS96 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 1 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZAnON OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS ~ NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

I2 OTHER 

5.054.899 

€8.729 

0 

(1293.254) 

(3.W6.139) 

989.111 

(27.538) 

0 

(25.348) 

120,120 

146.833 

0 

0 1  

0 

0 

0 

(3.271) 0 
0 

0 0  
0 

0- 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5.054.899 

€8.729 

0 

(1293.2544) 

(3,609,410)’ 

989.111 * 

(27.538)- 

0 

(25.348) 

120,120 

(21,792) 

0 

(263.905) 

567 

0 

41.680 

0 

0 

0 

711.101 

5.033.107 

€8.729 

(263.905) 

(1292.687) 

(3.609.410) 

1.030.771 

(27.538) 

0 

(25.348) 

831.221 

146.833 (48.687) 98.146 ~ 

0 0 0 1  
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-0 ! 5U/ UNIVERSITY SHORES 
CHEDUW OF W*STEWATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED 1u)11% I 

COMM.ACIJ. ~ E S T  Ycvl ADJUSTU) 
p ~ ~ u n u w  u n m  TESTMAW tOllMISSION TESTYUR ~ 

I 

DOCKET NO. 9SM9CWS 

, 

'1896 ADJUSTMENTS LmUTYi996 AWUSTMENTS 1996 COMPONENT 

1 UTlLlPl PLANT IN SERVICE S 8.300.191 (3.328)s 8.296.863 (25.845) 8.271.018 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED h USEFUL COMPONENTS 

593.294 

(253,914) 

0 593.294 

0 (253.914) 

0 593.294 

20,053 (233.861) 
I 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (2.259.877) 5.648 (2.2S.229) 5.046 (2.249.183) 

5 CIAC (4214.457) 15.817) (4220.274) 0 (4,220,274) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 1,121.038 0 1.121.038 28.235 1.149.273 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (51.126) 0 (51,126) 0 . (51.126) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (23.706) 0 (23.706) 0 (23.706) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 111.044 0 111.044 839.623 950,667 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL AUOWANCE 137.325 0 137.325 (45.534) 91.791 

2 OTHER 2.187.839 0 2.187.839 0 2.187.839 

RATE BASE 5 5.647.651 (3,497)s 5.644154 821.578 6.465.732 
- -_ 

1====11==11. ====El===== ==.=====siai= I = ~ i S I = l . U .  
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EUI UNIVERSITY SHORES 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 321311% 

1 
SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER ~ - 
1 BVL lransfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S 1  

Total 

LAMQ 
1 Lehgh land Panels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4. Trad C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pitr land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

TO reflea net non-usea ana useful aalustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant Siippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on ptior N-UN as8els 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Pafk Common Plant S-1 

Total 

G.lA!G 
1 BVL lransfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marm ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Toial 

w 
1 Detona Lakes mmction-water S 4  
2 BVL lransfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marm ASR C-1 Sham 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Daferred Tams on ClAC 
2 Credil Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflecl the piant specific allocation 

QQE8 
Marm Island deferred debit-waler 1-62 

1 0 0 '  
(23.011) (26.985) ~ 

1.219 1.140 
(21.792) (25.845) ~ 

1 

0 0 )  

0 
0 

0 0 '  
0 0 
0 0 
0 .  0 

(263,903 20.053 

0 0 
567 5.046 

0 0 
(613) (573) 
567 5.046 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

n 0 
0 0 

41,660 28.235 
0 0 
0 0 

41,660 28,235 

715.991 847.658 
(4.890) (8.035) 

711,101 839.623 

(48.687) (45.534) 

0 



S S l l  IINIVERSITI SHORES 
STAl  LMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TFSl \E&RFhDFI) lZlJIF)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO, 950495-WS 

I TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. AOJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TESTYEAM COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1086 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1986 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.. .......... ... ~~ ~- -I 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 849,628 80.675 S 930.303 (80.503) 849.800 95.270 945.070 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 11.21% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 627.088 9,527 S 636.615 (19.998) 616.617 S 616.617 

3 MPRECIATION 45.773 0 45.773 18.932) 36.841 36.841 

4 AMORTIZATION (860) 0 1860) 0 (880) (860) 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 66.886 4.769 71,655 (6.364) 65.291 4.287 69.578 

6 INCOMETAXES 4,725 25,672 30,397 (25.517) 4.880 35,097 39,977 
..................... ........................................................................................................... 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 743,612 39.968 s 783.580 (60,810) 722.770 39.384 762.153 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

8 OPERATING INCOME 106.016 40.707 S 146,723 (19,693) 127.030 55.886 182.917 
~IIl=I=EIlll ===s======== =========-== E==II~*.EIII =SE=III.SEII ===.=IISli=. I S S 3 i l i Z i i l l l S  

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

L ~ ~ . .___ __ ....... - .... . . . . .  I 



SSlll IlNlVERSlTY SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED lllJllp6 

SCIIEDI1I.E NO, 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST VEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1996 AWUSTMENTS UTILITY 1990 ADJUSTMENTS 1S96 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
~ ~~~~~~ ~~~~~ 

I OPERATING REVENUES 1.818.512 590.293 S 2,408,805 (590.132) 1.818.673 641.802 2.460.475 ............................................................... ................................................................. 
OPERATING EXPENSES 35.29% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 1.310.896 32.409 S 1.343.305 ' (45,161) 1.298.144 S 1.298.144 

3 DEPRECIATION 205.201 0 205.201 (1.190) 204.011 2M.011 

4 AMORTIZATION (1.522) 0 (1.522) 0 (1.522) (1,522 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 150,997 25.521 176.518 (31.725) 144,793 28.881 173.674 

6 INCOMETAXES (70.867) 173.863 102.996 (195,649) (92.653) 236.434 143.781 
.................................................................................... _ ............................................ 

7TOTALOPERATlNGEXPENSES 1.594.705 231.793 S 1.826.498 (273.726) 1.552.772 265.316 1.818.088 
.......................................................................................................................................... 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 5,647,851 

RATE OF RETURN 

- ... .- __ ........ . .  

m 
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ti/ UNIVERSITY SHORES 
>JUSTMEN= TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
;ST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950195-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

~ 

EXPUNATION - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diswuntd sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili inwme 1-77 

Total 

m N  L MAINTF- 
1 Realloute salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquislwn salaries 61 misc. exp. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatlis Amortiition Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted OveRime to rale case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Cmnona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortire Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 current rate u s e  expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Rag. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Junsdidion Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 raw case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  buc?gal adjustment 1-99 
18 Ernply recognition normalbation 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsAosses 1-105 

Totrl 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR I4 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 M a w  ASR Con Share 1-51 

1 
I 
i Tots1 
I - 
P 

M O M  Island Defermi Debit 

1 RAFs on m n u e  acjustments above 
2 Rag Fees Marm Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts rewived on propfiy lares S-14 

Total 

wQbEmsS 
To adjust to test year inwme tax exsense' 

WATER WASTEWATER 1 

180,675) (590.293) 
0 0 
n n - - 

172 161 
180,503) (590,132) 

n '  
" 8  

(1.481) (1.385) ! 
(19.998j - 1  

0 0 

500 468 
(675) 12.821) 

0 0 
18.757) 1,163 

0 0 
1 8 . 3  11,190) 

0 

(3.623) (26.556) 
0 0 

(998) (2.305) 
(1.743) (2,864) 
16,364) (31.725) 

(25.517) (195,649) 
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SUIWCWVALENCLA TETRRACE SCHEDULE NO. %A 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'ESTYEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

DOCKET NO. 9SM%WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
pmunm IJTIL~TY TESTY- COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 3996 AOJUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

i 

1 UTlLlM PLANT IN SERVICE s 300,976 O S  300,976 VU) 300.832 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 2.476 0 2.476 0 2.476 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (664) 0 (664) 664 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON (107,853) 0 (107,853) (21) (107.874) 

5 ClAC (18.432) 0 (18.432) 0 (18.432) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 6.561 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (3.373) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.557) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 19.537 

0 6.561 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (3.373) 

0 (4.5571 

0 19.537 

0 6.561 

0 .  0 

0 0 

0 (3.373) 

(292) (4.849) 

I (6.478) 13.059 
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SURAKWALENCU TERRACE SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 I 
~ 

CREDULE OF WASIEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED IuJli96 

DOCKET NO. 95019SWS 

, 
TEST WEAR ADJUSTED COMM. AOJ. 
PERunuTy UTILITY TESTYEAW COYHIStION TESTYE&R 

I COMPONENT 1596 AWUSTCIEWTS UlHJTY1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1596 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAN0 

f 

3 NOKUSED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECNTION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOMETAXES 

I1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

387.735 

4.588 

(15.680) 

(135.099) 

(17.739) 

5,159 

0 

0 

(3.373) 

(6.329) 

19.537 

0 

O f  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

387.735 

4.588 

(15.660) 

(135.099) 

(17.739) 

5,159 

0 

0 

(3.373) 

(6.329) 

19.537 

0 

( 1 4 )  

0 

8.152 

(21) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(377) 

(6,478) 

0 

387.591 ~ 

4.588 
I 

(7.508) ~ 

(135.120) 

(17,739) ~ 

5.159 

0 

0 :  

(3.373) 

(6.706) ~ 

! 
13.059 i 

I 
0 ', 
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WLAKUVALENClA TERR4CE 
DXSTMEYTS TO RATE BASE 
EST Y U R  ENDED tu3tpM 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. S504SCWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPUNAnON WATER WASTEWATER ~ 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant Sl ippagef iubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of RiYer Park wmmon Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh !and Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land wst 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 

w 
1 Lehigh !and Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5 2  
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land wst 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagetDoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

GIAc 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDYtltion of ClAGMR I4 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes anredion-water S 4  
2 EVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 
3 Cormction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of ClAGMR I 4 8  
5 M a m  ASR Cost Sham 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Oekmd Taxes on C!AC 
2 C d )  Defemd Taxes on Depmialion 

Total - 
To re7lect the plant specik allocation 

PItiEB 
M a m  Island deferred deba-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 

€64 8.152 , , 
0 0 

61 61 
0 0 

(82) (82) 
(21) (211 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
(292) (377) 
(292) (377j 

(6,478) (6.478) 

0 



~~ ~. ~ ~ 

SCHEDULE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 950195-WS 

SSII/I.AKENALENCIA TERRACE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1213IJ96 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COW. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY unmv TEST VEAW WYWlSSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

MBCMPTION l996 AaJUSlMENT8 UTlUWleM ADJUSTMENTS IWB INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.. _____~_ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 47.488 52,408 $ 99.876 (52.997) 46,879 45,194 92.073 
.......................................... ...................................................................................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES 86.40% 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 47.019 2.572 S 49,591 (4.988) 44.603 S 44.603 

3 DEPRECIATION 15,973 0 15.973 96 16.069 16.069 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 4.038 4.901 8.945 (2.464) 6.481 2.034 8.515 

6 INCOMETAXES (12.049) 17,331 5.282 (17.764) (12,482) 16,649 4.167 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 54.881 24.810 S 79.781 (25.119) 54,672 18.683 73,354 
.............................................................................................. .................................................. 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

I . __ ...... ....... ...... ~~ 



SCllEVULE NO. 4-0 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

__ .. ~- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COYM. AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION lOW ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY I996 ADJUSTMENTS 1880 INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COYM. AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

lOW ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY I996 ADJUSTMENTS 1880 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIUTION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

...... 

67,794 53,424 S 121.218 (53.401) 67.817 46.587 114.404 
.................................................................................... ....................... 

68.70% 

62.481 3.108 S 65,599 (6.829) 58.770 S 58.770 

15.821 

0 

0 15,821 

0 0 

340 16.181 

0 0 

16.161 

0 

5.053 5.595 10.648 (2.418) 8.230 2.096 10.327 

(11.563) 16,074 4.511 (16.367) (1 1.856) 17.162 5.306 
......................................................................................................... . 

71.802 24.777 S 96.579 (25.273) 71.306 19,259 90.564 
..................................................................................................................................................... 

(4.008) 28.647 5 24.639 (28,128) (3.489) 27.328 23,840 
ilSEE===EI.I ============ ============ ------------ -----_------ ---------____ -___________ ____________ _____________ ____________ 
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;U&AKEIVALENCU TERIUCE 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED I7J31196 

1 

1 SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 1 

1 
EXPLANAMN WATER WASTEWATER - 

1 Remow requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing aederminants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diswunled ICNICC 1-77 
4 MsceIIanmus non-utilrtj iname 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocote saIaN of SSU'r Dresident 58 ~~ 

2  orm ma attrition Ate horn 5.07% io 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone nelghts APT expenses 1-58 
4 nemt study I52 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 I-&2 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-85 
7 Budgeted overtime lo rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU propomd repression adjustinen1 1-74 
9 OAP Amorhtion 1-86~ 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amonia Humcane Preparedness Program $1 3 
12 Conservation Expanse 1-92 
13 Current rate caw expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docked-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdidion oodcet Expense 1-95 
16 920193 rate case expense 1-96 

18 Emply recognition nonnalization 1-1 00 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-40 
20 Ex- Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gainflosses 1-105 

17 TNe-up bud* adjustment 1-99 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1.1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant RNer Pafk S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAGMR 148 
5 Ne1 used and useful adiusbnent 
6 M a w  ASR Cori Share 1-51 

Total - 
Marm Island Defenad !3bd 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Mar- Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful p rop*  taxes 1-108 
4 Dscounts recaived on propew taxer S-14 

Total 

lMaEI&m 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(52.408) (53,424) 
0 
0 

23 23 
(52,997) (53.401) 

(612) 
0 

(142) 1142) 

0 0 
(31) (31) 
67 67 
0 0 

60 304 
0 0 

96 340 

(2.385) (2.403) 
n n - 

2; 119 
(104) (134) 

(2.464) a 2418 
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SUI VENETUY \ULLAGE 
CEEDLZE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR E 3 D W  12nli¶6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

COMMI. AW. E S T  YEAR ADJUSTED 
P E R V M I P I  UTILITY TESTYEARJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT t996 ADJUSTMENTS uNlTyY996  WUSTWENTS '19% 

1 UTlLllY PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED WST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

! 2  OTHER 

164.137 

2.170 

(929) 

(45.731) 

(41.766) 

17,954 

11,929 

0 

(1.019) 

0 7 3  

5.905 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

(72) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

164.137 

2.170 

(929) 

(45.731) 

(41.8%) 

17.954 

11,929 

0 

(1.019) 

(375) 

0 5.905 

0 0 

(43) 164,094 

0 2,170 

82 (847) 

0 (45.738) 

0 (41.8s) 

0 17,954 

0 11,929 

0 0 

0 (1.019) 

105 1,730 

(1.958) 3.947 

0 0 
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Tu/ VENETL4N VILLAGE 
:I~EDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED 13131/96 

SCHEDULE NO 3-9 
WCKFT NO. 95w95-WS 

COMMl ADJ , TEST YEN? ADJUSTED 
PERUTlUTY UTllfPl T E S T W  COMMISSKM TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT 79% ADJUSTMENTS tmUfl19% UUUSTHEKTS 3996 I 

1 UTlLllY PLANT IN SERVICE s 196.216 o s  196.216 (27) 196,189 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTWTION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TkXES 

17.7W 

(6.987) 

(119.815) 

(144.951) 

87,Wl 

11,929 

0 

(645) 

(1.114) 

17.7W 

(6.987) 

(119,815) 

(144.Ssl) 

87.031 

11,929 

0 

(€45) 

(1.1 14) 

0 

870 

(4) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

no) 

17.700 

(6,117) 

(1 1B.8191 

(144,9511 

87.W1 

11.929 

0 

(845) 

(1.1841 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3.734 0 3734 (1,2331 2.4% 

0 0 0 0 2 OTHER 0 ,  

RATE BASE S 43.068 o s  45.068 (4701 42.598 I 
-==-* -==--= E=-==- --Si-=- ---== I 
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3L'( \ZN€TlfLY VILLAGE 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EsrYEARENDEDlml~ 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 2  
DOCKET NO. 950435WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER ' - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SCppageiDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park w m m n  plant S-1 

Total 

l&lR 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1. 2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pes land cost 1-7 
4 Se&m 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dehorn Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect r d  nohusea and urefu adpsunent 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageiDoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 RewrSe Depr on priM N-UIU assets 146 
4 Realloc of Riwr Park Common Plant SI 

Total 

!u!2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 l m d i o n  of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Mdm ASR cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes ~nectiowwater S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conectian for Guideline rates 147 
4 lmmtation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Mano ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Del- Taxas on ClAC 
2 Credit Defemed Taxes on Dcpraciath 

Total - 
To reflect the plant w c  allocation 

QmER 
Marw Island deferred debit-wster 142 

0 0 

31 
(58) (92) 

49 
(431 (27) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

82 870 

0 0 
18 12 
0 0 

(16) (25) /-o 4 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

2.264 121 
(1 59) (191) 

2,105 (70j 

(1,9588 11.238) 



iSUl VENETIAN VILLAGE 
iTATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
'EST YEAR ENDED iznin6 

~.~ ..... _ _ ~  
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. AOJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST MAR 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

SCllEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

REVENUE REVENUE 
INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

6 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

19,861 28.994 S 48.855 (20,363) 20.472 16.375 46.847 ....................... ....................... ....................... ............ 
64.54% 

21.928 1.161 S 23.069 (683) 22.206 s 2 2 . m  

5.862 0 5.962 11 5.973 5.973 

349 0 349 0 349 349 

3,467 1,342 4.809 (974) 3.835 4.662 027 

i7.149) 10.221 3,072 (7.3491 (4.277) 6.769 2.492 
................................................................................................................... ---- 

24.557 12.724 S 37,261 (9,195) 26.088 7.596 35.682 
............................................................................................ ......................... 

(4.696) 16,270 S 11,574 (11.188) 386 10.779 11.166 
.i==CI.llISII -m=======vs= =.=========- Illlili~ill. 501--1=11.=1 ~ = - i . i i l s l i - = =  

112.275 s 112,203 112.383 112.383 
IPmEi111153=3 .*.IS======= ============ Ill=lslil==l 

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



SSUl VENETIAN VILLAGE I STATEMEM OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
YEAR EMlED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-6 
DOCKET NO. 9M495WS 

TEST YEAR ALWSTED COHllll AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REWNUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY +998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

-~ .. ~ __ 

29.773 14809 S 44.382 16.150 60,532 (15.207) 45,325 
. ._.__ ____ 

-25.12% 

30,877 893 s 31.770 210 31.980 s 31 .W 

3.932 0 3,932 12 3,944 3,944 

331 

3.348 

0 

603 

331 0 

3.951 e74 

331 

4,625 

331 

3,940 

-9.50% ............ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
.GE 719 
iu/ V E N E ~  VILLAGE SCHEDULE NO. 4-C i 

' ,  

WSTMENTS TO OPERA'I1NG STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1m1m 

DOCKET NO. 9M495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

! 
1 

E X P W T D N  WATER WASTEWATER 

~ ~~ - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dt85ountbd MNIC~ 1-77 
4 Mscscllaneous nonublty illcome i-77 

Total 

1 RaUocate 
2 coma mr*on rate frcin 5 87% to 5 75% 5-10 
3 Keptone Heights APT espensss 1-58 

Of SSUS Writ 58 

4 H&t studY 1-82 
5 Lobbying/AquisiWn salaries 8 mlsc. q. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 HepatW Amortmtion Adjurtmmt 1-86 
7 Bud@& overtime to rate - u p m e  S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed represswn adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortraton 

10 Purchased pomr Denma Lakes 1 8 8  
11 Amotiie Humsane Preparedness Program S-13 

13 Current rate case e w n s e  1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. E q  1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Dockel Expense 1-95 
16 920153 ratecasee-se 1-96 
17 TNC-UP budget adjustment 1 4 9  
18 Emplymoqnition normalbation I-1W 
19 Shanholder EXpellSeS 1-90 
20 Exceso Unacuwnted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfilbation 1-23 
ZZ Gaindbses 1-105 

12 ConSenatiwI E V s e  1-92 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant Rmr Park 5-1 
4 ImprWDn of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Nel used and useful adjurtmenl 
6 Mano ASR C0.1 Shurr 151 

Total - 
Marm Island Defemd Debit 

P 
1 RAFr on revenue adjurtmenta above 
2 Reg Fees Marm island 1-107 
3 Nonused and useful propartvtaxes 1-108 
4 Discounts recaved on propartv taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust to tert p a r  income tax u p n s e  

7 4 
(20.383) 16,150 

0 
(9) 
20 
0 
0 . 
0 

11 

0,349) 

0 
(6) 
13 
0 
5 
0 

12 

727 
0 

15 
(68) 

674 ___ 

6,545 ___ 







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

SSWl WELAWSARATOGA IMRBOUR 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDllLE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEARENDED nninri 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION AOJ. 
PER UTILITY UTklTY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 4998 &DJUSTMENTS UTHITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT I 
1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES. 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

15.803 41.195 $ 56.798 (11,644) 45,154 8.470 53,624 ............ -. x-ll.ll .................................. .................. . 
18.76% 

27.462 1.257 I 

7.393 

0 

6.149 

0 

0 

745 

28.719 

7.393 

0 

6,894 

0 

184 

27.944 I 

7.005 

0 

7.078 381 

27.944 

7.005 

0 

7,459 

(12.377) 15,120 2.743 (3.842) (1,099) 3,120 2,021 
.............................................. .................. _. 

28.627 17.122 I $5.749 (4.821) 40,928 3.501 44.429 

(13,024) 24.073 $ 11.049 (6.823) 4,226 4.969 9.195 

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

sc-.1-1.-1=51 =-.-==--=-.- 5111m5011-1-1 Sl l i= i i=PEPl i  =====.===-=* .I.========= =-m=s======== 

$ 107.099 ............ 
10.32% 

=s=-..m-.*== 
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L WEWSARATOCA HARBOUR 
LNSTMEYIS TO OPERATlNG STATEME3TS 
LST YEAR ENDED i m p M  

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9so495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER u(pLI\NATIoN - 
(41 .I ss) 0 1 Remove rquestad final rwenue increase 

2 Billing determmanls 1-75 29544 0 1  
3 Imputed revenue for discounted KMCC 1-77 0 0 
4 Mlscellanraus non-ublq inccine 1-77 7 0 

111,644) 0 Tdal 

t Reallcde salary of SSUs prcSidenl S-8 
2 C o d  a w n  rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Kepione HeigMs APT exprsas 158 
4Hlmmrtudy1-82,, 
5 Lobbying/Acquslbon alades a misc. ap. 163 .% I 4  
6 HepaMis Amatizatjon Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overlime to rdte cass ewnse  S-1 1 
8 R m  SSU PrOpDsed ryrcrsion adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I& 

10 Punhawd p ~ m r  D e k m  Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Humcane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservstion Ewonse 1-92 
13 Cumnt nta case expense 1-93 
14 Unifam Rate Docket-Reg. Ccinm. Exp 1-94 
15 Junsdlction D a M  Eqense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case ugcnse 1-96 
17 T ~ w p  budget Edjusbnmt 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition mmuka lbn  1-1 00 
19 Sharehold& Expmse 1-90 
20 Excess Unacwunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfillbstm 1-23 
22 Gaindo- 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 P m  slippage adluJtmenr 1-13 
3 Rcallocrte Common Plant Rwer Pa* S-1 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1 4  
5NeiunedandUY(UIadjusbnmt 
6 Marw ASR C& Share 151 

Total - 
Mam Island Defand D.bit 

P 
t RAFo on revenue adpsbnenls above 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 land 1-107 
3 N m d  and useful property taxes 1-1 68 
4 Discounts recemd on property 5-14 

Tolal - 
To adjusl l o  lest year income tax expense 

0 
0 

(43) 
(14) 

0 
(59) 

m5) 

0 

(524) 
0 

260 
(76) 
184 

(3,&22) - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
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. . _. . . _ _  . . 
CHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED 12131i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9YM95-WS 

E S T  YEAR ADJUSTED CWMI. ADJ. 
PERUTIUTY UTlUTY TESTYELSV CO(LIMISSI0N TESTYEAR 

COMPONENT dSS6 ADJUSTMENTS UTlUTYlS96 ADJUSTMENTS 4%% 

.. 
1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE I 65.416 O S  65,416 (42) 65.374 

2 !AND 6 LAND RIGHTS 401 0 401 0 401 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFULCOMPONENTS 0 0 0 (7.554)  (1.554) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (31.628) 0 (31.628) (6) 6 1  .sw 
5 ClAC (26.841) (43) (26.884) 0 (26.884) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 9.239 0 9.239 (404) 8.835 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (982) 0 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 1.457 0 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.687 0 

2 OTHER 0 0 

.._ . . ._ 
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N I  WESI'MONT 
DJZISTMENTS T O  RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12r31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495HIS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Boolongs 1-13 
3 Reallo€ of R n r  P d  wmmon plant S-1 

T&l 

Lam 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier ms land coot 1-7 
4 Sectition 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dettona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To refkt  net nowused and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 I 
2 Plant Slippage/Double Bwkingr 1-13 
3 Reverse Depi on prior N-UIU assets 1 4  
4 R d c c  of River Park CommOn Plant S-1 

Total 

!2& 
1 BVL transfer I-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1 4  
3 Marco ASR Cod Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denom Lakes correctionmtar S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 C w r e c h  for Guideline rat- 147 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
5 M a w  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

v 
1 DeMi Defend Taxes On ClAC 
2 C r d t  Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect tnr plant ~ p n f i c  allocltlon 

PMEB 
Marco Island deferred debs-waier 142 

0 0 
0 
0 1  

(89) 
47 

(42) O I  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0- 0 

(1.554) 0 

0 0 
18 0 
0 0 

(24) 0 
@ 0 

0 0 
0 " - 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

(6%) 0 
(64) 0 

(759) 0 

(1,8861 0 

0 



SSUl WEWMONC SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAK ENDED I20I l96 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR! COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS IS98 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
___ ...... ___ -~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 25.224 18.128 s 43.352 (10.576) 32.776 10,045 42.821 ....................... ._ ....................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES x1.65% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

35.579 

2.594 

0 

1,981 

0 

0 

860 

2,594 

0 

2.841 

284 35.328 S 

(77) 

0 

2,517 

0 

(498) 2.343 452 

35.328 

2.517 

0 

2.795 

(6.339) 6.868 529 (3.842) (3.313) 3.700 387 
................................................................................................................... ._ .................... 

33.815 7.193 S 41.008 (4.133) 36.875 4.152 41.027 
. 

(8.591) 10.935 s 2,344 (6.443) (4.099) 5.892 1.794 ..................................................................................... 
22.749 s 22.706 ............ ............ 

10.32% ............ 
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SSU/ WeSTMONT 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMEh7S 
T M  YEAR ENDED 12f31~96 

i SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 i 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPUNAlWN - 
1 ~ m n  requested f i ~ l  revenue illcrease 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 I m p a d  rwenue fw discounted 
4 Miscellanexs no rw i i l i  income 1-77 

I-77 

Tdal 

1 Realloate salary of SSU'S president S-8 
2 c o d  atbition rate fmm 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT W n s e s  1-58 
4 nemn study 1-82 
5 LoWyingAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 183 8 1- 
6 Hepati A m m n  Adjurtmenl186 
7 Budgeted werlime to m e  case axpense S-1 1 
8 Remow SSU proposed repression adiu-ent 1-74 
9 OAP Arnnrteatkn 1- 

10 Purchased power Deitma Lakes 1- 
11 Amodiza Humcane Preparcdmss Program S-13 
12 ConselMtion Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case W n s e  1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Dockef Expense $45 
1s 920199 late case exwnse 1-96 
17 T ~ w p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empw r w n i t i o n  nonnaliration 1-109 
19 Shareholder Er$mnss 1-90 
20 Excess Unanwunted for Water 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLoses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adiustmmt 1-13 
3 Rdallocpte Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Net used and useful adi'u+mrmt 
6 Marw ASR Ccst Share 151 

Total - 
Marw Island Defemd Debil 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue zdjustrnmh above 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 N o M e d  and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts W e C  on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjurt to test year income tax eqense 

(18.128) 0 

: '  7.545 
0 
7 0 

(10.576) 0 ___ 

(57) 0 
284 0 

0 
0 

0 0 
ml 0 

0 

0 
0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12I3lt96 

I 
! 

ScaEDuLE NO. 3-A 
Wcm NO. 950495-ws 

! 
T€ST YEAR UUSTED COMMI.&D.J. ~ 

PERUTIUN UTILI" TEST- WMMISSION TESTVEAR i 
COMPONENT i s 6  ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1006 ADJUSTMENTS ie96 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 170,406 O S  170.406 (a) 169.937 I 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 13.326 0 13,326 0 13.326 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 
! 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (46.158) 0 (46.158) 4 (46.154) ' 

5 ClAC (81.179) (50s) (81.685) 0 (81.685) 

6 Ah4ORTLZATION OF ClAC 21,593 0 21.593 021) 21272 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS m n  0 (787) 0 v7) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.276) 0 (2.276) 5.441 3.165 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.559 0 4.559 (1.512) 3.047 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 79.484 (506) 5 78.978 3.243 82.221 
==_i_* - a*- ==*..-m== M_=-_ =--=* 
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U/W'lNDSONG 
NUSTMEhTS TO RAm BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12fl1196 

SCHEWLE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950105-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

W A E R  WASTEWATER EXPLANATION - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippageiDouble Bwkings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park Wmmon plant S-l 

Total 

Um 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pas land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeAona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total - 
To reflect net non-U& and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 _ _  
2 Plant SlippagelDouble BookmgS 1-13 
3 Rev- Depr on pnw N-U/U assets 146 
4 Realloc of RlYer Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

YBCZ 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cos1 Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 M o n a  Lakes comcbon-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Comection fw Guideline rates 147 
4 lmputatwn of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR CDst Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Debt! Defernd Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credt Deferred Tuer on Deprnabon 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specifu a l l d o n  

PMEB 
Marco Island deferred debA-water 1-62 

0 0 1  
0 0 

0 0 01 0 
0 0 1  
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
23 0 
0 0 

(19) 0 
4 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(221) 
0 
0 
. 

5.606 
(165) 5.441 

(1.51 21 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
~ 



~ 
~~ __ 

SCHEDULE NO. 4.A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTlLlN TEST Y L W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1906 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

18.808 28.951 $ 45.757 (6.979) 38.778 6,143 44.921 _ ............ ....................................... . ._ 
15.84% 

25,414 1.037 S 26,451 (551) 25.900 S 25.900 

5.058 0 5.058 (9) 5.049 5.049 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2,736 1,359 4.0% (373) 3.722 276 3,998 

(8.249) 10.254 2.005 (2.464) (459) 2.263 1.804 
....................... ......... ................................... 

24.959 12.650 I 37.609 (3.396) 34,213 2.539 36,752 
..................................................................... 

(8.153) 16.301 $ 8.148 (3.583) 4.565 3.604 8,169 
*.....m~l=l= Illi==.=i=pI ....i..illlll 1111115s.1.~ .-..-.1..11=5 ~II===~=cI=='= 

78.978 82.221 82.221 
*s.*====-=== ~ l i i l ~ l l i l S I I I  

79.484 s 
Illllil==lll ***il..I.II.P 
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IUI WNDSONG 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1201r96 

SCHEDL1L.E SO. 4 C  
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 
1 

WATER WASTEWATER I EXPLANATION - 
1 R m w e  requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing daerminanls 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for disuunted INnce 1-77 
4 M i l l a n e o u r  noMltilW incomt 1-77 

Total 

1 RwIlocatP sa!ary of SSUs president 58 
2 cmnt attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 HewM study 1-82 
5 Lobbyine/Aquisilion sals+ 8 m e .  eW 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatais Amortmlion Adjustment 1-88 
7 Budgeted overtime lo rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortizatbn 

10 Purchased puuer Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amoltiue Humcane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 conscrva!ion Expnse 1-92 
13 current n te  case exqense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Dakct-Reg. Cmm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket ExpcIw 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expmse 1-96 
17 T w p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy reccgnilion ncnnalizatbn 1-1 W 
19 Shareholder Expnoes 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess InRlVdfiOn 1-23 
22 G a i W L m  1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant R i m  Park 5 1  
4 lmputatkn of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Net uwd and useful adjustrrent 
6 Marc0 ASR Co4 Share 151 

Total - 
Marc0 lstard Deferred Deba 

P 
1 RAPS on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg F e n  Marco Island 1-107 
3 Nwwoed and useful proper!y taxa 1-108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxer S-14 

Total 

lrswEmm 
To adjust to larl year i n m s  tax eweme 

(28.951) 
21.957 

0 
5 

(6,979) 

0 

16 
0 

(25) 

(2.464) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
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SCI WOODMERE 
.CHEDLXE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR EXDED 1241M 

-LIE YO. 3-A 
W C K E T  h0.9SW95-WS 

TEST E A R  lDJusTED COMMIADJ 1 

PERUTIUN UTlurY T E S T W  COMMlSSlON TESTYEAR 
COMPONENT $996 ADJUSMENTS tmLlTY1SS6 ADJUSTMENTS is96 

1 UTILITY' PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1.684.101 0 I 1.684.101 (4.834) 1.679.267 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 42.626 0 42.626 0 42.626 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (8.182) (8.182) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (854.241) 0 (854.241) 8 (e54.233) 

5 ClAC (647.570) (117) (647.687) 0 (647.687) 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 253.375 0 253.375 0 253.375 

7 AUlUlSlTlON ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (8.746) 0 (8.746) 0 (8.746) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 5,520 0 5.520 128.944 154.W 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE M.666 0 M.666 (16.8w) 33.866 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

525.614 99.136 624.750 
c =_I___ - -- = = = s , z = - = - c  ===I___ 

RATE BASE 5 525.731 (117)s 
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SSUl WOODMERE 
SCHZDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
/TEST YEARENDED IYJl lw 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 99496WS I 

TEST yE*R BDJUSTED COMMIADJ. 1 

PER- UTillTY TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR ~ 

I COMPONENT 1996 *1uuslMENTs cmLlTyio96 AoJlJsmENlS tso6 

~ 

6.340 0 6.340 0 6.340 ~ 

0 0 0 0 O !  

(1 .1~ ia .m)  6.209 (1.152.614) 117 (1.152.497) I 

1 UTlLllY PLANT IN SERVICE I 2.787.055 (2.033)s 2.785.053 (9.541) 2.775.512 ~ 

I 2LAND 

j 5 ClAC (991.238) (245) (991.483) 0 (991.483) 

1 3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

] 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 
I 

I -  
6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 0 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 533.699 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (8.409) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (7.592) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 48.713 

I 
~ 

,12 OTHER 

FATE BASE i 

0 0 

0 533.699 

0 0 

0 (8.409) 

0 (7.ss2) 

0 48.713 

0 0 

0 - 533,699 

0 0 

0 (8.409) 

206,857 199.265 

(16.152) 32,561 

0 0 0 0 0 

3.964 I 1.213.707 181.281 1.344.988 I --- --=. 
$ 1,209,743 
_Y-n-n e--- 
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SUI WOODMERE SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
K9T YEAR ENDED 1231196 

DOCKET No. 95WS-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I 

EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 
1 BVL hamfer 1-1 t 0 0 '  
2 To adjust for Plant Slippage/Dcuble Boobngs 1-1 3 (5.255) (9.945) 
3 Realloc of Rwer Park common piant S 1  421 404 

Tdal 14.834) 19.541) ___ 
I A R  

1 Lehiah land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehiih land, Parcel 4,'T& C PHFU lb 
3 Collier piis land cos1 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeHona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL hamfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-usea ana useful adjuslmcnl 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bwkings 1-13 
3 Re*= Dapr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc 01 Rivn Park Common Phnt S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputalim of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cool Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitona Lakes wneclion-waler S 4  
2 BVL tnnsfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline mies 147 
4 Impuiabon of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Manx ASR Cool Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Tans  on ClAC 
2 credit D e f d  Taxas on Depncatbn 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specihs allocatmn 

PItlEB 
Marco Island defened debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

(8.1821 0 

0 
320 

0 
220 

0 0 
(212) (203) 

8 117 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

130.575 209,553 
(1.530 (2.6%) 
J 206.857 

116,152) 

0 
~ 



111 WOODMERE 
ATEMENTOF WATEROPERATIONS 
' S I  YEAR ENDED IMl/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9504995-WS 

DESCRIPTION 
- - .- 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

TEST Y E I R  ALNUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEUV COMMlSSlON TEST Y U R  REVENUE REVENUE 

19S6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
....... .................. . 

330.673 45.352 S 376.M5 (76.961) 299.064 90.439 389.503 _ .............................................. .................. 
30.24% 

218.138 6.194 S 224.332 4.455 228.787 S 228,787 

55,089 0 55.089 (602) 54,487 54.487 

0 

28,148 

0 

2.466 

0 

30.614 

0 0 0 

(4.101) 26.513 4,070 30.583 

(2.393) 14.156 11 ,763 (31,504) (19.741) 33.317 13,577 _ ................................................................................................................. ......................... 

298.982 22.816 I 321.798 (31,752) 290,046 37,387 327,433 
....................... ....................... ................................................ 

1.44% 



SSU/ WOODMERE I STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
SCIIEDULE NO. 4 ~ B  
DOCKH NO. 950495-WS 

DESCRIPTION I 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. M J .  
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAPJ COMMISSIDN TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

19W ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19% INCREASE REQUIREMBNT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

609,374 216.995 S 826.369 (193.369) 633.000 291.729 924.729 ............................................................ ........................................ 
4 6 . M  

4 9 l . d  14.375 $ 506.073 64.205 570.278 S 570,278 

91,988 0 91.988 (245) 91.743 91,743 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

79.479 10.504 89.983 (9.863) 80.320 13.128 93.448 

150.343) 63.450 13,107 (89.914) (76.807) 107.470 30.664 
.................................................................................................................................. 

612.822 88.329 S 701.151 (35,616) 865.535 120,598 786.133 

(3.448) 128.666 s 125.218 (157.753) (32.535) 171.131 138.5% 

S 1.213.707 1394.988 1.394.988 

-0.29% 10.32% -2.33% 9.94% 

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

==...-.---== ==.-=-=.-=-= ====ii===s..== *l**=II1..PI 5=1....1==1= =--=---===== ----.-=-===== 

I.sSEe.l . i l l= LIIP.==I=IIsI ============s 
1,209.743 

.1=1-===.1=1 

=11=....1.1. ____________ =========**= =I.I.i-.III...IEE ____________ 
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SSU/ WOODMERE 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/33/96 

SCHEDCLE SO. CC 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 
EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER - 

1 Remove requested W revenue increase 
2 Billing daerminants 1-75 
3 Imputed m u e  for discounted sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous n o f w t i i i  income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs PnSident 5-8 
2 correct anr3tion me from 5.87% to 5.75% S-IO 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-32 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 miw. exp. 1-33 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeied wertime to mle case e w n s e  S-11 
8 Remove SSU pro& repnssion adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amotiimtion I- 

10 Purchaoed pomr D e D M  Lakes 1-88 
11 Amorlke Hurrk2d.m Preparedness P W R m  S-13 
12 Consemtbn Expnse 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Dockel-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdidion Daket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case olpcnre 1-96 
17 T w u p  budget adju€lmenl1-99 
18 EmplyrewgmtbnnormaliZation I-1W 
19 Shareholder Expnses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccwnled for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinmion 1-23 

P 
i BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Realloute Common Plant Rivcr Park S-1 
4 1m-n of CIAC-MR I48 
5 Net used and useful adjudment 
6 Marco ASR Cost S h e  1-51 

Tobl - 
Marco Iklaand Defmrd Debn 

P 
1 RAFs on i m u e  lalusbnems 8DQM 
2 Reg F a r  Marco island 1-107 
3 Nonusea and useful property taxer -108 
4 Discounts nsmed  on propnty taxes 5-14 

Tota 

mwmEIms 
To 8dpst lo  tesl year income tu emense 

(45.352) (216.9%) 
(31.668) 23,569 j 

rl6.961) H93,369) 

0 0 ,  
59 57 ~ 

(511) 
4.455 

0 

0 

(31.524) (89.914) I - 
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:W/ WOOTENS 
IK2HWLil.E OF WATER RATE BASE 
ZST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

93ELlU.E NO. 3.A 
DOCKET NO. 9SJ4%-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 35.711 o s  3571 1 (6) 35.705 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 66 0 6s 0 65 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMWNENTS (678) 0 (678) 10 (=a 
4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (5.772) 0 (5.772) (1) (5.773) 

5 ClAC (3.929) 0 (3.929) 0 (3.929) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 896 0 896 0 896 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. EENEFITS (157) 0 0 (157) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 1.009 0 1 ,009 (752) 257 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 912 0 912 (302) 610 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 28.057 O I  28.051 (1.052) 27.a 
--1= ===-- -- i.P==Ny-= -=__c= - 
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ssu/ WMMENS 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TESI YEAR ENDED 1MlM 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 850496-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPIANATION 

L 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust fw Plant Slippage/Dwb(e Bockings 1-1 3 
3 ReaUoc of R i w  Pafk m m M  @ant S-1 

Total 

LBblp 
1 Lehigh land P a r d s  1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh Jand Parcel 4. T d  C PHFU 14 
3 Cdlier pds land cort 1-7 
4 Sectbn 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Tda( 

0 0 
(14) 0 

a 0 
(61 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

To refkc4 mt non-used and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depf on pmr N-UIU agats 146 
4 Realla of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

!JK 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marm ASR Cos1 Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Dekma Lakes correctban-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for GuiWlina rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

10 0 1  - 
0 
0 

0 
3 
0 0 

(4) 0 
3 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 



. _- -. _ ~ _ _ ~  ~~~ __-. 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSUl WOOTENS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAH ENDED 11/31/96 I 

DESCRIPTION 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. AW. 
PER UTILITY UTHllV TEST YEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
- t---- 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 2.392 12,642 S 15.034 V.092) 7.942 6.856 14.798 _. ......................................................................................... ......................... 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 86.32% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 8.290 303 S 8.593 (139) 8.454 s 8.454 

3 DEPRECIATION 1,627 0 1.627 2 1,629 1,629 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 552 583 1.135 (12) 1,123 309 1,432 

6 INCOMETAXES (3.750 4.534 783 (2.70s) (1.926) 2,526 6w ....................... ........................ .... 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

6.718 5.420 S 12.138 '(2.857) 9.281 2.834 12,115 .............................................. .............................................. 
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w/ w0oTE"Is 
WUSTMEXTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
eSr YEAR ENDED 17~31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKE? NO. %M%WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER W P L A N A m  - 
1 Rcmove r e q u M a  Rnal r m u e  increase 
2 8iIlmg detanninanls .-E 
3 Irnpu(ed reventie for dscounted sunw 1-77 
4 M ~ ~ W S  -+ubi~ 1- --n 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU'S pmudenl S-8 
2 c o w  attnbon nte from 5 87% io 5 7596 S-10 
3 Keystone heighls APT m n x r  1-58 
4 Hmm study 1-82 
5 LobDymgAcqusnion salaries 8 rnisc exp 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Amomwmn Ad~u+tmcnrI-86 
7 BudgelM wcmme IO R1C case UpenSC s-11 
8 Remove SSU propoxa reprcswn adluslmenl 1-74 
9 OAP Amor(mwn ,&€a 

10 Purchased pomr D e n w  Lakes 188 
11 AmoRue humcane P r e p n a m s  Pwram S-13 
12 c0nUwdt.m Expeoae 1-92 
13 Cunent m e  case ugenx 1-93 
14 U n d m  RIte Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Jwadicbon DOCK# Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rale c8se expense 1-96 
17 T- b d g d  aqustmml14S 
18 Ernphl rewgnaon nonnahrawn I-1W 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
7% Excess UnacWunlM lor Waler 1-21 
21 Excess lnftnnhon 1-73 
22 GaIWLaror 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Tranrfar 1-1 1 
2 Plant tliprqc adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Commn Plant River Park S-1 
4 lmpulation of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Nel used and useful adjustment 
6 Marc0 ASR Cost shua 151 

Total - 
Marc0 Island D e f d  Wi 

P 
1 RAFs on re- adpbnenls above 
2 Reg F m  M a m  Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and urefuz pcfm-Wtues .-lo8 
4 DlWWnlS received on propmy taxa s.14 

Total 

wabEmEs 
To adjusl lo test year income tax expense 

(12.642) 
5.549 

0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
r7.092) 

(9) 
(138) 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
n 

(2,7091 0 ___ 
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SU/ ZEPEYR SHORES 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDW LyJ1/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9SM9SWS 

E S T  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTILlTV TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR 

COMWNENT 40% ADJUSTMENTS CmupT1996 ADJUSNENTS 19% 
~~ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTZATION OF ClAC 

7 AC~UISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED PQST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME T M E S  

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

251.223 

2.872 

(4,145) 

(88.742) 

(67.6991 

22.101 

0 

0 

(3.628) 

(2.589) 

21.013 

o s  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

251.223 

2.872 

(4.145) 

(88.742) 

(67.6S9) 

22,101 

0 

0 

0.628) 

(2.589) 

21.013 

.. 
c 

2 5 1 . 6  

2.872 

(6.362) 

(88.764) 

(67.699) 

22.055 

0 

0 

0.626) 

23.054 

14,045 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTlLllY PLANT IN SERVICE I 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION AWUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

556.753 

47.262 

(51.730) 

(129.727) 

(122.094) 

44.743 

0 

0 

o s  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

u6.753 

47.262 

(5l.nC) 

(129.727) 

1122.094) 

44.743 

0 

0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (3.513) 0 (3.614 0 0.613) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.oso) 0 (4.0%) 42.793 18.713 

1 1  WORfflNG CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 20.926 0 20.926 (6.93s) 13.987 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BISE I 338.440 O S  338.440 (14.534) 323.906 
Pn- -a_ _L___= ____I 
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SUI ZEPHYR SHORES SCHEDULE NO. 3 2  
WCKET NO. 960496-Ws 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I 
EXPUNATION WATER WASTEWATER 

I - 
0 0 

(328) (9.214) 
174 174 

1154) (9.040) 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouMe Boolongs 1-13 
3 Real& of RNer Park cmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pitr land cast 1-7 
4 Sectiw, 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL tramfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net nowused and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageDoUble Bookings 1-13 
3 R m n e  Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-48 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmpuialion of CIACMR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cast Share 151 

Total - 
1 DeHoM Lakes correction-mer 5-4 
2 BVL mnsfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 lmputaton of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Mama ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdal - 
1 DeMi Deferred Taxas on CIAC 
2 Credil Defend T w s  on Deprecation 

Total - 
To reflecl the plant rpn l f ic  alloubon 

PILlEB 
Marco Island deferred debitrvater 1-52 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(2.217) 139.788) 

0 0 
66 205 
0 0 

(88) (87) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 -- 
0 0 
0 0 

(46) (1.678) 
0 0 

25,887 43.m 
(244) (513) - 25.643 42,793 

- 16.W) 6 939) 

0 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

JUI ZEPHYR SHORES 
rATEMEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
EST YEAR EmEn imim 

- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CCIMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRlPTlON 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlTY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19% INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

53.801 70.757 S 124.558 (68.735) 57.823 60.816 118.639 
..................................... . ....... 

1oJ.l8% 

84.019 498 s 84.518 (6.472) 78,046 I 78.046 

13,207 0 13,207 (26) 13.181 13.181 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

6,712 3,271 9.983 (3,115) 6.868 2.737 9,605 

(22.444) 25.840 3.396 (22.563) (19.167) 22.404 3.237 
......................... ..................................................................... - ............. 

61,494 29.610 $ 111.104 (32.175) 78,929 25.141 104.069 
....................... ....................... .- .............................................................................. 

(27.693) 41.147 S 13,454 (34.560) (21.106) 35.675 14,569 
=iii..1151-. 151.=11-55311 =======-.-.I 1101.-1-=-== =.*.=.i=m=-.m iS.iS=S-I.== =. -....=====- 

130,406 146.641 146,641 
s=======-*.z= I = l i n m i l l = i  .-====s====-= 

130.406 s 
III=*Eli=li- 

-21.24% 10.32% -14.39% 9.94% 
I~=I==51151~ i S i l l l - 1 1 s i l  ==iri==i=i== ====--======= 



~~ ... ~ ...... . . 
~~~ 

SSl l l  ZEPHYR SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 ~ B  
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

__ - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PERUTYJTY UTILITY TEST WAR/ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1998 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 19% ADJUSTMENTS 1986 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

102.155 4.632 $ 108,787 (6.921) 99,868's 

20.606 

0 

16.456 

0 20.606 

0 0 

2.524 18.980 

0 0 

(5.242) 13.738 3.927 

99.868 

18.087 

0 

17.665 

(17.099) 22.987 5.888 (30.873) (24.985) 32.147 7.162 
..... .............................................. .- 

122,118 30.143 I 152,261 (45.556) 106,705 36,074 142.779 
............ ._ ....................... .................. 

(6.872) 41.789 I 34,917 (53.925) (19.008) 51.189 32.181 
1=1=1.-0.15= .p=i.l=Illlll =i==i_.=I=Ci.i. ii===i_i=li=s= ============ = i i i l - i l m i l l l  lilllilllllll 
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SCHEDULE NO. 4 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 1 
I EXPiANATlON - 

1 Remove reauested f i ~ l  revenue Increase 
2 Billing Meininants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue far d W n t e d  service 1-77 
4 Msccllaneous non-utili i n m  1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU'S president S-8 
2 c m  anribbn rate from 5.07% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keyslone Heights APT e r p m u r  1-58 
4 Hmin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisitm salaries 8 mi=. exp 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepailtit Amortlzalion Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted ovrrtimt to n te  case expense S-1 1 
8 R m e  SSU p r o m  repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortbafion I& 

10 Purchased pomr Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Am-e Humbane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Consemtion €mt-se 1-92 
13 Cumnl rate case expnrc 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg COmm. Exp I-sh 
15 JurisdMiOn Docket EWnSe 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up bud@t adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition m a l l n  1-100 
19 Shareholder Exwnscs 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infba!ion 1-23 
22 GainYLo&es 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate C o m m  Plant Rlver Pa* S-1 
4 ImputPtion of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Net uMd and useful adjustment 
6 Mum ASR cod Share 151 

Total 

Marw Island Dcfened Debit 

P 
1 RAFs M revenue adjvstmenis abcw 
2 Reg Fee5 Marw Island 1-107 
3 Nmuscd and UKful prop* !axes 1-1 08 
4 D~~counts received on p o p r t y  @xes 5-14 

Total 

v 
To adjusl to la year i w m e  tax expense 

24 
(€6.735) (99.481) 

(212) (21 1 
(6.474 (6.921) 

0 0 

72 71 
0 0 

(2.279) 
0 

(55) 
0 

(33) (311) 

*(. 2519 1 

0 

(3.003) (4.477) 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
HAEB 

SOUTHEM STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLAhT AMELIA ISLAND 
COUXTY: NASSAU 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.195% 

Current 

Bise Faciliq Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/%"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-IR" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Wx314" 
314" 

1" 

2" 
i-inv- 

3" 
4,' 
6" 
8 

10" 

10 m 

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
s41.05 
582.10 

1128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
1590.1 I 

51.23 

-_ - - - 
513.69 

542.76 
585.53 

1136.84 
1196.70 

- 

18.82 
511.28 
5 l i . 43  

Commission 
Approved 
interim 
upe41 

57.21 
51081 
118.01 
536.03 
157.65 

$115.29 
5180 15 
5360.30 
1576.47 
5828.68 

50.90 

_- - - - 
519.22 

m.05 
5120.10 
5192.16 
1276.23 

. -  

19.91 
511.71 
516.21 

Utility 
Requested 

Find 
Ll99.U 

59.17 
113.76 
522.93 
145.85 
573.36 

1146.72 
1229.25 
1458.50 
1733.60 

5l.OS4.55 

12.16 

512.23 
119.10 
538.21 
161.13 
587.88 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
uml intrrper 

54.90 
17.35 

112.25 
524.50 
539.20 
S78.40 

5122.50 
5245.00 
5392.00 
5563.50 

51.02 

_- - - - 
53.27 
56.53 

110.21 
520.42 
132.67 
Y6.% 

515.65 17.96 
519.97 510.00 
530.77 515.10 

50.03 
10.05 
$0.09 
50.17 
50.28 
50.56 
50.87 
SI 74 
52.79 
54.01 

50.01 

- - -__ - 
50.02 
50.05 
50.07 
SO. I5 
10.23 
50.31 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 749 

Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W a E E  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: AMELIA ISLAND 

. COh'TY: NASSAU 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
1l9e61 

. .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/1" 

3/4" 
1" 

1" 
)" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

I-in- 

Gallonage Charge per 1,ooO 

W'.3/4" 
314" 

I" 

2" 
3" 

. 4" 

6" 
8" 

1 0  

i-in" 

14.90 
17.35 
112.25 
524 50 
539 20 
578 40 
5l22.50 
5245 00 
5392.00 
5563.50 

51.02 

- - 
1 - 

53.27 
16.53 
510.21 
120.42 
532.67 
Y 6 . %  

Cornmission 
Approved 
4 Yr. h t c  
prrrure 

50.04 
50.06 
50.10 
10.20 
50.32 
50 65 
51 01 
52.02 
53.3 
14.65 

50.01 

- -_ - - 
50.03 
50.05 
50.08 
50.17 
50.27 
50.39 
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Schedule No. 56 

R4TE SCHEDVLE 
WASTEHATER 

S0I"THERK STATES L'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT AMELIA ISLAND 
COI'NTX: NASSAV 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.195'6 

Bast Facilit) Charge: 
Meter S k  

All meter sizes 

Gallonage C h q e  per 1.OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

99% Facilit) Charge: 
Meter Size: 
M1'33I4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4, 
6" 
8" 
lo" 

Gallonage Charpc per 1,000 

M" a 314" metrr 
3 M  
5M 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 

C u m a t  Interim Final Final Rltc  Incrcarc 
Buu llp94) u9ebl llpe6l illi?xm 

Approved Requested Approved Approrcd ' 

$12.67 

53.66 
6M 

512.67 
519.01 
53 1.68 
$63.37 
51 01.39 
5202.77 
5316.83 
5633.66 

51,013.85 
51.457.41 

54.39 

$23.65 
530.97 

520.17 

53.15 
6M 

SZO. 17 
530.26 
550.43 
51W.85 
5161.36 
5322.72 
5504.25 

51.008.50 
51.613.60 
52,31955 

53.78 

329.62 
535.92 
539.07 

517.59 

54.74 
6M 

517.59 
526.39 
143.98 
587.95 

517.11 

52.57 
6M 

517.11 
525.67 
S42.78 
585.55 

1140.72 
5281.44 
5439.75 5427.75 
5879.50 5855.50 

51,407.20 51.368.80 
52,022.85 51,967.65 

55.69 

S31.81 
541.29 

5136.88 
5273.76 

53.09 

S24.83 
S29.98 

50 15 

50.02 

50.15 
20.22 
50.36 
$0.73 
11.16 
$2.33 
1 3 s  
57.28 

511.6-1 
516.73 

W.03 

6 M (Maximum Bill) 134.63 S46.03 $32.55 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOIJR YEAR RATE FtE.DIICTIOS SCHEDULE 

COUNTX: NASSAI' 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sire: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
MI"J14" 

314" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
lo" 

i-in" 

Gallonage ChBrge per 1.m 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
llpe6l 

117.11 

52.57 
6 M  

517.11 
525.67 
142.78 . 
585.55 
5136.88 
5213.76 
1427.75 
5855.50 

51,368.80 
51,%7.65 

53.09 

Commission 
Approved 
4Yr. Rate 
R€cccue 

50.10 

10.02 
6M 

50.10 
50.16 
50.26 
50.52 
50.83 
51.66 
f2.60 
55.20 
58.32 

511.96 

50.02 

.. - 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
5YA.iEB 

SOI'THERY STATES ZPmlllES. MC. 
PLANT APACHE SHORES 
COl'NTY: CITRI'S 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

C u m n t  
Buu 

& Multi-F- . .  
Base Fsrilit) Charge: 

Ml"r3l4" 55.13 
314" 57.70 

1" 512.83 
l-ln" 525.66 

2" 541.05 
3" 582.10 

meter six: 

4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

5128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
5590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 51.23 

w x 3 1 4 " m € u L  
3 m  
5 m  

io m 
58.82 

51 1.28 
517.43 

Commission 
Approved 
Interim 
u99.l 

15.83 
58.74 

514.57 
529.13 
546.61 
f93.23 

5145.67 
5291.34 
5466.14 
5670.07 

54.62 

519.69 
528.93 
552.03 

Utility 
Rqaerted 

Final 
m 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

f146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

55.80 
58.70 

514.50 
f29.00 
546.40 
592.80 

5145.00 
5290.00 
5464.00 
5667.00 

54.62 

515.65 519.66 
519.97 S28.90 
530.77 152.00 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 753 

Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEH'ATER 

SOI'THER~~ STATES r n L I n E s ,  INC. 
PLANT: APACHE SHORES 
C O c V n :  CITRUS 
TEST \'EAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Commission Utility 
Approved Requested Approved 

Curnnt  Interim Final Find 
Buu w llpe6l u9e61 

Base Faciliq Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizcs 

Gillonage Charge per 1,000 
Gdlonage Cap * 

~ - W . s t r r ~  
Flat Rate: 

MuIti-Fmn&%mk 
Base Faciliq Charge: 
mner size: 
Wx314" 

3/4" 
I"  

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Galtonage Charge per 1,000 

w I3/4" rmtu 
3 m  
5~ 
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

112.67 59.31 117.59 

53.66 19.28 54.74 
6M 6M 6M 

117.27 123.54 544.27 

NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA N/A 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
N/A NIA 
NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 

117.59 
526.39 
543.98 
587.95 
1140.72 
1281.44 
5439.75 
5819.50 

11,407.20 
f2.022.85 

15.69 

S23.65 . 137.15 131.81 
530.97 155.71 541.29 
$34.63 164.99 546.03 

S9.32 

19.28 
6M 

S23.70 

19.32 
113.98 
123.30 
$46.60 
174.56 
1149.12 
1233.W 
5466.00 
1745.60 

51.071 .80 

511.14 

537.16 
155.72 
s65.M) 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
!uicEE 

SOCTHERN STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: APPLE VALLEI 
COI'STI : SEMI3OLE 
n S T  YEAR ESDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
J3u€$ 

& Multi-- 
Base Facilip Charge: 
Meter Si: 
M)"x3/4" S5.13 

3/4" 57.70 
1" 112.83 

2" 541.05 
3" S82.10 
4" 5128.29 
6 5256.57 
8" S410.51 

1 0  1590.1 I 

I-lL?" 125.66 

Commbsion 
A P P ~ ~  

Interim 
U B J  

S9.63 
514.44 
S24.07 
548.13 
177.01 

5154.03 
5240.67 
S481.34 
5770. I5 

51.107.08 

U t i l i i  
Requested 

Final 
llpe61 

S9.17 
113.76 
522.93 
S45.85 
S73.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

51,054.55 

Commission 

Fins1 
Approved 

u2B.a 

57.39 
111.09 
SI8 48 
S36.95 
S59.12 
SI 18.24 
5184.75 
1369.50 
S591.20 
sa49.85 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
ipLrun 

50.05 
W.08 
50.13 
10.26 
50.42 
10.84 
11.32 
S2.63 
14.21 
56.05 

Csllonsge Chwge per 1.OOO Sl.23 11.44 52.16 51.53 SO.0l 

SO' I3/4- 
3 M  
SM 

10 M 

58.82 S13.95 515.65 111.98 
S11.28 S16.83 519.97 SI5.M 
517.43 S24.03 130.77 S22.69 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
wAl.EE 

SOI'THERI STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLA5T: APPLE VALLi3 
COUNT\: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base F8cilit) Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
W 3 1 J "  

314'' 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

i-in" 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
ueedl 

$7.39 
$11.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
159.12 

S I  18.24 
5184.75 
$369.50 
1591.20 
1849.85 

SI.53 

Commission 
Approved 

&le decrease 
iaevuo 

SO 06 
S0.09 
$0.13 
$0.31 
S0.49 
$0.98 
51.53 
53.05 
M.88 
$1.02 

S0.Ql 
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Schedule No. 5B 

U T E  SCHEDCLE 
W*STEHATER 

SOLIHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLAh7: APPLE VALLEY 
COUATk: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ESBED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe61 

Commission 
Approved 

R . I C  Incrurc ' 

UYCars 

Commission Utili0 

Current Interim Final 
Eurs uml ll9shl 

Approved Requested 

Base Fscilir) Charge: 
Meter S u e :  
All meter shes 10.15 

10.02 

112.67 

13.66 
6M 

116.40 

14.98 
6M 

117.59 

14.74 
6M 

117.11 . 

12.57 
6M 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter siu: 
W J I 4 "  

314" 
I '( 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-Iff'' 

112.67 
119.01 
13 I .68 
163.37 

1101.39 
1202.77 
1316.83 

116.40 
124.60 
141.00 
582.00 

Sl31.20 
1262.40 
1410.00 
5820.00 

Sl,3 12.00 
11.886.00 

117.59 
126.39 
143.98 
587.95 

5140.72 

117.11 
125.61 

10.15 
10.22 

142.78 
$85.55 

1136.88 

10.36 
10.x 
11.16 

1281.44 
1439.75 
5879.50 

11,407.20 
s~.o22.a5 

1273.76 
1427.75 
S855.50 

$1.368.80 
11,967.65 

12.33 
13.64 
17.28 

111.64 
116.73 

1633.66 
11.013.85 
11.457.41 

15.69 Csllomgr Charge p r  1.000 14.39 15.97 13.09 10.03 

I, 31," 

3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

123.65 13 I .34 
130.97 141.30 
134.63 146.28 

531.81 
14 1.29 
146.03 

$24.83 
$29.98 
132.55 
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Schedule No. 68 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT APPLE VALLEY 

.. .. +- 

COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final 4 Yr. € W e  - 
une61 .D&crsw 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizrr 

Gallonage Charge per 1,WO 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sirc: 
Ye"x314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

1-In"  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

517.1 1 50.10 

$2.57 
6 M  

. $17.11 
525.67 
~ 2 . 7 8  
585.55 
$136.88 
5273.76 
$427.75 
5855.50 

51,368.80 
$1,967.65 

53.09 

50.02 

$0.10 
50.16 
50.26 
$0.52 
50.83 
51.66 
$2.60 
55.20 

$11.96 

$0.02 

38.32 
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Schedule No. 5A 

R4TE SCHEDULE 
RNEB 

SOVTHERU STATES r r 1 L i n E s .  INC. 
PLANT: BAY LAKE ESTATES 
COL'N3"Ty OSCEOLA 
TEST >'EAR EhDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Buu 

W e n t i a l .  Genera I & MuIti-Fa- 
Base Facilie Charge: 
Meter Size: 
yl)"r3/.i" 55.13 

3/4" 57.70 
1" 512.83 

I-In" 525.66 
2" 14I.05 
3" 582.10 
4" 5128.29 
6" 5256.57 
8" 541 0.5 1 

10" 5590.1 1 

Gallonage Chlrge per 1.000 

5/8" I3/4"m.cm 
3 M  
5 M  
10M 

11.23 

Commission 
Approved 

lntenrn 
m 

516.40 
524.60 
$41.01 
$82.02 

5131.22 
5262.45 
5410.08 
1820.15 

Sl.312.25 
51,886.35 

53.21 

Utiliq Commission 
Requnted Approved 

Final Final 
llpe6l L1p961 

59.17 517.60 
513.76 526.40 
522.93 544.00 
145.85 588.00 
513.36 5140.80 

5146.72 $28 I .60 
522915 $440.00 
1458.50 1880.00 
5733.60 5 I .408.oO 

11.054.55 52,024.00 

52.16 53.44 

58.82 526.03 515.65 $27.92 
511.28 532.45 519.97 534.80 
517.43 548.50 530.77 552.00 
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Schedule 50 .5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
X4.T.m 

SOLTHER?' STATES ITTTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BEACON HILLS 

TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.19% 
' COUXl'~  : Dl'YAL 

Current 

B.11 F 8 c i l i  Chrge: 
Meter S k  
M"X3 i .V  

314" 
1" 

I-ln'' 
2" 
3" 
c 
6" 
8" 

10" 

*I 3,4" 

3 M  
5M 
IO M 

15.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
125.66 
141.05 
182.10 
$128.29 
1256.57 
$410.51 
1590.11 

11.23 

18.82 
111.28 
117.43 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
llpe4l 

17.14 
110.71 
117.85 
$35.71 
557.14 

$I  14.27 
1178.55 
1357.10 
1571.36 
1821.33 

$0.94 

19 96 
Ill 84 
$16.54 

Utili? Commission Commission 

FiIJ8l f1n81 R8tr I.Fre.IC 

upe61 u4e61 inlrucr 

Ilequstcd Approved Approved 

19.17 
113.76 

$7.39 
511.09 

122.93 118.48 
$45.85 $36.95 
173.36 159.12 
1146.72 1118.24 
$229.25 1184 75 
$458.50 1369.50 
1733.60 1591.20 

11.054.55 1849.85 

$2.16 11.53 

115.65 111.98 
$19.97 115.04 
130.77 $22.69 

10.05 
10.08 
$0.13 
$0.26 
$0 42 
10.84 
11.32 
11.63 
14.21 
16.05 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTlOh SCHEDULE 
WAEB 

SOLTHER*~ STATES LmLmIEs. INC. 
PLAKT: BEACON HILLS 
COUhTY: DWAL 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sire: 
W a 3 I 4 "  

3 4 "  
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4- 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallon8ge Charge per 1.m 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
llpe6) 

n.39 
111.09 
Sl8.48 
$36.95 
559.12 
$118.24 
$184.75 
$369.50 
1591.20 
5849.85 

$1.53 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. rule 
kca8S.s 

10.06 
$0.09 
$0.15 
10.31 
$0 49 
$0.98 
$1.53 
$3.05 
54.66 
17.02 

so.01 
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Schedule No. 58 

RATE SCHEDULE 

P L A ~ ~ :  BEACON HILLS 
COVXTl: DLTAL 
'IZST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.195% 

Commission Utili*. Commission Commission 
Approved I lquated Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final b t e  Illcrc.rc 
Bua Lurnsl Llnebl une61 iazxcm 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  

All meter r i m  

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
WJI4- 

34" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

.I , I* 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

512.67 

53.66 
6M 

531.86 

512.67 
519.01 
531.68 
563.37 

5101.39 
5202.77 
5316.83 
5633.66 

51,013.85 
$1.457.41 

14.39 

523.65 
530.97 
534.63 

115.33 

53.30 
6M 

530.35 

513.33 
uo.00 
533.33 
566.65 

1106.64 
5213.28 
f333.25 
w . 5 0  

51.532.95 

u.96 

51,066.40 

$13.23 
S29.83 
533.13 

517.59 

54.74 
6U 

544.27 

517.59 
526.39 
143.98 
587.95 

5140.72 
5281.44 
5439.75 
u179.50 

51.407.20 
52,022.85 

S5.69 

531.81 
141.29 
546.03 

517.11 

52.57 
6M 

530.35 

517.11 
525.67 
142.78 
$85.55 

5136.88 
$273.76 
1427.75 
5855.50 

51,368.80 
51,%7.65 

53.09 

524.83 
529.98 
531.55 

50.15 

10.02 

10.26 

1O.IS 
10.22 
50.36 
50.73 
11.16 
52.33 
53.64 
S7.28 

511.64 
516.73 . 

S0.03 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTIOS SCHEDLrLE 
WASTEU'ATER 

SO~~THERN STATES CTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT. BEACOS HILLS 
COUNTS: DPVAL 
TEST SEAR EXDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter S k :  
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge p r  1.OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Bare FaciIir). Charge: 
Meter Size: 
W x 3 1 4 "  

314" 
I"  

2" 
3" 

I-llZ" 

4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Comnirrion 
Approved 

Final 
L1pe61 

117.11 

52.57 
6M 

130.35 

517.11 
525.67 
542.18 
185.55 
5136.88 
5273.76 
5427.15 
1855.50 

11268.80 
51.967.65 

13.09 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
L k m s  

so. 10 

50.02 

10.18 

SO. IO 
50.16 
50.26 
50.52 
50.83 
11.66 
12.60 
55.20 
58.32 
511.96 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
KAIEB 

SOI'THERN STATES LrTILmES, INC. 
PLANT: BEECHERS PoIW 
comn : PI'TNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

C u m n t  
Buu 

& Multi-- . .  
Base Facilir) Charge: 
Meter Size. 

vs" x 3/4" mrtlr 
3 M  
SM 

10 hl 

15.13 
17.70 
112.83 
125.66 
$41.05 
582.10 
5128.29 
5256.57 
5910.51 
1590.11 

51.23 

18.82 
111.28 
517.43 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
upeu 

114.88 
122.32 
137.20 
174.39 
111903 
1238.06 
137 I .97 
5743.93 

SI. 190.29 
11.711.04 

13.71 

126.01 
133.43 
55 I .98 

Utili9 Cornmission 

Final Final 
llpp6l UBa 

R q u a t c d  A p p m v e d 

59.17 
113.76 
122.93 
s45.85 
173.36 

514.90 
122.35 
137.25 
574.50 
1119.20 

1146.72 1238.40 
1229.25 1372.50 
$458.50 5745.00 
5733.60 11,192.00 

51,054.55 11.713.50 

52.16 13.71 

115.65 
119.97 
130.77 

126.03 
133.45 
f32.00 

.- - 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERV STATES UTILITIES. MC. 
PLANT BEECHERS POINT 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
Buer m uB6.I ub6.1 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sire: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sizc: 
518"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

1-10'' 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

10" 

Gallonage Chsrge per 1.OOO 

W x 314" m a t  
3M 
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

512.67 519.78 517.59 519.88 

53.66 56.56 54.74 56.54 
6 M  6 M  6M 6 M  

512.6' '519.78 517.59 
519.01 529.67 526.39 
531.68 549.45 543.98 
563.37 598.90 587.95 
5101.39 5158.24 5140.72 
5202.77 5316.48 5281 .M 
53 16.83 5494.50 5439.75 
5633.66 5989.00 5879.50 

11.013.85 51.582.40 51,407.20 
51.457.41 52,274.10 52,022.85 

54.39 57.87 55.69 

523.65 539.46 531.81 
530.97 552.58 $4 1.29 
534.63 559.14 546.03 

$19.88 
529.81 
549.70 
599.40 
5159.04 
5318.08 
5497.00 
5994.00 

51,590.40 
52.286.20 

57.85 

539.50 
552.58 
559. I3 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDLLE 
YiAJzE 

SOI'THERY STATES u n L i n E s .  INC. 
PLAST: BLE%.*VE5'TI'R* LAKES 
COl'NTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBERJ1.1996 

Current 
Barn 

& Multi-- . .  
Base Facilin Charge: 
Meter Size: 
w x 3 1 1 "  

3/4" 
I" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonagr Charge per 1,OOO 

(1 ,4" 
3M 
5M 

10 M 

14.55 
56 81 
511.37 
122.71 
536.32 
572.68 

51 13.56 
1227 I2 

wa 
wa 

11.24 

18.27 
510.75 

Commission 
Approved 

InIerim 
UnPLl 

NIA 
N.A 
N'A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N IA  
NIA 
NIA 
N;A 

N:A 

NIA 
N/A 

116.95 NIA 

Utility Commission 
Rquated Approved 

Final Final 
U226.l U226.l 

59 I ?  57 39 
513 76 Ill 09 
122 93 11848 
145.85 536.95 
573.36 559.12 
5146.72 51 18.24 
5229.25 1184.75 
1458.50 5369.50 
5733.60 5591.20 

51.054.55 1849.85 

52 16 SI 55  

515.65 511.98 
119.97 115.04 
530.77 122.69 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
iatrrpa 

50.05 
SO 08 
SO 13 
50.26 
10.42 
50.84 
51.32 
52.63 
54.21 
16.05 

50.01 
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Schedule Kc!. 64  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTIOY SCHEDULE 
WAEB 

SOITHERh' STATES LTILImES. mc. 
)LA%' BCESAVENTL'RA LAKES 
COUSTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

p . .  . .  
Base Faciliw Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5WS31Y 

3N" 
I" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4,' 
6 
8 '  
Io" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
UBa 

$7.39 
$11.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 

$118.24 
SI84 75 
1369.50 
$591.20 
5849.81 

$1.53 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. h t e  
pccrurr 

$0.06 
$0.09 
$0.15 
50.31 
$0.49 
10.98 
11.53 
53 os 
$4.88 
$7.02 

sa01 
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Schedule So. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 

SOITHER\ STATES 1'TILITES. INC. 
P U N T  BUENAI'E3'RA LAKES ~~ 

COUih'\ : OSCEOLA 
TEST YEARENDED: DECEMBER31,195% 

Lttilir) Commission Commission 

Find Final Rate Increase 
1l9961 u9e6) ieLyrna 

Requested Approved Approved 
Commission 
Appro>ed 

Cumnt Interim 
Bua llpp9l 

Base F8ciliq Charge: 
Meter S i :  
All meter r i m  

Gallonage Charge per la00 
Gallonage Cap * 

~ W.rtew.ter Qnly . .  
Flat Rate: 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6 M  

113.18 

$5.23 
6M 

so. I I 

$0 04 

$8.57 

14.50 
I O M 

NIA 

NIA 
KIA 

NIA $29.22 KIA NIA NIA 

G c n c n l . i a C o m m l r c i . l  wartrwatcr . .  
Base Facilit) Charge: 
Meter Sirr: 
53'' a3I.l" 58.57 

3/4" $12.86 
NIA 
N!A 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
N!A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N!A 

NIA 

117.59 
126.39 
143.98 
$87.95 
$140.72 

$13.18 
$19.77 

$0. I I 
10.17 

I " 

2" 
3" 
4's 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

i-in" 
$2 I .42 
$42.83 
M8.52 
1137.08 
3214.16 
1428.35 

NIA 
N IA  

$32.95 
165.90 
$105.44 

$0.28 
10.S6 
10.90 
$1.79 
$2.80 

$281.44 $210.88 
1439.75 5329.50 
S879.50 $659.00 

$1.407.20 $1.054.40 
12,022.85 $1.5 15.70 

$5.60 
$8.97 
$12.89 

93.05 55.39 $5.69 16.28 Gallonage Ch8rge per 1,080 

11 3/&, 
3M 
5 M  
6 M (?d.iimum Bill) 
10 M (Prior Maximum Bill) 

522.07 
531.07 

N I A  $31.81 
NfA 141.29 

sxai 
$39.33 
144.56 $35.57 

$53.57 
NIA $46.03 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUTION SCHEDULE 

SOLTHERW STATES I'TILJTIES. INC. 
PLAST B L Z N A V E N T V !  LAKES 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST \'EAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base FaciliQ Charge: 
MuerSirl: 

All meter 1i7m 

Gallonape Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Flat Jbte: 

-1 W 8 S t - w  

Bare F8cilify Charge: 
Meter S i :  
M1"3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

1 I)" 

1-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final 4 Yr. Fbtc 
Ltee61 rwLcar 

513.18 50:08 

55.23 50.03 
6M 

NIA NIA 

513.18 
519.77 
U2.95 
165.90 
5105.44 
5210.88 
5329.50 
1659.00 

51,054.40 
51.515.70 

16.28 

50.08 
50.I2 
50.20 
50.40 
50.64 
51.28 
52.00 
Y.00 
56.41 
59.21 

50.04 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
B!Kr.m 

SOUTHERR STATES VTILITIES, MC. 
PLANT BCRNT STORE 
COUNTY: CHARLOTTVLEE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

v 
Bise F8ctlin Ch8rgr: 
Meter Sue: 
M",3/1" 

314" 
I "  

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

1 M 
I - l n  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

3 M  
S M  
IO M 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved ReqWted Approved 

Current larerim Final Final 
Buu IlpM) upe6) upp6) 

15.13 
17.70 

112.83 
125.66 
141.05 
fgZ.10 

1256.57 
Y10.51 
1590.11 

11.2: 

n28.29 

113.53 
f20.29 
133.82 
167.64 

1108.23 
f216.46 
1338.21 
5676.43 

11,082.28 
11.555.78 

13.85 

- - - - - - - - 
f13.69 536.08 

502.76 SI 12.74 
585.53 1225.48 

f136.84 S36&76 
1196.70 f518.59 

- - 

58.82 
111.28 
f17.43 

125.08 
132.78 
152.03 

123.62 
135.43 
159.05 

1118.10 
1188.96 
1377.92 
1590.50 

SI ,181.00 
11,889.60 
52.7 16.30 

s u i  

_. __ - - 
115.75 
13 1.49 
S49.21 
198.42 

1157.47 
5226.36 

113.80 
120.70 
134.50 
569.00 

11 10.40 
5220.80 
f345.00 
5690.00 

11,104.00 
11.587.00 

13.82 

_. -_ - - 
19.20 

118.40 
128.75 
557.50 
592.00 

1132.25 

133.43 
139.97 
156.32 

125.26 
$32.90 
152.00 

.. - 
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Scheddr No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
w 

SOVMERV STATES L'TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BI'RYT STORE 
COVNTY: CWRLOTl'E5EE 
TEST YEAR EXDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Rcquated Approbed Approved 

Cumnt  Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Brrm u2.W ue961 inLcm 

Bare Facilin Charge: 
Meter S i :  
All meter sires 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap 

512.67 510 99 517.59 57 90 so 0, 
53 66 13 62 54 74 12 79 so 02 

6M 6 M  6M 6M 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
wx.314- 512.67 510.99 517.59 

314" 519.01 516.49 526.39 
1 " 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per I,OOO 

S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

13 I .68 $27.48 143.98 
563.31 554.95 587.95 
1101.39 $81.92 
5202.77 5175.84 
5316.83 5274.75 
5633.66 1549.50 

11,013.85 5879.20 
51,457.41 5 1.263.85 

54.39 14.34 

S23.65 521.85 

5140.72 
5281.44 
1439 75 
5879.50 

51.407.20 
52.022.85 

15.69 

531.81 
530.97 529.09 541.29 
534.63 532.71 546.03 

17.90 
511.85 
519.75 
539.50 
563.20 
1126.40 
1197.50 
1395.00 
5632.00 
5908.50 

53.35 

516.27 
521.85 
524.64 

50.07 
so. IO 
50.17 
$0.34 
50.54 
51.08 
11.68 
53.36 
55.38 
57.73 

10.03 
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Schedule No. 68 

F O l X  YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 

PLANT BL'RVT STORE 
COUNT1 : CHARLOTTEnEE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

B8sc Facilixy Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5WX3W 

3/4" 
1" 

I - I R *  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Ch8rge per 1.W 

Commission Commission 
Approved Appro*ed 

Fin81 4 Yr. Rate 
llp961 lhrrurc 

57.90 50.05 

52.79 50.02 
6M 

57.90 
SI 1.85 
519.75 
539.50 
563.20 
5126.40 
5197.50 
5395.00 
5632.00 
SW8.50 

53.35 

50.0s 
50.07 
50.12 
50.24 
50.38 
50.77 
11.20 
52.40 
53.84 
55.52 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCffEDULE 
BEAILE 

SOLTHERX STATES L'TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: CAFUTON VILLAGE 
COUhT\ : LAKE 
TEST YEAR EhDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Cumnr 

BJSC Fati l ie  Charge: 

WilW 
. Meter S k  

3/4" 
1" 

I - I n  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5 M  
10 ht 

Commission Uilie Commission 
Approved R q u a t e d  Approved 

lntcrim Final Final 
u%l UzW mxlI 

55.13 510.61 
17.70 515.91 
512.83 526.52 
525.66 553.05 
541.05 184.88 
182.10 51693 
1128.29 5265.24 
5256.57 
1410.51 
5590. I I 

51.23 

58.82 
511.28 
517.43 

5530.48 
5848.76 

S1320.09 

12.15 

517.06 
521.36 
532. I 1 

39.17 
113.76 
122.93 
s45.85 
573.36 
1146.72 
5229.25 
S458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

52.16 

515.65 
119.97 
130.77 

517.10 
525.65 
54.75 
585.50 
1136.80 
5273.60 
1427.50 
1855.00 

51,368.00 
51.966.50 

53.49 

527.57 
134.55 
552.00 
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Schedule So. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A R X  

SOI'THERN STATES UTILlTlES. ISC. 
PLANT: CHLLI:OTA 
COUSTY: SEMISOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.195'6 

Current 
Buu 

. .  & M"lti-- . .  
Barr Facilit) Charge: 
M e w  Size: 
W J 1 4 "  

314" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

sm 
10 M 

55.13 
57.70 

112.83 
525.66 
141.05 
582.10 

1128.29 
1256.57 
1410.51 
5590.11 

11.23 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Fin81 
(1ppu m 

512.97 
51945 
132 42 
564.84 

1103.74 
5207.48 
1324.18 
5648.36 

51.937.38 
51.491.23 

52.61 

18.82 
51 1.28 
117.43 

520.80 
S26.02 
539.07 

19.17 
513.76 
122.93 
145.85 
573.36 

1146.72 
$229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

11.054.55 

12.16 

515.65 
119.97 
530.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate lncrcsrr 
m inLuprr. 

516.34 
524.51 
140.85 
181.70 

5130.72 
5261.44 
1408.50 
58 17.00 

11.307.20 
51.879.10 

52.85 

524.89 
530.59 
144.84 

50 12 
so. I7 
50.29 
50.58 
10 93 
51.86 
$2.91 
55.82 
19.31 

Sl j .38 

so.02 
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Schedulc No. 6A 

FOLX YEAR RATE RED1;CnON SCHEDllLE 
X4Jm 

SOITHERI STATES I'TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: CHILLOTA 
COL'NTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base FaciliQ Charge: 
Meter S i :  
rn"13N" 

3/4" 
1" 

3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
UB6l 

516.34 
524.5 I 
540.85 
581.70 

5130.72 
5261.44 
S408.50 
5817.00 

s1.307.20 
51.879. IO 

12.85 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Ratc 
prrrurc 

50.I3 
50.20 
50.34 
50.67 
S1.08 
52.16 
S3.37 
56.74 

510.79 
515.51 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SB 

U T E  SCHEDULE 
WASTEW*TER 

SOLTIERK STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLAKT: CHCLUOTA 
COUNTY: SEMmOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Ba5e FaciliQ Charge: 
Meter S i x  

All meter S k s  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

Bare Faciliq Charge: 
Meter Sizr: 
M)"r3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4** 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Callonage Charge per 1.OOO 

S I % %  
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Masimum Bill) 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
Bup up9u 

112.67 520.41 

53.66 57.43 
6M 6M 

NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 

c 

Utility Commission 
Requested Approved 

Find Find 
uee61 uee61 

523.65 
530.97 
134.63 

S42.70 
157.56 
564.99 

117.59 520.42 

54.74 17.43 
6M 6M 

517.59 520.42 
526.39 530.63 
545.98 551.05 
587.95 5102.10 
1140.72' 5163.36 
5281.44 1326.72 
5439.75 5510.50 
5879.50 11.021.00 

51.407.20 51.633.60 
52,022.85 52,348.30 

55.69 58.92 

531.81 
54 1.29 
546.03 

S42.71 
557.57 
S6S.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
BXru3 

SOI'THERX STATES u n L i n E s ,  INC. 
PLANT: CITRCS PARK 
COlNTY: MARlON 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Rquated Approved Approved 

Cumnr Interim Final Final Rate lncrearr 
B u s  m uep61 u9p61 iaLrrpu 

Bare Facilir) Charge: 
Meter Size: 
M"r3t4" 

314" 
I" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

I O  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5lY x3/4" rlukt 
3 M  
5 M 

10 M 

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
141.05 
182.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
1410.51 
1590.1 1 

51.23 

56.76 
510.15 
516.91 
533.82 
554.12 

5108.24 
5169.12 
5338.25 
5541 .I9 
5777.97 

11.65 

59.17 
S13.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

52.16 

58.82 511.71 515.65 
511.28 fl5.01 519.97 
517.43 523.26 530.77 

59.13 
513.70 

545.65 
573.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
5456.50 
5730.40 

51.049.95 

51.97 

~ 2 2 . m  

515.04 
518.98 
528.83 

SO 06 
so IO 
SO 16 
50 32 
50 52 
SI 04 
SI 62 
13 25 
55 20 
51 47 

5001 
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Schedule No, 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
E4Im 

SOLTHERV STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT CllXL'S PARK 
COUNTY: MARlON 
TEST \'EAR ENDED. DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facilic?. Charge: 
Meter S i :  
MI"Jf4" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 

10" 

Gdlonagc Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
UBa 

19. I 3  
513.70 
122.83 
145.65 
173.04 

5146.08 
1228.25 
S456.90 
1730.40 

51.049.95 

11.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
ILeEpLll 

10.08 
50. I 1  
10.19 
10.38 
10.60 
51.21 
11.88 
13.77 
56.03 
18.67 

10.02 
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Schedule *io. SB 

RATE SCHEDZ'LE 

SOLITHERV STATES Lrl7LITIES. INC. 
PLAhT CITRUSPARK 
couh'n: MARlos 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1994 

Bare Faciliq Charge: 
Meter S i x  

All meter s h s  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

p . .  . 
Base Facilin Charge: 
Mclcr S i x  
MI"J14" 

3N" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

ars" x 314" mcllc 
3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

Cumnt  
Burr 

512.67 

53.66 
6M 

512.67 
519.01 
53 1.68 
563.37 

1101.39 
5202.77 
5316.83 
5633.66 

51.013.85 
$1,457.41 

$4.39 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
il9W 

520.65 

57.37 
6M 

520 65 
530.98 
55 I .63 

5103.25 
S165.20 
5330.40 
5516.25 

51,032.50 
51,652.00 
52.374.75 

58.84 

Utili? Commission Commission 

Final Final Rate Increase 
lm6J ue94) inLrun 

Requnrcd Approvcd Approved 

517.59 518.86 $0.16 

14.74 55.58 50.05 
6M 6M 

517.59 
526.39 
143.98 
587.95 

5 140.72 
528 I .44 
$439.75 
5879.50 

51,407.20 
52,022.85 

55.69 

518.86 SO. 16 
528.29 50.24 
147.15 50.40 
594.30 50.80 

5150.88 51.28 
5301.76 52.57 
5471.50 54.01 
5943.00 58.02 

51.508.80 512.83 
52,168.90 518.45 

56.70 50.06 

523.65 $42.76 531.81 535.61 
530.97 55750 14 I .29 546.77 
534.63 564.87 $46.03 552.35 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W- 

SOUTHEILV STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
P1.AYT: CITRUS PARK 

~ 

COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER 31,1994 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue:  
MI meter suer 

Gallonage Charge per 1,W 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Cbarge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"X3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

. 10" 

I-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.W 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m9.a 

518.86 

55.58 
6 M  

518.86 
528.29 
547.15 
594.30 
S150.88 
5301.16 
5471.50 
s943.00 

51,508.80 
52,168.90 

56.70 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
- .  

50.11 

50.03 

50.11 
50.17 
50.29 
50.57 
50.92 
51.83 
f2.86 
55.73 
59.17 
513.18 

50.04 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDL'LE 
Yi!ic!a 

SOI'THERI' STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLAST: CITRUS SPRINGS 
COL'NW CITRI'S 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Uti l i ty Commission Commission 
Approved RqIICStrd Approved Approved 

Cumnt Interim Final Fin81 Rate lnrreasr 
Buu uB!a llpe6l upe6, 

Base Faciiiq Charge: 
Meter Sir: 
S18"13/4" 

314" 
I" 

I-10" 
2" 
j.. 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Galionage Charge per I.000 

3 M  
S M  
IO M 

S5.13 
$7.70 

512.83 
n5 .66  
541.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
1410.51 
5590 I 1  

58.75 59.17 57.39 S0.05 
113.13 513.76 111.09 SO.08 
521.88 122.93 518.48 10.13 
143.77 545.85 136.95 50.26 
570.03 573.36 559.12 10.42 

5140.06 5146.72 SI 18.24 50.84 
1218.84 5229.25 5184.75 51.32 
S437.69 1458.50 5369.50 52.63 
5700.30 5733.60 5591.20 54.21 

11.006.68 11.054.55 1849.85 I 6  05 

S1.2' 12.12 $2.16 11.53 10.01 

58.82 515.11 515.65 511.98 
511.28 519.35 519.97 515.04 
517.43 529.95 530.77 522.69 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTIO3 SCHEDULE 
E A E R  

COL'NTY: CITRL'S 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

e d &  M u l t l - F W  
Bare Facilin Charge: 
Meter Sirc: 
518"JN" 

314" 
1" 

1-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.oOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

57.39 
111.09 
518.48 
136.95 
559.12 

5118.24 
5184.75 
5369.50 
5591.20 
5849.85 

51.53 

.. - 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Y r. Rare 
R€crss3 

10.06 
50.09 
50.15 
10.31 
50.49 
50.98 
51.53 
53.05 
54 88 
57.02 

5001 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCAEDULE 

SOUTHERK STATES L T I L I ~ S .  INC. 
PLANT: CITRL'S SPRI"iCS 
COVNTY: CITRUS 
TEST \€EAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Barr Faciliq Charge: 
Meter Sirr: 
All mcter rizer 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap * 

Base Facilit) Charge: 
Meier Size 
5/8"x314" 

3t4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gdlonagc Charge per I,OOO 

3 M  

6 M (Maximum Bill) 
5m 

Current 
Buer 

Commission 
Approved 
Interim 
Uml 

512.67 

53.66 
6M 

116.29 

57.09 
6M 

512.67 S16.29 
519.01 124.44 
S31.68 540.53 
$63.37 581.45 
5101.39 5130.32 
5202.77 5260.64 
S316.83 5407.25 
5633.66 S814.50 

51.013.85 51.303.20 
51,457.41 51.873.35 

5439 58.51 

Utility Commission Commission 

Final Final Rate Increase 
U9.a u9p61 ilIa€m 

Rcquated Approved Approved 

S23.65 137.56 
530.97 
U4.63 

151.74 
558.83 

517.59 

$4.14 
6M 

517.59 
526.39 
543.98 
587.95 
5140.72 
1281.44 
5439.75 
S879.50 

51.407.20 
52.022.85 

55.69 

S31.81 
$41.29 
546.03 

518.86 

55.58 
6M 

518.86 
528.29 
147.15 
S94.30 
5150.88 
1301.76 
5471.50 
1943.00 

51,508.80 
12.168.90 

S6.70 

S35.61 
546.77 
S52.35 

50.16 

SO 05 

50.16 
50.24 
S0.40 
50.80 
51.28 
s2.57 
54.01 
S8.02 

112.8: 
518.45 

10.06 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT CITRUS SPRINGS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
AU meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9961 

518.86 

55.S8 
6M 

518.86 
528.29 
547.1s 
594.30 

5150.88 
5301.76 
5471 .SO 
5943.00 

51,508.80 
52,168.90 

S6.70 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
prrrrpre 

50.11 

50.03 

50.11 
50.17 
50.29 
50.57 
50.92 
51.83 
52.86 
55.73 
59.17 

513.18 

50.04 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
BAIEE 

SOl'TiERN STATES LrllLmES, INC. 
PLANT CRYSTAL IUVER HIGHLANDS 
C0m"rY: CITRL'S 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission Utility 

Cumnt  Interim Find 
Approved Requested 

Bua m une61 . .  
Bur Facilip Chargr: 
Meter Sue: 
W J 1 4 "  

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
541.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
5590.11 

110.15 
51522 
525.37 
550 73 
581.17 

5162.34 
5253.66 
5507.32 
5811.71 

51,166.83 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

Callonrge Charge pcr 1,OOO 

.. / "  

3 M 
5 M 

10 M 

51.23 52.21 52.16 

58 82 $16.78 515.65 
511.28 52 I .20 519.97 
517.43 532.25 530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
ll4p6l 

513.26 
519.89 
533.15 
166.30 

5106.08 
5212.16 
5331.50 
5663.00 

51.060.80 
51.524.90 

52.82 

521.72 
527.36 
54 I .46 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate lncrurc 
iaLvun 

50.09 
50 14 
50.24 
5047 . 
50 76 
SI 51 
52.36 
54.72 
57.55 

510.86 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
B!AxEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: CRYSTAL RIVER HIGHLANDS 
COUNT\: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBERJI. 1996 

Multi-Fmi]v Sei+- 
Base Facilir) Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
V8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9e61 

113.26 
119.89 
133.35 
$66.30 
5106.08 
$2 12.16 
1331.50 
1663.00 

51.060.80 
S'l.524.90 

12.82 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. b t e  

-prrru+c 

10.1 1 
$0.16 
$0.27 
50.55 
10.88 
11.75 
12.74 
15.47 
18.76 

S12.59 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RKTE SCHEDCLE 
!?xKEB 

SOI'THERV STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
P L A K T  DAETW'YLER SHORES 
COL'KTI : ORASGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission Utili9 Commission Commission 
Approved Reqncrred Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Brur UBa 1l4961 1l4961 w 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter SiU: 
W x 3 1 4 "  

3/4" 
1" 

3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

55.13 
57.70 

112.8; 
525.66 
S41.05 
582.10 

5256.57 
54lO.SI 
1590.1 1 

51.25 

5128.29 

512.03 59.17 
sia.05 513.76 
530.08 522.93 
S60.16 545.85 
596.26 573.36 

2192.51 f146.72 
5300.80 $229.25 
5601.60 5458.50 
2962.55 S733.60 

11383.67 51,054.55 

51.84 52.16 

58.82 517.55 515.65 
511.28 52 I .23 119.97 
517.43 530.43 S30.77 

110.35 
515.53 
525.88 
551.75 
582.80 

5165.60 
5258.75 
5517.50 
S828.00 

51.190.25 

52.58 

518.09 
523.25 
536.15 

10.07 
so. I 1 
50.18 
50.37 
m.59 
51.18 
51.84 
53.68 
55.89 
28.47 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTIOS SCHEDVLE 
W a E B  

SOITHER! STATES 1TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: DAEM'YLER SHORES 
COl'VTb : ORASCE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.15% 

Base Faciliw Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5111"JN" 

314" 
I "  

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6, 

110.35 
515.53 
525.88 
$51.75 
582.80 
5165.60 
5258.75 
5517.50 
f828.00 

11.190.25 

52.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. h t r  
prrurrc 

10.09 
50.13 
50.2 I 
50.43 
50.68 
51.57 
12.14 
14.27 
f6.83 
59.82 

50.02 
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Schedule So. SA 

RATE SCHEDVLE 
YfAIEE 

SOI'THERX ST.4TE.5 UTILITIES. INC. 
PLAXT: DEEP CREEK 
COKhTY: CHARLOTTE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 

Base FaciliQ Charge: 
Meter Size: 
V8"131J" 

314" 
I" 

1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
10" 

I-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

M" I 314" mr(cc 
3 M  
SM 

10 M 

113.69 
113.69 
134.21 
168.43 
1109.50 
1219.00 
1342.19 
1684.36 
1684.36 
NIA 

14.12 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u4p41 

126.05 
134.29 
154.89 

113 75 
Sl3.75 
534.36 
168 72 
1109.97 
1219.94 
1343.66 
S68'.30 
5681.30 
NIA 

24.14 

S26.17 
134.45 
155.15 

Uility 
Requested 

Final 
lLPw 

19.17 
113.76 
122.93 
145.85 
173.36 
SI46 72 
1229.25 
1458.50 
1733.60 
NIA 

12.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
lLPw 

113.50 
120.25 
133.75 
167.50 
1108.00 
1216.00 
I337 SO 
1675.00 

11.080.00 
11.552.50 

13.85 

115.65 125.05 
119.97 132.75 
130.77 152.00 
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Schedule So. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 

SOCTHERV STATES CTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: DEEP CREEK 
COCNT\ : CHARLOlTE 
TEST YEAR ESDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

-1 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size 
All mncr sizes 

Gdlonagc Charge pcr 1.000 
Gsllonagc Cap * 

B u c  Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
M"13l4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

GaUonagc Charge per 1,000 

,. .. 
3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

10 M (Prior Maximum Bill) 

Current 
Buer 

519.40 

13.97 
10M 

519.40 
519.40 
548.52 
591.02 

1155.25 
5310.50 
5485.17 
5970.31 
1910.31 

10.00 

54.75 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate Incre8sc 
l l p 9 4 l .  u9e61 u9e61 

519.40 Sli.59 518.94 SO 16 

13.97 54.74 54.88 SO 04 
I OM 6M 6M 

519.40 517.59 518.94 10.16 
119.40 526.39 528.41 50.24 
548.52 543.98 147.35 50.40 
597.02 181.95 594.10 10.81 

SlS5.25 1 140.72 5I5l.52 51.29 
1310.50 1281.44 5303.04 52.58 
5485.17 5439.75 1473.50 14.03 
5970.31 1879.50 1947.00 18.05 
1910.31 51,407.20 51.s15.20 512.89 

SO.00 12,022.85 52,178.10 518.52 

54.75 55.69 55.85 so.0s 

S31.31 131.31 S31.81 533.58 
539.25 S39.25 54 1.29 543.33 
543.22 543.22 S46.03 548.2 I 
159.10 559.10 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
B!Am%am 

SOUTHERR STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT DEEP CREEK 
COUHTY: CHARLOTTE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 

All meter sizcr 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sbc: 
5/8"x33/4" 

3N" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-112" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

518.94 

54.88 
6M 

$18.94 
528.41 
$47.35 
$94.70 

s151.52 
5303.04 
5473.50 
5947.00 

51,515.20 
52,178.10 

55.85 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Ik!x€w 

50.12 

$0.03 

50.12 
50.17 
$0.29 
50.58 
50.92 
51.84 
52.88 
55.75 
$9.21 

$13.23 

$0.04 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
uIEI-4 

PLANT: D E L T O S  
COUNTY: VOLUSIA 
TEST \'EAR ESDED DECEMBER 31, I996 

Cumnr 
Bucr 

BuiPrafi.1. General & 
Basr Fmcilin Charge: 
Meter Size: ~~ 

M1"13N" 
314" 

1" 
I-IR" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 

1 0  

GsIIonige Charge per 1,OOO 

., .. 
3 M  
5 M  
IO M 

35.13 
57.70 
312.83 
S25.66 
S4 I .05 
382.10 
3128.29 
1256.57 
$410.51 
3590.1 I 

11.23 

Commission lkilir) Commission Commission 
Approbed Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
U B a  UmI u4eb, iatLua 

36.38 
39.47 
315.94 
331.89 
35 1.02 
3102.04 
3159.44 
3318.87 
5510.19 
5733.40 

31 .09 

S8.82 S9.65 
311.28 311.83 
317.43 317.28 

39.17 
513.76 
322.93 
545.85 
373.36 
3146.72 
3229.25 
S458.50 
3733.60 

31.054.55 

32.16 

315.65 
319.97 
530.77 

37.04 
310.56 
317.60 
335.20 
356.32 
3112.64 
3176.00 
S352.W 
S563.20 
5809.40 

31.19 

310.61 
312.99 
318.94 

30 05 
30 08 
30 I3 
30.25 
$0 40 
30 80 
31.25 
3251 
54 01 
35 76 

so 01 
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Schtdulc No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR U T E  REDlCTION SCHED1:LE 
EAIEB 

SOl'MERh' STATES L'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT DELTONA 
comn: VOLl'SL4 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECLMBER 31.1996 

p . .  
Base Facilig Charge: 
Mtter S i r :  
ML"x3N" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gdlonagt Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
w 

17.04 
110.56 
117.60 
135.20 
156.32 

1112.64 
1176.00 
1352.00 
5563.20 
SSW.60 

11.19 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
lk!xsac 

10.06 
S0.09 
SO.15 
10.29 
50.46 
10.93 
51.45 
12.91 
14.65 
56.68 

10.01 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. MC. 
PLANT DELTONA 
COUNTY: VOLUSLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED. DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Commission Utility 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current lnicrim Find Final 
BULC upe61 uee61 

Bnw Fncility Charge: 
Meter Si.z: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Bnse Facilily Ch8rge: 
Meter S i x  
MI"J14" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
j.. 
4" 
6" 
8" 
lo" 

I-l/Z" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

emlmt 
Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

w 'I 314" artcc 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

$12.67 521.25 117.59 $2 I .26 

53.66 56.95 14.74 56.95 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

112.61 
519.01 
53 I .68 
563.37 

5101.39 
5202.77 
5316.83 
5633.66 

11.013.85 
51,457.41 

54.39 

521.25 511.59 52 I .26 
531.88 526.39 531.89 
$53.13 143.98 553.15 

5106.25 587.95 5106.30 
1170.00 5140.72 5170.08 
s340.00 5281.44 5340.16 
$53 1.25 5439.75 1531.50 

S1.062.50 5879.50 SI ,063.00 
$1.700.00 51,407.20 51.700.80 
52,443.7s 52,022.85 12,444.90 

58.35 $5.69 58.35 

50.06 50.06 10.06 50.06 

$23.65 542.10 531.81 542.12 
$30.97 556.00 541.29 556.03 
534.63 S62.95 546.03 $62.99 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
w.4I.EE 

SOLTHERS STATES CTILITIES. INC. 
PL.4Y.T: DOL R41 MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Bua 

S W  I 314" 
3M 
5 M 

10 M 

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
54 I .05 
sa2.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
1590.1 I 

Commission Utility Commission Commhrion 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

lnterim Find Final Rate lncrcnrc 
llppu IJBa w 10hu5 

121.11 
531.67 
552.78 

5105.55 
5168.88 
5337.76 
5527.75 

51,055.50 

52.427.66 
~1.688.80 

$9.17 
513.76 
522.93 

573.36 
5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

545.85 

$1.23 52.13 52.16 

$8.82 327.50 515.65 
SI 1.28 531.76 519.97 
$17.43 542.41 530.77 

513.26 
519.89 
533.15 
566.30 

3106.08 
S212.16 
5331.50 
5663.00 

$1.524.90 
si.om.ao 

12.82 

521.72 
521.36 
541.46 

50 09 
$0.14 
$0.24 
$0.47 
50.76 
51.51 
$2.36 
54.72 
57.55 

110.86 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOCR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDl LE 
BxtEE 

SOCTHERK STATES L'TILITIES. INC. 
PLA!CT: DOL RAY MASOR 
COLTST\ : SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Fscilin Cbaar:  
Meter S i x  
W J I 4 "  

3N" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Callon8ge Charge per 1.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
u2m 

113.26 
119.89 
133.15 
166.30 

1106.08 
$212.16 
$331.50 
5663.00 

$1.060.80 
$1.524.90 

12.82 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
prvuu 

SO. I I 
10.16 
10.27 
10.55 
10.88 
11.75 
12.74 
$ 5  47 
18 76 

112.59 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

SOI'THER% STATES LITILITIES, INC 
PLAKT: DRl ID HILLS 
COI'NTV: SEMlhOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Buu 

cncrsl- m. 
Base F8ciliF Charge: 
Meter Sue:  
518"J14" 

314" 
1 " 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonrgc Charge per 1,OOO 

w I 3N" OJStcI 
3 M 
5 hf 

10 M 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u9su 

55.l3 511.90 ~~ 

57.70 517 85 
512.83 529 75 
525.66 559.50 
541.05 595.20 
382.10 5190.40 
$128.29 5297.49 
5256.57 5594.99 

5590.1 1 51,368.48 

51.23 51.85 

5410.51 5951.98 

58.82 517.45 
SI 1.28 521.15 
517.43 130.40 

Utiliq 
Requared 

Find 
upe61 

59.11 
113.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 
5146.72 
1229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

12.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uB4l 

59.13 
51370 
122.83 
S45.65 
173.04 
1146.08 
5228.25 
5456.50 
5730.40 

51.049.95 

51.97 

-1 

115.65 115.04 
519.97 518.98 
530.77 128.83 

Commission . 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
w 

10.06 
50 10 
50.16 
50.32 
10.52 
51.04 
51.62 
53.25 
55.20 
17.47 

10.01 
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Schedule '10.6A 

FOUR YEAR R4TE REDUCTIOS SCHED1;LE 
W a E B  

SOI'THERW STATES CTILITIES. INC. 
PLAVT DRI'ID HILLS .- ~ 

COI'NTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED. DECEMBER 31,1996 

p . .  . .  
Bax Facilin Charge: 
Meter Size: 
WJN" 

314" 
I"  

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
upe61 

59.13 
s13.70 
522.83 
145.65 
173.04 

1146.08 
1228.25 
1456.50 
1730.40 

11.049.95 

11.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
prrcuu 

10.08 
SO. I I 
S0.19 
50.38 
10.60 
11.21 
11.88 
53.77 
56.03 
S8.67 

10.02 

.. - 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
YAIm 

SDCTHERX STATES LTILITIES, l3C.  
PLANT: EAST LAKE H4RRIS ESTATES 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,195% 

Current 
Burr 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
Ml"r3N" 

314" 
1" 

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

55.13 
37.70 
512.83 
525.66 
141.05 
182.10 
5128.29 
5256.57 
1410.51 
5590.1 I 

Callonrgc Charge per 1.000 51.23 

Commission 
Approved 

lntcrim 
upplo 

57.13 
510.72 
517.87 
535.74 
557.19 
5114.37 
5178.70 
5357.41 
557 I .83 
5822.03 

53.93 

Utili? 
Requested 

Final 
1l9561 

59.17 
S13.76 
522.93 
$45.85 
573.36 
5146.72 
$229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52.16 

I. , .. 
3M 
5M 

10 M 

58.82 518.94 515.65 
SI 1.28 526.80 519.97 
517.43 146.43 530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

f1n81 
U2.w 

57.80 
511.70 
519.30 
539.00 
562.40 
5124.80 
5195.00 
5390.00 
5624.00 
5897.00 

54.42 

f21.06 
$29.90 
552.00 
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khedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDL'LE 
&Arm 

SOYTHERh STATES I'TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: FER% PARK 
COUNT\ : SEMISOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 

Base Farilin Charge: 
Maer Size 
MI",3/4" 

3/4" 
1 " 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 
I O  

55.13 
57.70 
512.83 
525.66 
541.05 
u12.IO 
5128.29 
5256.51 
5410.51 
5590. I I 

Gallon8ge Charge per 1,000 

3 M  
5 M 

10 M 

51.23 

Commission titilily Commission Commission 
Approved Requcated Approved Approved 
Interim Final Final R.tc Increase 
UB4.l upe61 llpe6, intrucr 

59 12 
51358 
522.80 
545.60 
572.% 
5 145.9 1 
5227.99 
5455.98 
5729.57 

51.048.76 

51.80 

$9.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
173.36 
5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52.16 

58.82 $14.52 515.65 
511.28 518.12 519.97 
517.43 127.12 530.77 

51035 
515.53 
525.88 
551.75 
582.80 
5165.60 
5258.75 
5517.50 
u128.00 

5 1,I90.25 

52.58 

118.09 
523.25 
536.15 

10.07 
50.11 
10.18 
50.37 
50.59 
51.18 
51.84 
53.68 
15.89 
58 41 

10.02 
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Schedule NO. 6A 

FOLR YEAR RATE REDVCIION SCHEDULE 
*BA.ILl% 

SOL'THERS ST4TES 1TILITIES. INC. 
PLAYT: FERY PARK 
COLSTI : SEMISOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

p . .  
Bare Facilin Charge: 
Meter Size: 
V8"r3N" 

314" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
Y 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

G;llonage Charge per I,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

510.35 
515.53 
S25.88 
551.75 
S82.80 

5165.60 
5258.75 
5517.50 
ss28.00 

51.190.25 

52.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. b t e  
Rssuus 

50.09 
10.13 
50.21 
10.43 
10.68 
51.37 
52.14 
14.27 
56.83 
59.82 

10 02 
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Schedule NO. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
E A E a  

SOL'THERV STATES CTILITIES. N C .  
PLANT F E R .  TERRACE 
COI'NTV: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ERDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Buer 

Base Fmcilip Chnrge: 
Meter Size: 
Ml"x)/l" 15.13 

3/4- 17.70 
1" 112.83 

l-IrZ'' 125.66 
2" 541.05 
3" 182.10 
49, 1128.29 
6' 1256.57 
a,* 5410.51 

1 0  1590.1 1 

Gdlonngr Charge per 1,ooO 11.23 

I. 3/4" 
3M 
SM 

10 M 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Find 
uppu u9.a 

19.95 19.17 
114.93 113.76 
124.89 122.93 

179.63 173.36 
1159.27 1146.72 
5248.86 1229.25 

5796.35 1733.60 
11.144.75 11.054.55 

11.75 12.16 

549.77 505.85 

1491.72 5458.50 

18.82 
SI 1.28 
117.43 

115.20 

127.45 
118.70 

115.65 
119.97 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
u9.a 

19. I3 
113.70 
122.83 
145.65 
173.04 
1146.08 

1456.50 
1730.40 

11.049.95 

11.97 

1228.25 

115.04 

128.83 
118.98 

Commission 
Approved 

h t r  Increase 
iatrun 

50.06 
50.10 
10.16 
10.32 
10.52 
51.04 
11.62 
53.25 
55.20 
17.47 

50.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W W A I m  

SOL'THERV STATES LTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: FERV TERRACE 
COI'XTI: LA= 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

p . .  
Base F8cilin Charge: 
Meter Sue:  
M)"r3/J" 

3/4" 
1" 

1-lfl" 
2" 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
UEU 

19.13 
513.70 
122.83 
545.65 
173.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
5456.50 
5730.40 

51.049.95 

51.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
rwLus 

10.08 
50. I I 
50 19 
50.58 
50.60 
51.21 
51.88 
53.71 
56.03 
58.67 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDCLE 
WiILEt  

SOlTHERN STATES VTILITIES, INC. 

COI'STI : hMRTL% 
TEST \EAR E!W)ED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

' PLAST: FISHERIUN'S HAVE9 

Current 
Bua 

p i  . .  . .  

B u e  Frrilily Charge: 
Meter S i :  
u8"13/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

l - lR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

15.13 
17.70 
112.83 
125.66 
141.05 
582.10 
1128.29 
1256.57 
1410.51 
1590.1 I 

11.23 

18.82 
111.28 
117.43 

.. .. - 

Commission Utilir) Commission Commission 
Approsed Requested Appro%cd Approved 

lnrcrin Find Final b r e  Increase 
m rn ueedl ialyur, 

19.56 
$14.34 
123.90 
147.80 
176.48 
1152.95 
123.99 
1477.98 
1764 77 

11.099.35 

$2.51 

S17.09 
s22.11 
134.66 

19.17 
S13.76 
f22.93 
145.85 
S73.36 
1146.72 
1229.25 
1458.SO 
1733.60 

51.054.55 

12.16 

115.65 
119.97 
130.77 

19.13 
113.70 
122.83 
145.65 
173.04 
SI4608 
2228.25 
1456.50 
1730 40 

11.049 95 

11.97 

115.04 
518.98 
128.83 

10 06 
10 IO 
10 16 
S0.32 
10.52 
SI 04 
11.62 
13.25 
15 20 
57 47 

10 01 
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FOl'R YEAR UTE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
EAIEB 

SOI'THER\ STATES 171LITJES. FSC. 
PLANT FISHERVAN'S HAVEN 
COL'NTE MARTIN 
TEST \EAR ESDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bs5e Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
M1"1314" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
1 0  

Csllonrgc Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
USa 

Schedule No. 6A 

59.13 
513.70 
522.83 
545.65 
573.04 
5146.08 
5228.25 
5456.50 
f730.40 

51,049.95 

11.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. R . t c  
Qc€m% 

10.08 
10.1 I 
SO. I9 
10.38 
50.60 
51.21 
51.88 
53.77 
56 03 
58.67 

50 02 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWArER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT FISHERMAN'S HAVEN 
C O W :  MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

. .  
Flat Rate: 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
518"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
I" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-In" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Commission Commission Utility 
Approved &quested Approved 

C u m n t  Interim Final Find 
Brtu uepu upedl m 

512.61 

53.66 
6M 

526.37 

'119.72 

57.55 
6M 

549.93 

512.67 519.72 
519.01 529.58 
531.68 549.30 
s63.37 598.60 

5101.39 5157.76 
5202.77 5315.52 
5316.83 5493.00 
5633.66 5986.00 

SI ,013.85 51.577.60 
51 ,457.41 sL267.80 

54.39 s9.06 

523.65 . 542.37 
530.97 557.47 
534.63 565.02 

517.59 

54 74 
6M 

$44.27 

517.59 
526.39 
543.98 
587.95 

5140.72 
5281.44 
5439.75 
S879.50 

51,407.20 
52,022.85 

55.69 

531.81 
541.29 
5446.03 

519.64 

57.56 
6M 

549.44 

519.64 
529.46 
549.10 
598.20 

5157.12 
5314.24 
5491 .oo 
5982.00 

51,571.20 
S2.258.60 

59.07 

542.32 
557.43 
564.99 
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Schedule No. 5B 

SOI'THEILU ST.4TES C'ITLITIES. INC. 
PLANT FLORIDA CEhTRAL COMMERCE PARK 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED. DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

C u m l l t  Interim F ind  Find 
Bucr u9.w llpp41 llpe6l 

Base Facilir?. Charge: 
Meter Sim 
sIB"x3t4- 

3/4" 
I" 

i-in" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Gallonage CbJrgt per 1,000 
Per Sprinkler H a d  

512.67 
119.01 
531.68 
563.37 
5101.39 
5202.77 
5316.83 
5633.66 

51.013.85 
51,457.41 

$4.39 

$0.06 

535.98 
153.97 
589.95 
5179.90 
5287.84 
5575.68 
SS99.50 

51.799.00 
52;878.40 
$4,137.70 

$4.84 

50.07 

517.59 
526.39 
543.98 
fs7.95 
5140.72 
5281.44 
$439.75 
5879.50 

51,401.20 
52,022.85 

55.69 

$0.10 

$35.90 
$53.85 
$89.75 
5179.50 
5287.20 
5574.40 
S897.50 

51.795.00 
52;872.00 
54,128.50 

54.85 

50.10 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
s!ArFcB 

S O L , E R !  STATES [ T I L m S ,  INC. 
PLAKT: FOUh'TAINS 
COVKT\ : OSCEOLA 
E S T  YEAR ESDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

C u m n t  

Base Fscilil? Charge: 
Meter S k  
W J 1 4 "  

314" 
I" 

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
r(" 

6" 
8" 

Io" 

Gdlonage Charge per 1 ,OOO 

15.13 
17.70 
112.83 
125.66 
141.05 
182.10 
1128.29 
1256.57 
5410.5i 
1590.11 

11.23 

Commission Utili5 Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

lntcrim Final Final 
UEMI mm uep61 

18.82 
111.28 
117.43 

117.23 
125.84 
543 06 
186 13 
1137.80 
1275.61 
1430.64 
$861.27 

1 1,378.04 
51,980.93 

13.48 

127.67 
134.63 
152.03 

19.17 
513.76 
122.93 
545.85 
173.36 
1146.72 
1219.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

11.054.55 

12.16 

117.20 
125.80 
143.00 
186 00 
1137.60 
S275.20 
5430.00 
1860.00 

11,376.00 
11.978.00 

13.48 

515.65 127.64 
119.9: S?4 60 
130.77 152.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W'SrEB 

SOLTHERW STATES unLInEs. INC. 
PLAST FOX Rl'W 
COlINTY: MARTIS 
TEST YE.4R ENDED DECEMBER 31,1596 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requated Approved 

Cumnt  Interim Final Find 
Burr llpp41 upe61 1l9e61 

Base FaciliQ Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
W J I P "  55.1? 

314" 57 70 
1" 512.83 

I-1R" 525 66 
2" 54 I .05 

118.60 
121.91 
146.51 

59 17 
513.76 
122.93 

518.60 
527.90 
146.50 

593.02 
5148.84 

545.85 
573.36 

593.00 
5148.80 

3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 

" )i 14" met= 
3 hl 
5 M 

10 M 

582.10 
5128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
5590.1 I 

51.23 

5297.68 
5465.12 
1930.24 

51.488.38 
52.139.55 

13.34 

58.82 528.62 
511.28 535.30 
517.43 552.00 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

11,054.55 

52.16 

113.65 
519.97 
530.77 

5297.60 
1465.00 
5930.00 

51,488.00 
52.139.00 

13.34 

528.62 
135.30 
552.00 
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Scbedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE 

SOL'THERK STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: FOXRUN 
COUhTY: MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facilic Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter size5 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

P k  
Base Facilily Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"d/4" 

314" 
1" 

I - I n -  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

W 1 3 1 ~  mrtrc 
3 m  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill)' 

Utiliry Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Find Final 
Burr uB4 rn upe61 

512.67 523.82 517.59 $23.84 

13.66 56.86 54.74 16.86 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

NIA N IA  
N IA  N:A 
NiA NIA 
NIA N /A  
N IA  NIA 
N,A N /A  
N IA  ' N/A 
N IA  N IA  
NIA N I A  
N IA  NIA 

N IA  N IA  

523.65 W . 4 0  
130.97 558.12 
134.63 564.98 

517.59 
526.39 
543.98 

1 140.72 
5281.44 
5439.75 

51,407.20 
52.022.85 

55.69 

587.95 

sa79.m 

131.81 
$41.29 
S46.03 

523.81 
532.76 
559.60 

51 19.20 
1190.72 
5381.44 
1596.00 

SI. 192.00 
51,907.20 
52.74 I .60 

58.23 

W . 4 2  
158. I4 
565.00 

c 
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Scbedulc No. SA 

RATE SCHEDCLE 
BAIEB 

SOUTHERV STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: FRIENDLY CENTER 
COCNT\ : LAKE 
TEST YEAR ESDED DECEMBER31.1996 

Cumnt 
%trr 

d: Multi-- . .  
Barc Fscilin Chargc: 
Mctcr Sizr: 
MI"X3N" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10'  

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
541.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
5590.11 

Gallonage Chargc per 1,000 51.23 

10 M 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
LEW 

58.82 
511.28 
517.43 

112.81 
519.21 
532.02 
564.03 

5 102.45 
5204.90 
5320.16 
%40.;2 

SI ,024.5 I 
51,412.73 

53.32 

522.17 
f29.41 
546.01 

Utility 
Requested 

Find 
upe6) 

59. I7 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
112.w 

514.50 
521.75 
536.25 
572.50 

5116.00 
f232.00 
5362.50 
f725.00 

SI. 160.00 
51.667.50 

53.15 

515.65 525.75 
519.91 533.25 
530.77 552.00 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDCLE 
BtAzEB 

SOCTHERh STATES LTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: GENEVA LAKE ESTAlTS 
C O U N T I  : BRADFORD 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utilir). Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

C u m n t  Interim Final Fin81 b t e  lncresrr 
Bua l.Wa 1l9e61 uee6) inlrua 

d Mu1ti-F- 
Base Facilir) Charge: 

yS"x311" 
3/4" 

1" 
I-In" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

1 0  

. Mcler Sire: 

Gallonage Charge per I,OOO 

14.97 
57.45 

512.42 

55.30 
57.95 

513.26 

$9.17 
513.76 
522.93 

524.83 526.50 145.85 
539.73 142.40 573.36 
579.45 584.80 5146.72 

5124.14 SI32 49 5229.25 
5248.29 5265.00 1458.50 

NIA NIA 5733 60 
Ni.4 

52.08 

N:A 51.054.55 

52.22 52.16 

S9.13 
513.70 
522.83 
145.65 
573.04 

5146.08 
f228.25 
1456.50 
5730.40 

$1,049.95 

50 06 
50.10 
$0.16 . 
50.32 
$0.52 
51.04 
SI .62 
53.25 
55.20 
57.47 

5 I .97 10.01 

3M 
SM 

10 M 

SI 1.20 SII.% 515.65 
SIJ.36 516.40 519.97 
n5.74 527.50 $30.77 

115.04 
S18.98 
S28.83 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOL'R YEAR RATE REDUCTIO> SCHEDULE 
YAEB 

SOVMERX STATES VTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT GENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
C O L I N n  BRADFORD 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

neral & bl&&u&&mw . .  : 

Bare Faciliq Charge: 
Meter sin: 
W x 3 l . l "  

314" 
1" 

I - I I 2 ' '  
2" 
3" 
4- 
6" 
8" 
10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

59.13 
513.70 
522.83 
$665 
573.04 
5146.08 
S228.25 
5456.50 
1750.40 

SI .049 95 

11.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
prrcurr 

50.08 
so.11 
SO.19 
50.38 
$0.60 
s1.21 
$1.88 
53.77 
16.0; 
18.67 

10.02 
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Schedule bo.  SA 

SOL?HER"i STATES UTILITIES,, INC. 
P U N T :  GOLDEN TERRACE 

~ 

COVNTS: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Cumnt 
Bu6( 

Bur Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
vB"x3/4" 55.13 

3/4" 57.70 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-in- 

Gallon8gr Charge per 1,OOO 

512.83 
525 66 
141 05 
182.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
1410.51 
5590. I I 

51.23 

I. ,4" 

3M 
5M 

10 M 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
!a%l 

59.24 
113.86 
523.10 
146.20 
573.93 

1147.86 
5231.02 
1462.05 
5739.28 

11.062.7 I 

S4.28 

58.82 522.08 
511.28 530.64 
517.43 552.04 

Utiliq 
Requested 

Final 
w 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
S45.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

52.16 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
UBa 

59.20 
513.80 
523.00 
146.00 
$73.60 

5147.20 
5?30.00 
1460 00 
5736 00 

51.058 00 

14.28 

522.04 
530.60 
552.00 
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Schedule 50. SA 

RATE SCHEDL'LE 
YiAlEE 

SOI'THERV STATES LTILITIES. l3C.  
PLA'ST. GOSPEL ISLA'SD ESTATES 
COLtTI:  ClTRL S 
TEST )EAR E'SDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utilip Commission 
Approved R q u a n d  Approved 

C u m n t  Interim Find Find 
Buu llpe41 UBa u9.w 

p . .  
Base Faciliq Charge: 
Meter S i x  
s m * - m * *  

314" 
I "  

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

10 M 

15.13 
17.70 

112.83 
125.66 
541.05 
182.10 

1128.29 
1256.57 
5410.51 
1590.1 1 

11.23 

18.82 
111.28 
117.43 

116.20 19. I7 
124.30 113.76 
540.50 122.93 
181.00 545.85 

5129.60 573.36 
1259.19 1146.72 
5404.99 5229.25 
5809.97 5458.50 

11295.96 1733.60 
51.862.94 11.054.5s 

13.58 

126.94 
134.10 
152.00 

12.16 

515.65 
119.97 
130.77 

116.20 
524.30 
540.50 
181.00 

5129.60 
1259.20 
5405.00 
1810.00 

11,2%.00 
11,863.00 

13.58 

526.94 
154.10 
152.00 
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khedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
EArEE 

SOLTHERS STATES imLinEs.  INC. 
PLAST: GUMND TERIUCE 
COlSTI  : LAKE 
TEST YEAR EqDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

& MuIti-Fm . .  
Base Facilir) Ch8rge: 
Meter S i :  
W 3 l P "  

314" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
*" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 

10 M 

Commirsion Utility 

Current Interim Fins1 
Approved Requested 

Brw UB4.l upp61 
s.clxim 

15.13 
17.70 

112.83 
125.66 
541.05 
582.10 

1128.29 
12S6.57 
5410.51 
1590.11 

11.23 

11084 
Sl6.2i 
127 1 I 
154.22 
186.76 

1173.51 
1271.11 
1542.22 
5867.55 

11.247.1 I 

,51.79 

59 17 
113.76 
122.93 
545.85 
S73.36 

S146.72 
1229.25 
Y58.50 
5733.60 

1 1  .054.5s 

12.16 

58.82 116.21 115.65 
111.28 519.79 119.97 
117.43 128.74 S30.77 

... c 

Commirsion Commission 
Approved Approved 

Find b t e  Increase 
upe6) inLrun 

59.15 10.06 
113.70 SO IO 
122.83 
545.65 
173.04 

1146.08 
1228.25 
S456.50 
1730.40 

11.049.95 

$1.97 

115.04 
118.98 
128.83 

10.16 
10.32 
10.52 
11.04 
11.61 
13.25 
15.20 
11 47 

10.01 
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Schedule No. 6.4 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
YiAIER 

SOL'THERX STATES L'TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT GRAND TERRACE 
COUNT) : LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.19% ' 

. .  & Muhi-- . .  
Base Facilin Charge: 
Meter S i :  
WilH" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-lnq- 

Gillonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U9.a 

19.13 
513.70 
522.83 
145.65 
173.04 
f146.08 
f228.25 
1456.50 
5730.40 

51.049.95 

$1.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
D€€cusc 

50.08 
50.11 
50.19 
50.38 
50.60 
51.21 
51.88 
53.77 
56.03 
58.67 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDLILE 
E A E B  

S017HERN STATES L'TILITIES, INC. 
PLAhT: HARMOW HOMES 
COtitiTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Cumnt  
Bua 

Bnse Facilin Cb8rge: 
Meter Size 
W'DN" 

314" 
I"  

I - l l r  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

55.13 
57.70 
112.83 
525.66 
141.05 
182.10 
3128.29 
5256.37 
5410.51 
5590.11 

GdIonnge Chnrgc per 1,OOO 51.23 

3 M  
SM 

10 M 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Rqunlcd  Approved 

Interim Find Final 
u2w mm LLep61 

514 35 
52153 
535 89 
571 77 
SI 14 83 
5229 67 
5358 85 
f71770 

51.145j7 
51.650'2 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
145.85 
573.36 
1146.72 
5229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

519.20 
128.80 
U8.00 
S96.00 
5153.60 
5307.20 
1480.00 
5960.00 

51.536.00 
12.208.00 

52.46 52.16 13.28 

58.82 521.73 515.65 529.04 
511.28 126.65 $19.97 135.60 
517.43 U8.95 530.77 552.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WEAIEB 

SOITHERX STATES I'TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT HERMITS COVE 
COCNTl: PCTKAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

C u m n t  
Buu 

& Mulli-- . .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sitr: 
W J N "  

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

I, .. 
3 M  
SM 

10 M 

55.13 
57.70 
512.83 
525.66 
541.05 
582.10 
5128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
5590.1 I 

51.23 

Cornmission Utilir) Commission 
Approved Regucricd Approved 

laterim Final Final 
llpeQl Umd UBa 

58.82 
SI 1.28 
517.43 

58.72 
513.08 
521.80 
543.61 
569.77 
5139.54 
521803 
5436.06 
$697.70 

51.C42.95 

54.33 

521.71 
530.37 
552.02 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 
5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52.16 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

58.70 
513.05 
521.75 
543.50 
s69.60 
5139.20 
5217.50 
5435.00 
5696.00 

51.000.50 

54.33 

52 I .69 
530.35 
552.00 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
x4IzB 

SOlTHERK STATES 1'TlLlTIES. 1NC. 
. PLANT: HOBB\ HILLS 

COlNTI : L A I S  
TEST SEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Utility Commission Commission 

Rate Increase 

Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Cunmt Interim Final Final 
Bua i l B U  llBa llppbl inzyM 

Bare Facilin Charge: 
Meter Size: 
Ml"l3W 

314' 
1" 

1-182" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 

lo" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

s/s" I314" mcfLL 
3M 
3 M  

10 M 

55. I3 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
141.05 
582.10 

1128.29 
5256.57 
1410.51 
5590.1 1 

58.03 59.17 
512.05 513.76 
520.09 522.93 
140.17 145.85 
164.27 573.36 

5128.55 5146.72 
5200.86 5229.25 
1401.71 1458.50 
5642.74 573.60 
592j.94 51,054.55 

51.23 52.10 52.16 

58.82 514.33 515.65 
511.28 518.53 51997 
517.43 129.0: 530.77 

59.13 
113.70 
522.83 
145.65 
573.04 

5146.08 
1228.25 
1456.50 
5730.40 

51,049.95 

51.97 

S15.04 
21898 
528.83 

50 06 
50 IO 
50 16 
50 32 
SO 52 
SI 04 
SI 62 
53 25 
55.20 
57 47 

50 01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RAE REDlICTlOX SCHEDVLE 
W E A n B  

WUTHERV STATES r n L i n E s .  INC. 
PLANT: HOBBl HILLS 
COUXTY: LAKE 
TEST SEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base F8cilir) Ch8rge: 
Meter S i :  
MI"I3/4" 

3N" 
1" 

I-IR" 
2" 
)" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 

59. I 3  
513.70 
522.8; 
145.65 
573.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
1456.50 
5730.40 

11.049.95 

51.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. b t e  
prcnuc 

50.08 
50.11 
50.19 
10.38 
50.60 
51.21 
I I .88 
13.77 
56.03 
58.61 

50.02 
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Schedule Sa. 5.4 

U T E  SCHEDULE 
WIEE 

S0I'THER.i STATES L'TILITIEL. INC. 
PLAVT: HOLIDAY H A W S  
COINT\ : LAKE 
TEST YEIR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Buu . .  & Multi-F- . .  

Base Facilin Charge: 
Meter S i x  
W J 1 4 "  

3/4" 
1" 

1 - I n  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

10 M 

55.13 
57.70 

112.83 
525.66 
$41.05 
182.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
S410.51 
1590.1 1 

5 I .23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u994.i 

19.53 
514.29 
S23.81 
S47.63 
576.20 

1152 40 
5238 13 
1476.26 
S762 0 I 

51.09539 

54.25 

S8.82 122.28 
111.28 f30.78 
517.43 152.03 

Utilir?. 
Rqucrted 

Find 
uB6l 

19.17 
113.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
573.36 

1146.72 
5229.25 

5733.60 
51.054.55 

1458.50 

52.16 

f15.65 
119.97 
130.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m2.U 

19.50 
114.25 
523.75 
$47.50 
576.00 

$152.00 
S237.50 
1475 00 
5760 00 

11.092 50 

S4 25 

122.25 
130.75 
552.00 

L 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: HOLIDAY HAVEN 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter s h  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sirc: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
1" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-In" 

Gillonage Charge per 1,000 

w x 314" IImK 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Current 
BAtM 

512.67 

53.66 
6 M  

512.67 
519.01 
531.68 
563.37 
5101.39 
5202.77 
5316.83 
5633.66 

51.013.85 
51.457.41 

54.39 

Commission 
Approved 

interim 
upea) 

515.26 

58.16 
6 M  

515.26 
522.89 
538.15 
576.30 
5122.08 
5244.16 
5381.50 
5763.00 

51.220.80 
51,754.90 

59.79 

Utility Commission 
Requested Approved 

Find Final 
uee61 uee61 

517.59 515.26 

54.74 58.16 
6 M  6 M  

517.59 515.26 
526.39 $22.89 
543.98 538.15 
587.95 576.30 
5140.72 5122.08 
5281.44 3244.16 
5439.75 5381.50 
5879.50 5763.00 

51,407.20 $1.220.80 
52,022.85 51.754.90 

55.69 59.19 

523.65 539.74 531.81 539.74 
530.97 556.06 541.29 556.06 
534.63 364.22 546.03 s64.21 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
FLsIEE 

SOUTHERX STATES L'TILITIES, INc. 
PLANT: HOLIDAY HEIGHTS 
COUNTY: OR4NGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission L'tiliQ Commission 
Approved Rqucrtcd Approved 

Cnmnt  interim Final Final 
Burr w44 llpp6l uee6, 

. .  6. % I U l t i - ~  

Bere Facilin Charge: 
Meter S i :  

1" 
1.ltY 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

15.13 
57.70 

112.83 
525.66 
14 I .os 
582.10 

5128.29 
1256.57 
1410.51 
5590 I I 

$15.51 
523.27 
138.78 
$77.51 

1124.1 I 
5248.21 
1387.83 
1775.67 

11.241.06 
Sl.784.03 

19.17 
513.76 
122.93 
145.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
S129.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

519 IO 
528.65 
147.75 
595.50 

$152.80 
5305.60 
5477.50 
1955.00 

51 S28.00 
52.196.50 

Gallonage Charge per lp00 51.23 52.68 52.16 53.29 

5 M 
10 M 117.43 142.31 130.77 552.00 

58.82 123.55 515.65 128.97 
111.28 128.91 119.97 535.55 
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Schedule No. 5A 

U T E  SCHEDVLE 
?ydIEB. 

SOI'THERI: STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: IMPERIAL MOBILE TERRACE 
cocsn: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

nerd& Multi-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sirr: 
W x 3 W  

314" 
I "  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

I-in" 

Gallon8ge Charge per 1,000 

Commission Utility 

Current Interim Final 
Bua U E a  llpe6l 

Approved Requested 

M" xY4" muer 
3 M 

IO M 
5 m  

15.13 18.08 59.17 
17.70 112.11 113.76 

112.83 120.19 122.93 
125.66 540.38 145.85 
541.05 564.60 173.36 
fs2.10 1129.21 1146.72 

1128.29 1201.89 1229.25 
1256.9 5403 ?7 5458.50 
5410.51 5646.04 1733.60 
5590.1 1 1928.68 51.054.55 

11.23 12.59 12.16 

18.82 115.85 
111.28 121.03 
117.43 133.98 

115.65 
119.97 
130.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Incrcase 
Um w 

110.35 10.07 
115.53 10.1 I 
125.88 10 18 
15 1.75 10.37 
182.80 10.59 

1165.60 11.18 
1258.75 11.84 
1517.50 13.68 
1828.00 15.89 

SI.IW.2' 18.47 

12.58 10.02 

118.09 
113.25 
136. I5 
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Schedule So. 6A 

FOUR YEAR U T E  REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERR STATES L ~ L ~ S .  mc. 
PLANT IMPERL4L MOBILE TERRACE ~ ~~ 

COI'5TY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR EYDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

B8se F8ciliry Charge: 
Meter S i :  
W . 3 1 4  

3/4" 
1" 

1.ll-l'' 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
llp96l 

S10.35 
515.53 
525.88 
551.75 
182.80 
1165.60 
1258.75 
15 17.50 
5828.00 

1L190.25 

12.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
prrrusc 

10.09 
10.13 
10.21 
10.43 
50.68 
11.37 
52.14 
54.27 
16.83 
19.82 

10.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

S0tTIiER.V STATES ~TILITIES,  INC. 
PLAYT INTERCESSlON CITY ._ ~ 

COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.19% 

Commission' Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

C u m n t  Interim Final Fin81 Rate Increase 
Burr ueesl uee61 il%I inlvrpa 

Base F8cilir) Charge: 
Meter S k  
5/8"3N" S5 lj 

3/4" 
1" 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4- 
6" 
€2- 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

ys" a 3/4" lw€t 
. 3 M  

5 M 
10 M 

$7.70 
112.83 
125.66 
$41.05 
182.10 
5128.29 
5256.57 
54410.51 
5590.11 

SI .23 

113.21 
119.81 
S33.02 
566.04 
5105.66 
1211.32 
5330.19 
1660.38 

11.056.60 
11.518.86 

13.88 

58.82 124.85 
111.28 132.61 
S17.43 152.01 

19.17 
113.76 
122.93 
545.85 
573.36 
S 146.72 
f229.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

11.054.55 

12.16 

115.65 
119.97 
130.77 

116.34 
124.51 
540.85 
181.70 
1130.72 
5261.44 
5408.50 
S817.W 

11,307.20 
11.879.10 

S3.23 

526.03 
132.49 
548.64 

10.I2 
10.17 
SO.29 
10.58 
10.93 
11.86 
12.91 
S5.82 
59.31 
113.38 

10.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FO1;R YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDL'LE 
W A I m  

SOI'THERX STATES I'TILITlES. INC. 
PLANT: INTERCESSION C I n  
COCST\ : OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.19% 

p . .  
Bare Farilir) Charge: 
Meter Size: 
sws31.1" 

31414" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Appmvtd 

Final 
mm 

$16.34 
524.51 
$40.85 
S8 I .70 

5130.72 
1261.44 
5408.50 
5817.00 

51.307.20 
11.879.10 

53.23 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rstc 
prrrurr 

so 13 
10.20 
$0.34 
50.67 
$1.08 
$2.16 
53.37 
16.14 

s10.79 
$15.51 

$0.03 

c 
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RATE SCHEDL'LE 
wE&J€E 

SOCMERV STATES r n L I n E s ,  INC. 
PLAST: INTERLACHEN LAKE ESTATESIPARK MANOR 
COl'NT\ : PVmAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Buu 

& Multi-- . .  
Base Faciliw Charge: 
Meter Size: 
Ml"x314" 15.13 

3/4" f7.70 
I" f12.83 

1-10'' 525.66 
2*' 541.05 
3" 582.10 
4" 5128.29 
6" 5256.57 
8" 5410.51 

1 0  5590 I I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 51.23 

yS" I 3/4" meter 
3M 
5M 

10 M 

58.82 
511.28 
517.43 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
uppu. 

510.30 
515.45 
125.75 
f5I.51 
582.41 

f164.82 
5257.54 
5515.07 
K 4 .  I I 

SI . I  84.66 

53.61 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
w 

f9.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
f229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

11,054.55 

52.16 

521.13 
528.35 
146.40 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe61 

516.34 
524.51 
540.85 
581.70 

5130.72 
S261.44 
5408.50 
5817.00 

51,307.20 
51.879.10 

52.85 

Schedule No. SA 

524.89 
530.59 
144.84 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
h 2 2 m  

50.12 
50.17 
50.29 
50.58 
50.93 
51 .86 
52.91 
55.82 
59.3 I 

513.38 

50 02 
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Schedulc No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAIEE 

SOl'THERX STATES L'TlLITlES. INC. 
PL.4ST INTERLACHES LAKE ESTATEWARK MANOR 
CO1:NT) : P1'TNA.M 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

p- . .  
Base FaciliQ Charge: 
Meter S i c :  
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gdlonrgr Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upp61 

116.31 
124.51 
540.85 
181.70 

1130.72 
1261.44 
5408.50 
1817.00 

11.307.20 
51.879.10 

12.85 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Qx€rcLs 

50.13 
10.20 
10.34 
10.67 
11.08 
12.16 
13.37 
16.74 

110.79 
115.51 

9x02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDL'LE 
WAIEE 

SOI'THERX ST.4TES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLAST: JI'SGLE DES 
COL'YTI : VOLL'SIA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
mw . .  Multi-F- . .  

Base Faciliq Charge: 
Meter She: 
W r 3 / J "  

3/4" 
I" 

l-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 '  

10" 

Gallonage Charge per ia00 

w I 314" mclll 
3 M 
SM 

10 M 

15.13 
17.70 
112.83 
125.66 
141.05 
S82.10 
1128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
1590.11 

11.23 

Commission Ctilin Commission 
Approved Requested Approrcd 

Interim Final Final 
llpnu llpe61 llpe61 

18.82 
Sll.28 
117.43 

55.96 
18 94 
114.90 
129 79 
147.66 
195.33 
1148.95 
1297.90 
5416.64 
1685.17 

14.60 

119.76 
128.96 
15 I .96 

59.17 
113.76 
122.93 
54S.85 
173.36 
1146.72 
1229.25 
5958.50 
1733.60 

11.054.55 

12.16 

115.65 
119.97 
530.77 

16.00 
19.00 
115.00 
130.00 
148.00 
196.00 
1150.00 
1300.00 
1480.00 
1690.00 

54.60 

119.80 
529.00 
552.00 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 831 

Schedule No. 5 8  

RATE SCHEDULE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: JUNGLE DEN 
COUNTY: VOLUSU 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Mcter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,ooO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S h  
5/8"x314" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4'- 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per LOO0 

w 1 ~ N - J E S ~ C ~  
3m 
5 m  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved R e q U C S t d  Approved 

Current Interim Find Final 
Buu UB4l UBa rn 

$12.67 $1 1.49 

13.66 u1.92 
6 M  6M 

517.59 

54.74 
6 M  

NIA 
N!A 
N / A  
N IA  
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N IA  
N IA  
N IA  

NIA 

NIA $17.59 
NIA 526.39 

. NIA 503.98 
NIA $87.95 
NIA 5140.72 
NIA $281.44 
N/A 5439.75 
NIA $879.50 
NIA $1 ,407.20 
NIA $2.022.85 

NIA $5.69 

$23.65 138.25 
$30.97 156.09 
$34.63 $65.01 

531.81 
$441.29 
546.03 

111.48 

58.92 
6 M  

Ill 48 
$17.22 
$28.70 
557.40 
191.84 

$ 183.68 
$287.00 
1574.00 
191840 

11.320.20 

$10.70 

$38.24 
156.08 
$65.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

R A T E  SCHEDULE 
EAlm 

SOUTHERN STATES cnLms, m c .  
PLANT: K W S T O h T  CLUB ESTATES 
COCSTI : BRADFORD 
TEST YE4R ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Cumnt  
Bun . .  . .  

Base Facilir) Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
Wx311"  

314" 
1" 

1-m" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

54.97 
57.45 

$12.42 
$24.83 
139.73 
579.45 

5124.14 
5248.29 

NIA 
NIA 

52.07 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
upeu 

58.09 
112.12 
520.21 
14041 
56466 

5129.30 
5202.04 
1404.09 

NIA 
NIA 

53.31 

L:tiliv 

Final 
Rqunted 

C?w 

511.18 518.20 
515.32 124.94 
525.67 141 79 

m.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

114672 
5229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52.16 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rstc Incruse 
umeb, i L L E c M  

513.26 
519.89 
533.15 
566.30 

5106.08 
12 12. I 6  
553 1 S O  
5663.00 

51.060.80 
51,524.90 

52.82 

521.72 
527.36 
54 I .46 

50.09 
50.14 
50.24 
10.47 
SO 76 
51 5 1  
52 36 
54 72 
57.55 

510.86 

50.02 
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Schcdulc No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE JlEDllCTIO% SCHEDULE 
WAEB 

SOL'THERV STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT KEYSTOSE CLUB ESTATES 
C O C K n  : BR4DFORD 
TEST YEAR Eh'ED DECEMBER 31.1996 

p . .  
Base Facilic?. Charge: 
Meter Size: 
W x 3 1 4 "  

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

I O "  

t-in" 

GallonageCharge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U!?Q 

513.26 
519.89 
533.15 
566.30 

5106.08 
121 2.16 
5331.50 
5663.00 

51,060.80 
51 .524.90 

52.82 

Commission 
Approved 
4 1 r R n t r  - 

50. I I 
50.16 
50.21 
50.55 
50.88 
51 1 5  
52.14 
55 41  
58.76 

512.59 

50.02 
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Schdulr No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
ELuEB 

SO1'THERh STATES L'TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: KEYSTONE HEIGHTS 
COUNTI: CLAY 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

C u m n t  
Bucr 

Base Facilio Cbargc: 
Mctcr S i :  
MI"JI4" 55.13 

3/4" 57.70 
1" 512.83 

I-In" st5.66 
2" 141.05 
1" 582.10 
4" 5128.29 
6" 5256.57 
8 ,  1410.51 

I O *  5590. I 1  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 51.23 

- - - - 
513.69 

142.76 
585.53 

5136.84 
5196.70 

- 

Wr314" 
3/4" 

1" 
I-K!" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

.. /d" 

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

Commission 
Approved 
Interim 
upeu 

59.52 
514.29 
523.81 
Y7.62 
576.19 

5152.38 
5238 10 
1476.19 
5761 90 

SI .095.24 

51.93 

- - - - 
525.40 

n9.37 
5158.73 
5253.97 
5365.08 

- 

Utilit) Commission Commission 

Final Final Rate Increase 
Requested Approved Approved 

upe61 llp96) hlY€a.D 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
145.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
1458.50 
5753.60 

51.054.5s 

52.16 

- - - - 
56.11 

512.23 
519.10 
538.21 
561.13 
587.88 

59.13 
513.70 
522.83 
145.65 
573.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
1456.50 
5730 40 

SI .M9.95 

51.91 

- - 
1 - 

€5.09 
512.17 
519.02 
538.04 
560.87 
587.50 

58.82 515.31 515.65 SI5.W 
511.28 519.17 519.97 518.96 
517.43 528.82 530.77 528.83 

50.06 
W.10 
50.16 
50.32 
50.52 
51.04 
51.62 
53.25 
55.20 
17.47 

50.01 

-. - - - 
10.04 
10.09 
10.14 
50.27 
50.43 
W.62 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOI'R YEAR RATE DECREASE SCHEDI'LE 
wxcE8 

SOL'THER. STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PWST:  liEI STOYE HEIGHTS 
COL'STI: CLAI 
TEST I EAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

p . .  
Base Faciliq Charge: 
Meter S i x :  

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
I O  

C8ilOn8gc Chnrgc per 1.000 

5/8"x3/4" 
314" 

I "  
I-In'' 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

I O  

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
llpe6) 

19 I ?  
113 70 
122.83 
545 65 
173.04 

1146.08 
1228.25 
5456.50 
1730 40 

11.049 95 

11.97 

-. 
- - 
-. 

16.09 
112.17 
119.02 
138.04 
560.87 
587.50 

Commission 
Approved 
4 \ r. Raw 
prrrruc 

10.08 
so. I I 
10.19 
10.38 
10.60 
51.21 
11.88 
13.77 
16.03 
18.67 

10.02 

... 
_. 
-- 
__. 

10.05 
10.10 
10.16 
10.3 I 
10.50 
10.72 
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Schedule No. SA 

U T E  SCHEDULE 
w_ld;lEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, ISC. 
PLANT KJNGSH'OOD 
COUNTY: BREVARD 
TEST YE.4R ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Buer 

ml& Uulti-- 
Base Facilin Charge: 
Meter six 
VB"I3N" 55.13 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

57.70 
512.83 
525.66 
141.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 

Commission 
Approved 
Interim 
MMI 

59.00 
513.50 
52z.50 
145.00 
572.00 

5143.99 
5224.99 
5449.98 

Utilic 
Requested 

Final 
rn 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
145.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
S229.25 
1438.50 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
Ilpeb, 

510.35 
Sl5.53 
525.88 
551.75 
582.80 

5165.60 
5258.75 
55 17.30 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
inzrun 

50.07 
50 I I  
50 I8 
50.j7 
SO 59 
SI 18 
51.84 
53.68 

1410.51 5719.97 5733.60 5828.00 55.89 
5590.1 1 11.034.95 11.054.55 51,190.25 58.47 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 51.23 52.71 52.16 12.58 50.02 

S M  
10 ni 

58.82 517.13 515.65 51809 
51 1.28 522.55 519.97 SZ3.25 
517.43 536.10 530.77 536.15 
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Schedulc l o .  6A 

FOLiR YEAR R4TE REDL CTlOl  SCHEDl'LE 
wL4IEE 

SOCTHERX STATES CTILITIES. ISC. 
PLANT IiISGSWOOD 
COI'STS: BREVARD 
TEST YEAR ESDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bast Facilin Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
W J I 4 "  

31.v 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

i - i r  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

510.35 
115.5; 
525.88 
151.75 
182.80 

1165.60 
1258.75 
1517.50 
5828.00 

11.190.25 

52.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Sr. Rate 
R€srsw 

50.09 
so 13 
50.21 
50.43 
10.68 
11.37 
52.14 
54.27 
56.83 
59.82 

10.02 
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Schedule Ro. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
M L u E B  

SOVMERK STATES 271LITIES. WC. 
PLANT: LAKE AJAY ESTATES 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 
conn : OSCEOLA 

Commission 
Approved 

Cumnt  Interim 
Buu uppu 

p . .  
Bsse Fadlie Charge: 
Meter S i :  
vB"s314" 
34- 

1" 
I-ln" 

2- 
3" 
4'. 
6 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

5/8"x3/4"- 
3 M 
5 hl 

10 M 

55.13 
57.70 
512.83 
525.66 
541.05 
182.10 
5128.29 
5756.57 
$410.51 
5590.1 I 

51.23 

58.82 
511.28 
517.43 

523.67 
135.51 
539.18 
5118.36 
5189.37 
5378.74 
5591.78 

51.183.5i 
51.893.71 
52,722.20 

52.83 

532.16 
537.82 
I5 I .97 

L'tilip 
Requested 

Final 
llp96l 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 
5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.51 

52.16 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

532.19 
537.85 
552.00 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9epi 

$23.70 
535.55 
559.25 

5118.50 
5189.60 
5379.20 
5592.50 

51.l85.00 
51.896.00 
52.725.50 

52.83 
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RATE SCHED1:LE 
EAI€E 

SOI:THERI' STATES u n u n E s .  INC. 
PLANT LAKE BR4NTLEY 
COUNTY: SEMII'OLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Bug 

& Multi-Fud~kmks 
&sr Facilip Charge: 
Meter S i :  
Wx314" 15.13 

314- 57.70 
I" 312.83 

I-In" 125.66 
2" 541.05 
3" 582.10 
4" 1128.29 
6" 3256.57 
8 5410.51 
I O  3590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 

ab)" I 314" m€Ku 
3 M  
sm 

10 M 

11.23 

Commission Utilir) Commission 
Approved Requntcd Approved 

Interim Final Final 
llp941 UBa UBa 

s8.82 
~11.28 
317.43 

Schedule No. SA 

111.91 

529.77 
559.54 
395.27 
3190.53 

I I 7.86 

1297 7 I 
5595 71 
5952.66 

51,369.45 

32.32 

518.87 
323.51 
335.1 I 

19. I7 
313.76 
322.93 

173.36 
SI46 72 

54s.85 

3229.25 
usa.50 
3733.60 

31.054.55 

32.16 

315.65 
319.97 
330.77 

317.60 
126 40 
s44.00 

1140.80 
3281.60 
5440.00 

588.00 

saao.oo 
SI ,408.00 
32.024.00 

13.44 

527.92 
S34.80 
152.00 
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Schldule No. 5.A 

U T E  SCAEDL'LE 
m_sILB 

SO1'THER.I STATES LTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LAKE Cob- AI 
COt%T\: OR.\\GE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECE.MBER 31,1996 

Commission Utilin Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

C u m n t  interim Final Find R81e Increase 
Buu lw!4.l u2w llpp6l ilL&Gus 

Base Facilin Charge: 
Meccr SiZeI 
W x 3 W  

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

1 0  

i-in- 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

vs" X3W' o&ta 
3 M 
5 M 

10 31 

15.13 
57.70 

112.83 
525.66 
541.05 
582.lO 

5128.29 
5256.57 
5413.51 
5590.1 I 

51.23 

SI1 44 
517 15 
128 59 
557 18 
591 49 

1182 98 
5285 91 
5571 83 
1914 92 

51.315.20 

52.29 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.56 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52. 16 

113.26 50.09 
119.89 50.14 
533.15 50.24 
566.30 50 47 

1106.08 SO 76 
52 12. I6 SI 51  
5331.50 52.36 
5663.00 54 72 

SI.W.80 57.55 
51.524.90 510.86 

52.82 50.02 

58.82 518.31 515.65 521.72 
Ill 28 522 89 51997 127 36 
11743 534.34 530 77 541 46 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 841 

khedule No. 6.4 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDLiCTlON SCHEDULE 
vl?L&cEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
P L A N T  LAKE CONH AY 
C O U N W :  ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MOSTHI I RATES 

M u f t i - F a m i U s 3 h  
Base Facilify Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge pzr 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
upe6) 

513.26 
519.89 
533.1s 
566.30 
S106.08 
S212.16 
5331.50 
5663.00 

51,060.80 
51.524.90 

52.82 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
~prrrrprc 

50.1 I 
SO. I6 
50.21 
50.55 
50.88 
51.75 
52.74 
55.47 
38.16 
512.59 

50.02 
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RATE SCHEDI'LE 
lUTlx3 

SOI:THER\ STATES I'TILITIES, INC. 
PLAST LAKE HARRtET ESTATES 
COI'STY: SEMIYOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission 
Approvcd 

Currcnr Interim 
Burr 

neral& W- 
Base Facilin Charge: 
M e w  Size: 
MI"s3N" 

3/v 
I 'I 

2" 
3- 
4" 
6** 
8" 

10" 

I-IR" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

55.13 58.63 
17.70 512.94 

112.83 521.56 
525.66 543.13 
541.05 569.00 
582.10 1138.00 

5128.29 5215.63 
5256.57 5431.26 
5410.51 s6w.02 
5590.1 I 1991.90 

51.23 51.74 

Utili? 
Rqucstcd 

Final 
u9p61 

s .a2  
511.28 
517.43 

513.85 

59.17 
513.76 
122.93 
545.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52.16 

515.65 
119.97 
130.77 

Schedule No. 5A 

Commission Commission 
Approvcd Approvcd 

Final b t e  Incrcasc 
ll9p6! ilGbsm 

19.13 
513.70 
122.83 
545.65 
573.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
5456.50 
5730.40 

51.049.95 

51.97 

115.04 
518.98 
528.83 

50.06 
50.10 
50.16 
50.32 
10.52 
11.04 
51.62 
d.25 
55.20 
57 47 

so 01 
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Schedule Vo. 6A 

FOVR YEAR RATE REDl CTIO\ SCHEDI'LE 
lisIlp 

SOI'THERV STATES l'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT. LAKE H4RRIET ESTATES 
COI'ST1: SEMI\OLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.19% 

Base Frcilic Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
WJN" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 

I O  

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Commission 
Approbed 

Final 
u%?4l 

59.13 
513.70 
521.83 
S45.65 
573.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
1456.50 
5730 40 

11.049 95 

51.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 1 r. Rate 
Rsccax 

50.08 
so.11 
10.19 
50.38 
50.60 
51.21 
51.88 
53 77 
56 0: 
58 6' 

so.02 
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Schedule So. 5A 

U T E  SCHEDGLE 
BAIER 

SOITHER% STATES ITILITIES, LhC. 
PLANT LAKESIDE 
cor;3TY: CrTRL'S 
TEST \'EAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 

Base Faciliq Charge: 
Meter S i :  
Ml"r3N" 

314" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 

i.in- 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
525.66 
$4 I .OS 
582.10 
5128.29 

6" 1256.57 
8" $410.51 
I O  1590.1 I 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
w 

NIA 
NiA 
NiA 
S f A  
N/A 
VIA 
NiA 
% A  
NIA 
%.;?A 

Gallonage Cbargc per 1,OOO 5 1.23 NIA 

., I, 

3 M  
5 M 

10 >I 

$8.82 NIA 
Sll.28 NIA 
517.43 NiA 

Ltilin 
Rcqucncd 

Final 
Lleesl 

$9.17 
513.76 
322.93 
545.85 
573.36 
5146.72 
$229.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

$1.054.55 

52.16 

SI5 65 
$19.97 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
Lleesl 

$16.40 
524.60 
$41.00 
582.00 
5 1.; I .20 
5262.40 
5410.00 
5820.00 

51.312.00 
51,886.00 

53.56 

$27.08 
534.20 
552.00 

.. 
c 
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U T E  SCHEDULE 
EAIEB 

W1'THERX ST4TES 1TILITIES. INC. 
P I . A S T  LAK€E\IEH VILLAS ~ 

COIST\ : CLA\ 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Currrn! 
Buu 

p . .  
Bare Facilir) Charge: 
Meter S u e :  
W X 3 / 4 "  

3 4  
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4- 
6" 
8" 

. I l l -  

Gdlonrge Charge per 1.OOO 

15.13 
57.70 

112.83 
525.66 
141.05 
u12.10 

1128.29 
5256.51 
1410.51 
$590.11 

$1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
UBJI 

513.65 
520.48 
534.14 
568.27 

$109.23 
f218.47 
$341.35 
5682.71 

1 1.092.34 
51.570.23 

53.83 

$8.82 $25.14 
511.2p 132.80 
517.43 551.95 

Utilir). 
Requested 

Final 
u9p61 

59.17 
113.76 
$22.93 
S4S.85 
573.36 

1146.72 
S229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

11.051.55 

12.16 

115.65 
519.97 
130.77 

Schedulr No. 5A 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9p61 

313.70 
520.55 
134.25 
568.50 

1109.60 
5219.20 
1342.50 
5685.00 

51.096.00 
51.575.50 

13.83 

525.19 
132.85 
552.00 
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Schedule So. SA 

RATE SCHEDKLE 
E 4 E B  

SOlTHER\ STATES ITILITIES, IhC. 
PLAVT: LEHICH 
COI'XTI : LEE 
TEST) E4R E\DED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved . Rquertrd Approved Approved 

Cumnt  Interim Final Final R a t e  Increase 
Buer LLeepl Llee6) llml ietu%a --w 

Base Faciliq Charge: 
Meier Size: 

59.03 510.53 
515 8G 
126.32 
552.63 
584.22 

5168.42 

59. I7 
513.76 
522.93 
S45.85 
573.36 

5146.72 

516.34 
524.51 
140.85 

5130.72 
1261.44 

ss1.7a 

50 12 
50.1' 
50.29 
50.58 
50.93 
51.86 

5/8"r3/-1" 
314" 513.51. 

S22.57 I"  
I-IR" 

2" 
545.13 
572.22 

5144.43 

S451.35 
5225.68 

3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

5263.17 
5526.32 

S229.25 
5458.50 

S408.50 
58 17.00 

51.307.20 
11.879.10 

52.91 
55.82 

1722.16 5842.1 I 
51.038.10 51.210.53 

5733.60 
51.054.55 

59.3 I 
113.38 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 52.40 52.80 52.16 12.85 50.02 

Private Fire P m  
5Wx3I4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

-_ -_ - I - -_ - - 
N/A 

575.23 587.72 
5150.45 5175.44 
1240.72 5280.70 
5346.04 5403.51 

- NIA - 

._. -_ 
-. - 

16.11 
51223 
519.10 
S38.21 
161.13 
587.88 

_.- 
-_. 
-. 
1 

510.89 
521.79 
534.04 
168.08 

5108.93 
5156.59 

... ... - - 
10.08 
50.16 
10.24 
50.48 
50.78 
51.11 

I, 4" 

3 M  
S M  

10 M 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

524.89 
530.59 
544.84 

516.23 518.93 
521.03 524.53 
533.03 538.53 
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FOVR YEAR RATE REDI'CTl04 SCHEDULE 
HmUEB 

SOI'THERK STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT LEHIGH 
COI'XTl: LEE 
TEST YEAR E\DED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Base Facilin Ch8rgc: 
Meter Size: 
W r 3 1 4 "  

311" 
I "  

I - I n  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 

S/8"3/4" 
314" 

I " 
I-In" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
UYm 

516.34 
524.5I 
s40.85 
581.70 
1130.72 
1261.44 
s408.50 
5817.00 

11.307.20 
51.879.10 

$2.85 

__. - - - 
110.89 
S21.79 
134.04 
168.08 
5108.93 
1156.59 

Schedule No. 6A 

Camnhrwn 
Approved 
4 Y r. Rate 
lkclmu 

SO 13 
50 20 
10.34 
10.67 
51.08 
52.16 
13.37 
16.14 
110.79 
515.51 

10.02 

10.18 
50.28 
10.56 
10.90 
11.29 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE 

SOOTHERX STATES LTILITXES, MC. 
PLANT: LEHlCH 
COL-TY: LEE 
TEST )'EAR ENDED DECE.MBER31.1996 

Commission Utili9 Commission Commission 
Approved Rcquatcd Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Bua uppu Lm6l upehl inLrun 

B u r  Faciliq Charge: 
Meter Shc: 
All meter r i m  

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage C8p 

515.45 

53.86 
6M 

518.37 517.59 

54.59 14.74 
6M 6M 

513.18 

55.23 
6M 

50.11 

10.04 

527.81 533.07 544.27 527.30 50.23 

BUL F8cility Charge: 
Meter Sirr. 
W x 3 1 4 "  

314" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

515.45 
523.18 
538.64 
577.27 

518.37 
527.56 
s45.M 
591.87 

5147.00 
5294.00 
5459.37 
5918.75 

51.470.01 
U,113.13 

517.59 
526.39 
543.98 
387.95 

5140.72 
$28 I .44 
5439.75 
3879.50 

51,407.20 
52,022.85 

513.18 
519.77 
532.95 
165.90 

5105.44 
5210.88 
5329.50 
5659 00 

fl.054.40 
51,515.70 

50.11 
50.17 
$0.28 
50.56 

5123.63 
5247.27 
5386.35 
5772.71 

50.90 
51.79 
52.80 
55.60 

512.89 
58.97 51236.34 

51,777.23 

54.63 55.51 55.69 16.28 50.05 

Emvrat 
Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO $0.1 1 50.13 10.18 10.18 50.00 

W r 3 1 4 " m r t l r  
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

527.03 
534.75 
538.61 

532.14 531.81 
541.32 141.29 
545.91 546.03 

528.87 
539.33 
144.56 
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Schedule So. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDtlCTION SCHEDULE 

WL'THERY STATES VTILITIES. ISC. 
PLAh' LEHIGH 
cOL'NR: LEE 
TEST YEAR ESDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

B u e  FaciliQ Charge: 
Meter S k  

All meter s b  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Buc Facilily Charge: 
Meter S k  
W x 3 1 4 "  

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
1" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Emurat 
Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
UBa 

113.18 

15.23 
bM 

127.30 

113.18 
519.77 
$32.95 
s65.90 
$105.44 
1210.88 
$329.50 
s659.w 

11,054.40 
51,515.70 

$6.28 

SO. 18 

Commission 
Approved 
4 I'r. Rate 
ILercurr 

50.08 

10.03 

50.17 

10.08 
10.12 
50.20 
5.40 
10.64 
11.28 
12.00 
54.w 
$6.41 
$9.21 

$0.04 

$0.00 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
SYAIEB 

SOL'THER5 STATES CTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: LEILANI HEIGHTS 
COUNT\ : MARTlN 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 c 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Rquated  Approved Approved 

Curmnt interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Buu U l W  UBI UBI -. 

Base Faciliq Charge: 
Mcter SLr: 
W 3 1 4 "  

314" 
I"  

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

W X 3 1 4 " r m t r r  
3M 
5 hl 

10 M 

15.13 
57.70 

112.83 
125.66 

s9.59 
514.38 
523 96 
147 93 

S4 I .05 176 68 
582.10 1153.36 

5128.29 5239.63 
5256.57 1479.26 
5410.51 1766.82 
ssw.11 51.102.31 

51.23 11.57 

58.82 514.30 
Sll.28 517.44 
517.43 525.29 

59.17 
513.76 
122.93 
S45.85 
$73.36 

SI46 72 
5229.25 
S458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

52.16 

515.65 

19 I3 
113.70 
522.83 
145.65 
173.04 

5146.08 
1228.25 
1456.50 
1730.40 

51.049.95 

51.97 

515.04 
119.97 118.98 
530.77 128.83 

50 06 
so IO 
50.16 
10.32 
10.52 
SI 04 
1 1  62 
13.2s 
55.20 
17.47 

50.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDllCnON SCHEDULE 
WAIEB 

SOUTHERY STATES Z'TILITIES. INC. 
PL.4YT LElLANl HEIGHTS 

W 3 1 4 "  
3/4" 

1" 
I-In" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 

Io" 
a** 

Gallonage Charge pr 1,ooO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9m 

19. I 3  
513.70 
122.83 
545.65 
173.04 

5146.08 
1228.25 
5456.50 
1730.40 

51,049.95 

11.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
ptrcurr 

10.08 
10.11 
10.19 
10.38 
10.60 
11.21 
11.88 
53 77 
56.03 
18.67 

sa02 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEH'ATER 

SOLTHERK STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
P U N T :  LElLANl HEIGHTS 
COUh'TY: MARTIN 
TEST YEAR EMIED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission tltility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Cumnt  Interim Final F ind R.tc Increase 
Bucr Us2a 1l9961 uee61 itC4xm 

Bur Facilin Chrrge: 
Meter S i :  
All meter sizcr 

Gallonage Cbarge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base FaciliQ Charge: 
Meter S i :  
W x 3 1 4 "  

34" 
1" 

1-m" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

W X 3 1 4 " ~  
3M 

6 M (Maximum Bill) 
sm 

512.67 518.06 . 517.59 513.18 10.11 

53.66 55.14 $4.74 $5.23 50.04 
6M 6M 6 M  6 M  

53 I .03 $43.82 NiA NIA NiA 

$12.67 $18.06 
519.01 $27.09 
531.68 $45.15 
563.37 590.30 
5101.39 5144.48 
5202.77 5288.96 
5316.83 5451.50 
5633.66 $903.00 

S1.013.85 $1,444.80 
$1.457.41 $2.076.90 

$4.39 56.17 

$23.65 533.48 
S30.97 * $43.76 
534.63 $48.90 

517.59 
$26.39 
543.98 
587.95 
s140.72 
5281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1.407.20 
$2.022.85 

55.69 

531.81 
$41.29 
546.03 

513.18 
519.77 
S32.95 
565.90 
5105.44 
$210.88 
$329.50 
5659.00 

11.054.40 
11.515.70 

56.28 

528.87 
539.33 
544.56 

10.11 
50.17 
50.28 
50.56 
50.90 
51.79 
$2.80 
55.60 
58.97 
512.89 

50.05 
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Scbedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: LElLANl HEIGHTS 
COUNTY: MARTlN 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Base Facilit, Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter size 

Gallonage Cbarge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Faciliv Charge: 
Meter Sirc: 
518"x314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1R" 

Gallonage Cbarge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U9.m 

513.18 

55.23 
6 M  

NIA 

513.18 
519.77 
532.95 
565.90 
5105.44 
5210.88 
5329.50 
5659.00 

51,054.40 
51.5 15.70 

56.28 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
QeCrcm 

10.08 

50.03 

50.06 
50.12 
50.20 
50.40 
50.64 
51.28 
52.00 
54.00 
56.41 
59.21 

50.04 
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Schedule KO. 5.4 

RATE SCHEDCLE 
EAIEB 

SOVTHERV STATES 1TILITIES. INC. 
PLAKT LEISLRE. LAKES (COVERED BRIDGE) 
c o m v :  MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Intcnm 
mw 

Base FaciliQ Charge: 
m e r  six 

. WJ/C 17 43 
3/4" Sll.15 

I" 118.58 
I-In.. 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

., / "  

3 M 
5 M  

10 M 

$5.13 
17.70 

$12.83 
525.66 
541.05 
SB2.IO 
1128.29 
$256.57 
5410.51 
SS90. I 1  

$1.23 

$37 15 
$59 45 
$118.89 
1185.77 
$371.54 
$594.46 
1854.53 

54.46 

$8.82 120.81 
111.28 $29.73 
117.43 552.03 

UtilitJ. 
Requested 

Final 
1l9e61 

$9.17 
113.76 
s22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 
1146.72 
$229.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

11.054.55 

52.16 

115.65 
119.97 
130.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u?W 

17.40 
111.10 
$18.50 
137.00 
$59.20 

$1 18.40 
$185.00 
Sj70.00 
1592.00 
$85 I .oo 
54.46 

520.78 
129.70 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDI'LE 

SOITHER% STATES ITILITIES. INC. 
PLANT LEISI'RE LAKES 
COUNTi': HIGHLANDS 
TEST YE4R ESDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bast Facilin Charge: 
Meter SLC: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonagr Chsrge per 1,000 
Gsllonage Cap * 

Blu Faciliq Charge: 
Meter S i :  
YS"x3N" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4- 
6 
8" 
10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,oOO 

., .. 
3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

Commission 
Approved 

Cumnt Interim 
Bas3 m 

512.67 56.85 

53.66 53.80 
6M 6M 

512.67 56.85 
119.01 510.28 
531.68 Sl7.13 
563.31 534.25 
5101.39 554.80 
5202.77 5109.60 
5316.83 517 1.25 
5633.66 5342.50 

51.013.85 5548.00 
51.457.41 5187.75 

54.39 54.56 

Utili? Commission Cornmission 

Final Final b t e  Increase 
Rqunted Approved Approved . 
upehl m iatrucr 

517.59 517.11 SO. 15 

54.74 52.57 50.02 
6M 6M 

528 I .44 5273.76 
5439.75 5427.75 

517.59 117.11 50.15 
526.39 525.67 50.22 
543.98 542.78 50.36 
$87.95 585.55 50.73 
5140.72 5136.88 SI 16 

52.33 
53.64 

5879.50 5855.50 57.28 
11.407.20 51 ,368.80 511.64 
52.022.85 51.967.65 SI6 73 

35.69 53.09 50.03 

$23.65 518.25 131.81 524.83 
530.97 525.85 541.29 529.98 
534.63 $29.65 fo6.03 532.55 
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Schcdulc *io. 68 

FOLR YEAR RITE REDLKllON SCHEDULE 

SOLXHERY STATES tTlLITIES. LNC. 
PLAhT. LEISURE LAKES 
comm HIGBLAhrnS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

b e  Facility Chsrge: 
Meter S i :  
All meter 8- 

G8llonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage C8p * 

p 
Bue Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
s/s"r3/4" 

3/4" 
1 *' 

I - 1 n  
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8- 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per la00 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
up961 

517.11 

52.57 
6U 

517.11 
525.67 
S42.78 
585.55 

5136.88 
5273.76 
5427.75 
5855.50 

51.368.80 
SI ,%7.65 

$3.09 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Raw - 

so. IO 

50.02 

so. I O  
50.16 
50.26 
50.52 
50.83 
51.66 
52.60 
55.20 
58.32 

511.96 

50.02 

.. .. - 
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Schedvlc No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
EAIm 

SOlTHERq STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT MARC0 ISLAND 
COl'NTY: COLLIER 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Cum01 
Fum . .  

Base Fatilie Charge: 
Meter S i :  ~~ 

M"x3N" 
31C 

1" 
I-In" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
s" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

All Suer 

Gallonage Charge per I,OOO 

Wx3I4" 
3N" 

1" 
I-1R" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

57.88 
SI 1.83 
119.71 
539.42 
563.07 

5126.14 
1197.09 
5394.19 
5630.70 
5906.63 

12.96 

5120.89 

50.64 

- - - - 
u1.02 
542.05 
565.70 

5131.40 
S10.23 
5302.21 

Commission Utili Commission Commission 
Approved Rquested Approved Approved 

interim Find Final Rate lncrcarc 
llpp4l UBQ upe61 - i n u u u  

58.53 
512.81 
521.34 
142.69 
168.30 

5136.60 
5213.43 
1426.87 
5682.99 
5981.79 

53.21 

1130.91 

50.69 

- - - - 
522.76 
545.54 
17l.15 

5142.29 
5227.66 
5327.26 

523.62 
535.43 
559.05 

Sll8.10 
5188.96 
5377.92 
S590.50 

51.181.00 
51.889.60 
12.71630 

53.27 

d a  

51.82 

- - - - 
115.75 
53 1.49 
149.21 
598.42 

1157.47 
1226.36 

116.76 5l8:16 533.43 
122.68 124.58 539.97 
537.48 540.63 556.32 

116.34 
124.51 
$40.85 
181.70 

1130.72 
1261.44 
5408.50 
5817.00 

11.307.20 
11.879.10 

52.85 

d a  

51.53 

- - - - 
110.89 
521.79 
534.04 
568.08 

5108.93 
5156.59 

124.89 
530.59 
544.84 

Io I2  
SO 17 
10.29 
50 58 
SO 93 
SI 86 
52 91 
55 82 
5931 

513 38 

so 02 

Iva 

50.03 

-- - 
-. - 

50.08 
50.16 
50.24 
50.48 
50.78 
51.11 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR IUTE REDUOION SCHEDULE 
EArEE 

~O~THER* STATES c n L I m s .  INC. 
PLA3T MARC0 ISLAXD 
COVh'T1': COLLIER 
TEST Y€AR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

h e  Fscilit? Charge: 
Meter S k  
MI" 3N" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gillonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

MI"x3N" 
314" 

I "  
I-IR" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
llpe6l 

516.34 
524.51 
$40.85 
581.70 
SI 30.72 
1261.44 
$408.50 
1817.00 

51.307.20 
51.879.10 

$2.85 

$1.53 

110.89 
521.79 
f34.04 
S68.08 

3108.93 
1156.59 

Commission 
Approved 
4 \r.  Rate 
PLcrCarc 

10.13 
50.20 
50.34 
5c.67 
11.08 
52.16 
53.37 
56.74 

110.79 
515.51 

50.02 

50.01 

- - - 
-. 

50.09 
50.18 
10.28 
50.56 
50.90 
31.29 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
' M  

SOL'THERV STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
P U N T :  MARC0 ISLAND 
COL'hn COLLIER 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

B ~ K  Facilin. Charge: 
Meter Six 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Cumnt  
Buu 

111.10 

13.20 
IOM 

_lad Bulk W a s t e w m  
B u t  Facility Charge: 
Meter Six 
Ye"a314" 111.10 

3 W  $16.65 
I" 122.20 

1-IR" 155.51 
2" 188.81 
3" 11 77.62 
4'. 1277.54 
6" 1555.08 
8" 1888.12 

10" 1 1216.68 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 13.85 

Ealunl 
Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Multi-F.mih N o n - M w  
FIa1 Rate: 
Meter S i x  

3" (75 units) 
per unit 

5 M  
6 M Maximum Bill1 
10 M (Prior Maximum Bill) 

w.25 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
llpe4) 

113.12 

13.78 
IOM 

113.12 
119.68 
126.24 
565.61 

3104% 
1209.93 
1328.02 
5656.05 

Sl.049.67 
$1,508.91 

54.55 

w.30 

Utiliv 
Requated 

Final 
llpedl 

$17.59 

14.74 
6M 

117.59 
126.39 
543.98 
187.95 

1140.72 
128 I .44 
5439.75 
SS79.50 

11,407.20 
12,022.85 

15.69 

W.87 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
rn iozyrnu 

517 I I  SO 1s 

12.57 10.02 
6M 

117.11 
125.67 
142.78 
185.55 

1136.88 
1273.76 
1427.7s 
1855.50 

11.368.80 
Sl.%7.65 

13.09 

w.54 

12,010.00 12.375.62 53.320.25 12.1 54.09 
126.80 13 1.67 544.27 128.72 

527.10 132.02 
S30.30 135.80 

Schedule Pco. SB 

120.10 124.46 131.81 124.83 

543.10 150.92 

541.29 f29.98 
546.03 132.55 

S0.15 
10.22 
10.36 
10.73 
51.16 
12.33 
13.64 
57.28 

111.64 
116.73 

W.03 

10.00 

118.32 
$0.24 
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Schedulr Sa. 68 

FOL'R YEAR RATE REDL'CnOS SCHEDVLE 

SOITHER.. STATES I'TILITIES, INC. 
PLAh" MARC0 ISLAND 
COUNT\ : COLLIER 
TEST \EAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Faciliq Charge: 
Meter S i :  
All meter r i a l  

Gallonagr Charge per 1.m 
Gallonage Cap * 

Wastew- 
Barr Facilir) Charge: 
Meter S i :  
W X 3 N "  

314" 
1" 

I - 1 P  
2" 
3" 
4'* 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Emvrnt 
Gallonage Charge per lp00 

Flat Rate: 
Meter S k .  

3" (75 uniu) 
per unit 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
ueehl 

117.11 

12.57 
6 M  

117.11 
125.67 
542.78 
185.55 
5136.86 
1273.76 
5427.75 
5855.50 

11,368.80 
51,967.65 

13.09 

w.54 

52.154.09 
528.72 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Vr. Rate 
IkcLux 

1010 

10.02 

10.10 
50.16 
50.26 
10.52 
10.83 
11.66 
12.60 
95.20 
18.32 
111.96 

w.02 

50.00 

113.09 
50.17 
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Schedule So. SA 

RATE SCHEDlLE 
WEAIEE 

SOI'THERN STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLAVT: MARC0 SHORES 
COI'KT\ : COLLIER 
TEST YEAR E%DED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Buu 

& \lulti-- . .  
Base Faciliq Charge: 
Meter Sit: 
YB"r314" 15.13 

314" 17.70 
1" 512.83 

l-ln-* 525.66 
2" $41.05 
3" 182.10 
4" 1128.29 
6" 1256.57 
8" $410.51 

10" 1590.1 I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 11.23 

Commission Utilin Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
upeu m LIpp6) 

112.25 
118.3% 
530.64 
$661.21 
198.04 

1196.07 
1306.36 
5612.72 
1980.36 

11.409.26 

13.97 

19.17 
513.76 
122.93 
$45.85 
173.36 

1146.72 
1229.25 
1458.50 
3733.60 

11.0% 5 5  

12 16 

112.30 
118.45 
130.75 
161.50 
f98.40 

1196.80 

16 15.00 
1984 00 

11.4 14.50 

15.97 

1307.~0 

5"' I 3/4" m a  
3 M  
SM 

10 M 

$8.82 124.16 115.65 124.21 
511.28 132.10 119.97 132.15 
117.43 15 1.95 530.77 152.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDI'LE 

SOUTHERV STATES i !nLInEs,  INC. 
PLANT: MARC0 SHORES 
COL'NTY: COLLIER 
TEST \EAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bssc Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap. 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter S k  
5/8"13/4" 

314- 
I" 

i-in- 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

5 M  
6 M Maximum Bill) 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Rquated Approved 

Current Interim Find Final 
Burr UBtI  UBQ m 

512.67 517.21 517.59 517.24 

53.66 57.03 54.74 57.24 
6M . 6M 6M 6M 

512.67 517.21 
119.01 525.82 
531.68 543.03 
563.37 586.05 

f101.39 5137.68 
5202.77 5275.36 
5316.83 s430.25 
5633.66 5860.50 

fl.013.8S 51.376.80 
51,457.41 SI ,979. I5 

s4.39 58.44 

523.65 U8.30 
530.97 552.36 
f34.63 559.39 

517.59 
526.39 
s43.98 
587.95. 

51 40.72 
5281.44 
5439.75 
5879.50 

5 1.407.20 
S2,022.85 

f5.69 

131.81 
541.29 
546.03 

517.24 
525.86 
545.IO 
586.20 

5137.92 
5275.84 
5431.00 
5862.00 

51,379.20 
51,982.60 

58.69 

538.97 
553.46 
S60.71 

.. .. - 
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Schedule No. 5.4 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WYL4IEB 

SOl'THERI STATES tITIL1TIES. INC. 
PLAVT MARION OAKS UTILITIES 
COt'VTt: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Currcni 

Meter Sue:  
Wr314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4 *. 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

im** 

G8llonagr Charge per 1,OOO 

15.13 
17.70 
112.83 
125.66 
54 I .OS 
uL2.IO 
5128.29 
1256.57 
5410.51 
1590.1 1 

11.23 

18.82 
SI 1.28 
117.43 

Commission 
Approved 

lntcrim 
upeu 

111.38 
117.07 
528 45 
156.90 
59 1.05 
1 182.09 
52W.52 
1569.03 
5910.45 

11.308.77 

53.19 

120.95 
127.33 
543.28 

Utilily 
nqucrted 

Find 
UB6l 

19.17 
113.76 
122.93 
545.85 
173.36 
1146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

SI ,054.55 

12.16 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Find Rstr Incrcase 
u5p61 irlLx8u 

19.13 50.06 
513.70 10.10 
122.83 50 16 
S45 65 10.32 
173.04 10.52 
1146.08 11.04 
1228.25 51.62 
5456.50 13.25 
5730.40 15.20 

11.049.95 17.47 

11.97 10.01 

115.65 115.04 
119.97 118.98 
130.77 128.83 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR U T E  REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAEB 

SOt'TJiERI ST4TES I'TILITIES. IW. 
PLANT: MARIOI OAKS LTILITIES 
COl YTI ' MARIOI 
TEST YEAR EIDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
W r 3 l 4 "  

3N" 
I "  

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
LLmI 

19.13 
513.70 
522.83 
145.65 
573.04 

f 146.08 
1228.25 
S456.50 
f730.40 

51.049.95 

51.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rare 
Qt€tsJm 

50.08 
50.11 
50.19 
50.38 
$0.60 
f1.21 
f1.88 
f3.77 
f6.03 
f8.67 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5 9  

RATE SCHEDULE 
H m  

SOI THERt ST4TES I TILITIES. I W .  
PLAlT WARIO\ OAKS I TILITIES 
COL\T\: MARIO\ 
TEST )'EAR E l D E D  DECEVBER 31.1996 

-1 
Base Facilin Charge: 
Meter S i  
All meter r- 

Gallonage Charge per LOO0 
Gallonage Cap * 

Bare Facilin. Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5w x3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

.I 3,4" 
3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Commission Utilit). Commission 
Approved Requated Approved 

Cumnt  Interim Final Final 
Buu L I B 4  llpe6) llpe6) 

112.67 

53.66 
6M 

512.67 
519.01 
531.68 
163.37 
1101.39 
1202.77 
1316.83 
5633.66 

11.013.85 
11,457.41 

14.39 

517 42 

57.43 
6M 

117.42 
126.13 
143.55 
587.10 
1139.36 
5278.72 
1435.50 
S871.00 

11393.60 
52.003.30 

18.92 

523.65 
130.97 
134.63 

539.71 
554.57 
162.00 

117.59 

14.74 
6 M  

517.59 
526.39 
143.98 
587.95 
5140.72 
128 I .A4 
1439.75 
5879.50 

51.407.20 
S2.022.85 

15.69 

131.81 
14 1.29 
146.03 

51766 
57.74 
6M 

117.66 
526.49 
544 I.' 
588.30 
5 I4 I .28 
5282.56 
5441.50 
5883.00 

51.4 12.80 
12.030.90 

59.29 

140.88 
556.35 
564.09 
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Scbeduk No. 5.4 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WLTm 

SOI!THERI: STATES t'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: MEREDITH MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
k S T  YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Curnnt 

Bnsc Facilin Cbnrge: 
Meter Sic: 
5/8"1314" 

314" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

1 0  

i-in- 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

314" 
1" 

1-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 

' 6" 
8" 

1 0  

W I 314" mtcz 
3 M  
5M 

10 M 

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
$41.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
S4I0.51 
5s90.1 I 

51.23 

- - - - 
513.69 

$42.76 
585.53 

5 136.84 
5196.70 

- 

Commission 
Approved 
Interim 
ueeu 

Utility 
Rquated 

Final 
u4e61 

58J2 59.17 
512.18 513.76 
520.30 522.93 
540.60 545.85 
564.96 573.36 

512991 5146.72 
5202.99 S229.25 
S405.97 1458.50 
5649 56 5733.60 
5 9 3  74 11.054.55 

11.50 52.16 

- - - - 
521.65 

567.66 
5135.32 
5216.52 
5311.25. 

- 

58.82 f12.62 
51 1.28 515.62 
517.43 523.12 

-_ - - - 
56.1 I 

512.23 
519.10 
538.21 
5661.13 
587.88 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.17 

Commission Commission 
Appmved Appmvcd 

Final Rnrc Increase 
u9961 il&€aLs 

59.13 
513.70 
522.83 
$45.65 
573.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
5456.50 
5730 40 

51,049.95 

51.97 

- -- - -- 
56.09 

512.17 
519.02 
538.04 
560.87 
587.50 

515.04 
518.98 
528.83 

50.06 
SO. IO 
50.16 
50.32 
50.52 
51.04 
SI .62 
53.25 
55.20 
57.47 

50.01 

-. 
-. _- -_. 

50.01 
50.09 
50.14 
50.27 
50.43. . , 

50.62 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDllCnON SCHEDULE 
BAIm 

SOL M E R \  STATES 1TILITlES. I W .  
PLAI'T MEREDITH HAYOR 
COL NT\ : SEHIYOLE 
TEST YEAR EYDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

& M U M - v  . .  

Base Facilin Charge: 
Meter Sire: 
Wx314" 

314" 
I" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per I,OOO 

Wx314" 
314" 

I" 
I-1R" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
I O  

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

19. I3 
113.70 
122.83 
145.65 
173.04 
1146.08 
$228.25 
1456.50 
1730.40 

SI ,049.95 

11.97 

- - - - 
56.09 
112.17 
119.02 
138.04 
560.87 
587.50 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Lkccsas 

10.08 
10.11 
10.19 
50.38 
50.60 
$1.21 
11.88 
13.77 
16.03 
18.67 

10.02 

10.10 
10.16 
50.31 
10.50 
10.72 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 668 

Schedulr No. 56 

SObjEFtR STATES LTILmES, INC. 
PUhT: MEREDITH MANOR 
COVhTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 c 

B.r Facilin Clurgc: 
Metcr S k  

All meter sizes 

Csllonage Charge per 1.000 
Callonage Csp * 

Base Fscilily Cbargc: 
Meter Sire: 
M I " J I 4 "  

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
6" 

1 0  

Csllonagc Charge per 1.OOO 

I* , .* 
3 M  

6 M (Maximum Bill) 
sm 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rstc Increase 
aurr lma llpp6) llpp61 haurl 

512.67 520.80 517.59 517.11 . 50.15 

53.66 14.87 54.74 52.57 50.02 
6M 6U 6M 6M 

512.67 WO.80 517.59 517.11 
519.01 531.20 126.39 525.67 
131.68 552.00 543.98 542.78 
163.37 5104.00 587.95 585.55 

5101.39 1166.40 s14o.n 5136.88 
5202.77 5332.80 5281.44 5273.76 
5316.83 1520.00 $439.75 . 5427.75 
5633.66 Sl.MO.00 5879.50 5855.50 ~ ~~ 

~~ 
. . -. . . . 

51.013.85 51,664.00 51 .407.20 $1.368.80 
51,457.41 12,392.00 $2,022.85 51,%7.65 

54.39 55.84 55.69 13.09 

323.65 $35.41 131.81 524.83 
530.97 145.15 $41.29 529.98 
$34.63 550.02 $46.03 532.55 

10.15 
so.22 
50.36 
$0.73 
51.16 
52.33 
53.64 
57.28 

511.64 
516.73 

$0.03 
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Schedule So. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: MEREDITH MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final 4 Yr. Rate 
uee6) mcrsw 

ResideDfiol 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
y8"s3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

I-In" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

517.11 50.10 

52.57 
6 M  

517.11 
525.67 
542.78 
185.55 
5136.88 
5273.76 
5427.75 
S855.50 

S 1,368.80 
f1,%7.65 

53.09 

s0.02 

50.10 
50.16 
$0.26 
50.52 
$0.83 
51.66 
52.60 
s5.20 
58.32 
511.96 

so.02 
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Schedule 'io. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
BAIEE 

SOWHERB STATES i -nLmEs ,  INC. 
P U N T  MORVINCVIEH' 
COL'hT: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commusmn 
Approved 

Current Interim 
Brvr upe41 

& Multi-Fu&Swxim 
Ehse Facilit) Chnrge: 
Meter Sirc. 
5W314" 

314" 
I"  

I - I P  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

I O "  

Gdlonape Charge per 1,000 

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
541.05 
582.10 

5128.29 

S15.39 
SZ3.08 
538 47 
576 93 

5 123.09 
5246. I8 
1384.66 

$256.57 5769.33 
$410.51 11.230.92 
5590.1 I 51.769.45 

5 I .23 $3.24 

3M 
5M 

10 M 

58.82 
511.28 
517.43 

125.1 I 
531.59 
567.79 

lltiliq Commission 
Rquated Approved 

Final Final 
m m 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
145.85 
S73.36 

5146 72 
5229.25 
$458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

52.16 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

516.70 
525.05 
561.75 
583.50 

5133.60 
5267.20 
541?.50 
58j5.00 

51.336.00 
51.920.50 

53.53 

517.29 
534.35 
552.00 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W*STEWATER 

SOUTHERV STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLAHT: MORYINGVIEU 
COCSTY: L A K E  
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

B s e  Facility Chargr: 
Meter S i :  
All meur s k r  

Gallonap Charge per 1.000 
Gallonye Cap * 

p . .  
Base Faciliq Charge: 
Meter S i :  
Ml"x3l4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
s" 

10" 

Gallonagr Charge per 1,OOO 

.. I, 

3M 
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

Cumnt  
Bun 

112.67 

13.64 
6M 

129.84 

NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N IA  
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

Commission Utility 
Appmed Rquated  

lntrrim Final 
uppu UB6l 

122.71 

17.05 
6M 

157.17 

117.59 

54.74 
6M 

544.27 

NIA 117.59 
NIA 126.39 
N:A 543.98 
NIA 187.95 
NIA 1140.72 
NIA 1281.44 
NIA 5439.75 
N/A S879.50 
N IA  51,407.20 
NIA 52.022.85 

N IA  

123.65 543.86 
130.97 157.96 
134.63 565.01 

15.69 

131.81 
54 I .29 
546.03 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m9.a 

122.70 

17.05 
6 M  

156.50 

122.70 
134.05 
156.75 

5113.50 
5181.60 
1363.20 
1567.50 

51.135.00 
11,816.00 
12.610.50 

18.46 

143.85 
r57.95 
565.00 
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Schcdulc No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDI!LE 
WAlm 

SOl'THERV STATES I'TILITIES, MC. 
PLANT: OAK FOREST 
C O l h r n :  CITRlS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Commission Utility 

Curnnt Interim Final 
Buu m U B a  

Approved Rcgumcd 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
W x 3 N "  

314" 
1 I' 

I-In.' 
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

55.13 
57.70 
512.83 
525.66 
54 I .05 
s82.10 
5128.29 
1256.57 
5410.51 
5590.1 I 

51.23 

58.25 

120.63 
54 I .27 
166.03 
Sl32.05 
5206.33 
5412.67 
W . 2 7  
5949.14 

51.82 

siz.3a 
19.17 

SI3 76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 
S 146.72 
1229.25 
5458.50 
5733 60 

51.054.55 

52.16 

58.82 513.71 515.65 
511.28 517 35 51997 
517 43 I26 45 530 77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Ratr Increase 
1l9e6) 

510.35 
f15.53 
525.88 
s51.75 
S82.80 

5165.60 
5258.75 
5517.50 
5828.00 

51.190.25 

12.58 

518.09 
523.25 
536 I5 

intvua 

SO 07 
SO I I 
SO 18 
so 37 
so 59 
SI 18 

53 68 
55 89 
58 47 

50.02 

SI a4 
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Schedule Xo. 6A 

FOUR W A R  RATE REDllCnON SCHEDULE 
YaJXE 

SOVTHER. STATES UTILITIES. IYC. 
PLANT: OAK FOREST 
COVNT\ : CITRlS 
TEST YEAR ESDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

I & Multi-- 
Base F8ciliq Charge: 
Meter Sire: 
MI"x314" 

314" 
I"  

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

lo" 

Gallonagc Charge per LOO0 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u4e6) 

510.35 
115.53 
$25.88 
$51.75 
$82.80 
$165.60 
nsa .75  
15 17.50 
S828.00 

11,190.25 

12.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
QaLaSs 

S0.09 
10.13 
10.21 
W.43 
W.68 
Sl.37 
52.14 
54.27 
16.83 
19.82 

10.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
BAIm 

SOUTHER\ STATES L'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT OAKWOOD 
COI'WT) : BREVARD 
N T  YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Schedule No. SA 

.. .. - 
Commission Utility Commission Commission 

Approved Rqunted Approved Approved 
Current Interim Fin81 Find fire Incresre 
Bua ll2.W upe61 lum intrua p . .  , .  

Bur Facilit) ChJrge: 
Meter Size 
M I " J i 4 "  

314" 
1" 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5/s" 1314" mxm 
3M 

' 5M 
10 M 

15.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
54 I .05 
582.10 

f128.29 
5256.57 
2410.51 
5590.1 I 

58.07 
512.11 
520.18 
540.37 
564.59 

5129.18 

5403.68 
5645.89 
5928.41 

5201.134 

59.17 
f13.76 
S22.93 
545.85 
573.36 

5146.12 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

51.23 52.86 12.16 

58.82 516.65 515.65 
511.28 522.37 519.97 
517.43 136.67 530.77 

510.35 
f15S3 
525.88 
551.15 
582.80 

5165.60 
5258.15 
5517.50 
5828.00 

51,190.25 

52.58 

118.09 
523.25 
536.15 

50.07 
SO 1 I 
50.18 
50.37 
50.59 
11.18 
11.84 
53.68 
55.89 
58 47 

50.02 
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Scbeduk No. 6.4 

FOL% YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W A n E  

WL'THERW STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: OAKWOOD 
co&n I BREVARD 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.19% 

B.K Facility Charge: 
Meter S k .  
W l 3 I 4 "  

314" 
1" 

I-ln'' 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
I)" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Cmmissioa 
Appmved 

Find 
llpe6l 

110.35 
115.53 
125.88 
$5 I .75 
582.80 

1165.60 
1258.75 
1517.50 
1828.W 

11.190.25 

12.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. h t e  
plcnuc 

10.09 
10.13 
10.21 
10.43 
S0.68 
11.37 
11.14 
54.27 
16.83 
$9.82 

10.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

SOUTHER% STATES LTlLmES, MC. 
PLANT PALISADES COL'hTRY CLUB 
C O U h n  LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

p . .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Mner Si2e: 
SW'J14" 

3/4" 
1" 

I - I n  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 
IO" 

Gsllonage Charge per 1,000 

us" 1 3/4" rmtlc 
3M 
SM 

10 M 

Commission Utili5 Commission Commission 
Approved Rquared Approved Appro%cd 

Current Interim Fin81 Final Rate lncrcare 
Jw€s llpp9l mw upe61 inlvun 

swicsa 

55.13 
57.70 
512.83 
525.66 
54 I .05 
382.10 
5128.29 
525-557 
5410.51 
3590.1 1 

51.23 

527.80 
141.71 
569.51 

f 139.02 
f222.43 
3444.86 
5695.09 

51.390 I8 
s2.224.2a 
53.197.41 

52.42 

58.82 
511.28 
517.43 

535.06 
539.w 
552.00 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
345.85 
573.36 
514672 
5229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

fl.054.55 

52.16 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

59. I3 
313.70 
522.83 
345.65 
573.04 
5 146.08 
5228.25 
5456.50 
5730.40 

51 ,049.95 

f 1.97 

515.04 
518.98 
528.83 

30.06 
50.10 
10.16 
50.32 
50.52 
51.04 
31.62 
53.25 
55.20 
57.47 

50.01 
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Schedule No. 6.4 

Four Year b t e  Reduction Schedulr 
BXTEB 

& Multi-- 
B u e  Facilir) Charge: 
meter Sim 
VB" x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u4e61 

59.13 
513.70 
522.83 
545.65 
573.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
1456.50 
5730.40 

51 349.95 

51.97 

Commission 
Approved 

h i e  decrease 
inevru 

50.08 
SO. I I 
50.19 
50.38 
50.60 
11.21 
51.88 
53.77 
56.03 
18.67 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAIER 

SOITHER3 STAT€S KTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT PALM PORT 
COVNTY: PKTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Buu p . .  . .  

Bare Facilin Charge: 
Meter Sirc: 
W J 1 4 "  15.13 

314" 57.70 
I "  112.83 

i-in- 525.66 
2" 141.05 
3" 582.10 
4" 5128.29 
6" S256.57 
8" 1410.51 

I O  S590.11 

Gdlonsge Charge per 1.000 11.23 

10 M 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved RCqUtStcd  Approved 
Interim Find Fins1 
uneu llpe6l llpe6l 

u1.82 
111.28 
117.43 

sio.8n 
516.21 
527.01 
154.02 
186.43 

ti72.86 
5270.10 
5540.19 
S864.31 

11.142.45 

13.73 

SZ1.99 
SZ9.45 
148.10 

19.17 
513.76 
122.93 
145.85 
573.36 

1146.72 
5229.25 
1458.50 
1733.60 

51.054.55 

12.16 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

111.50 
117.25 
528.75 
157.50 
192.00 

5 184.00 
5287.50 
1575.00 
5920.00 

11.322.50 

14.05 

113.65 
s31.75 
152.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 

PLANT PALM PORT 

TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 
C o u N n ' :  PLTIYAM 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved ILcqucrted Approved 

C u m n t  Interim Find Final 
Bug m3.I UmI mm 

Base Facilic Charge: 
Meter S i x  
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per I,OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Fbt Rate: 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si :  
M)"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

Gallonage Charge per 1W 

yB"x314"rmtrr 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

512.67 118.88 517.59 518.86 

13.66 57.69 54.74 17.69 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

525.16 547.21 NIA NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 

NIA 

N!A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

117.59 
526.39 
543.98 
187.95 
5140.72 
5281.44 
5439.75 
5879.50 

11,407.20 
n.au.85 

15.69 

523.65 5441.95 131.81 
530.97 557.33 541.29 
534.63 s65.02 546.03 

118.86 
128.29 
547.15 
594.30 
1150.88 
5301.76 
5471.50 
1943.00 

51,508.80 
S2.168.90 

59.23 

54 I .93 
537.31 
s65.00 
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RATE SCHEDCLE 
XUEB 

SOL'THERV STATES UTILITIES. I W .  
P U N T  PALM TERRACE ~ ~ ~ 

COCNT\ : PASCO 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.195'6 

Cammission U t i l i  

Cumnt  Interim Final 
Bucr ue941 u29a 

Approved RqUCSted 

Base Facili? Charge: 
Meter S h :  
W J l 4 "  

314" 
I"  

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
541.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
5590.1 I 

59.02 
513.53 
522.5b 
545.11 
572.18 

5144.36 
5225.57 
5451.14 

SI.Oj1.62 
5721 .a2 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 51.2; 53.03 

3 M  
S M  

10 M 

58.82 518.11 
$11.28 524.17 
$17.43 139.32 

59.17 
513.76 
522.9; 
S45.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

52.16 

515.65 
519.97 
U0.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
m 

510.35 
515.53 
525.88 
551.75 
582.80 

5165.60 
5258.75 
5517.50 
5S28.00 

SI. 190.25 

52.58 

518.W 
523.25 
536.15 

Schedule No. SA 

.. .. - 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
inLvucr 

50.07 
50.1 I 
SO 18 
50.37 
50.59 
51.18 
51.84 
53.68 
55.89 
58.41 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 6.4 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
&AI€E 

SOUTHERS STATES 1'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: PALM TERRACE 
C O C N n :  PASCO 
TEST YEAR EKDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bsse Facilin Charge: 
Meter Size: 
Wr314" 

31V 
I"  

2" 
3" 

6" 
8" 

1 0  

i-in" 

Gallonage Ch8rgc per 1.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
mw 

510.35 
515.53 
525.88 
551.75 
582.80 

5165.60 
5258.75 
55 17.50 
5828.00 

51.190.25 

52.58 

Commission 
Approved 

R.te decrease 
inevur 

50.09 
50.13 
50.21 
SO 43 
50.68 
51.37 
52.14 
s . 2 7  
56.83 
59.82 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 

SOITHER- STATES vnLInEs ,  INC. 
P U N T :  PALM TERRACE 
C O I T n :  PASCO 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base FaciliQ~ Charge: 
Meter S i :  

All meter s k s  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Faciliry Charge: 
Meter S k  
3/8"5/4" 

3 / 4  

i-in- 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

.. 1. 

3 M  
3 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Rquested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Find Final Rate Increase 
Burr upp41 U9.m U9.m iozLuu 

512.67 510.49 

53.66 
6 M  

512.67 
519.01 
53 I .68 

54.71 
6 M  

510.49 
515.74 
526.23 

563.37 552.45 
5101.39 583.92 
5202.77 5 167.84 
5316.83 5262.25 
5633.66 5524.50 

SI ,O 13.85 5839.M 
51.457.41 51206.35 

54.39 55.65 

517.59 

54.74 
6 M  

517.59 
526.39 
543.98 
587.95 
S140.72 
f281.44 
5439.75 
5879.50 

51,407.20 
52,022.85 

55.69 

S23.65 524.62 131.81 
530.97 534.04 541.29 
$34.63 538.75 546.03 

513.18 

55.23 
6M 

513.18 
519.77 
132.95 
562.90 
1105.44 
1210.88 
5329.50 
5659.00 

51.054.40 
51.515.70 

56.28 

98.87 
539.33 
544.56 

50.11 

50.04 

10.1 I 
50.1: 
50.28 
50.56 
50.90 
11.79 
52.80 
55.60 
58.97 
512.89 

50.05 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT PALM TERRACE .~ ~ 

COUNTY: PASCO 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sirc: 
AU meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size:  
W%3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

I-In" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Cornmission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final 4 Yr. Rate 
upe61 -Ilrrrmrc 

513.18 

55.23 
6M 

513.18 
519.77 
532.95 
565.90 

5105.44 
5210.88 
5329.50 
$659.00 

5 1,054.40 
51,515.70 

56.28 

50.08 

50.03 

50.08 
50.12 
50.20 
50.40 
50.64 
51.28 
52.00 
s4.00 
56.41 
59.21 

50.04 
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Schedule No. SA 

SOLTHERN STATES CTILJTIES, INC. 
PLANT PALM VALLEY 
CObNn:  ST. JOHYS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Cumnt 
Bua 

B u r  FaeiliQ Charge: 
Meter S i :  
Wx314" 

314114" 
I"  

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
w 

I O  
a** 

Gallonage Cbaqe / MG 
0 - 3,000 
All Excess 

19.35 
59.35 
19.35 
59.35 
59.35 
39.35 
59.35 
59.35 
59.35 
59.35 

10.00 
10.94 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
umi 

261.83 
S61.83 
16 I .83 
S61.83 
5661.83 
Sfi1.83 
561.83 
561.83 
561.83 
561.83 

50.00 
56.22 

59.35 561.83 
511.23 574.27 
515.93 5105.37 

Utility Commission 
Requested Approved 

Fiaal Final 
m U s I  

59117 
113.76 
122.93 
545.85 
573.36 
5146.71 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

SI.054.55 

12.16 
52.16 

59.17 
113.49 
524.29 

Sl5.IO 
112.65 
537 75 
575.50 
1 I20.80 
5241.60 
S377.50 
5755.00 

SlJO8.00 
51.736.50 

53.69 
13.69 

126.17 
533.55 
ss2.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

U T E  SCHEDL'LE 
E4Im 

SOL THER\ STATES I TILITIES. ISC. 
PL4\T: PALMS MOBILE HOME P A W  
COCNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Curreni 
Buu 

p . .  
.Base Facilin. Charge: 
Meter S k  
W x 3 1 4 "  55.13 

3/4" 57.70 
1" 512.83 

I-1R" 525.66 
P s4 1 .os 
3" 582.10 
4" 5 128.29 
6" 5256.57 
8" 5410.51 
IO" 5590. 1 I 

Gallonage Charge per 1.W 51.23 

518" x 314" ms.ur 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

Commission Ltilir) 
Approved Rquatcd  

Interim Final 
U2.w u9e6J 

56.93 
510.39 
517.31 
534.63 
555 41 

5110.81 
5173 15 
5346.29 
5554.07 
5796.48 

54.51 

58.82 520.46 
511.28 519.48 
517.43 552.03 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.22 

1733.60 
51.054.5.2 

52.16 

5458 50 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

56.90 
110.35 
517.25 
534.50 
S35.20 

5 I lO40 
5172.50 
5345 00 
1552.00 
1793.50 

14.51 

120.43 
529.45 
55264 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHER% STATES LrTILl"ES. 19c. 
PWhT PARKMANOR 
COUNTl : P L m A M  
TEST \ W R  ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

B u r  Facility Charge: 
Mner S i :  
All meter r i m  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

p . .  
B u r  Facility Chsqc: 
Mner S i :  
Wx3314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
10" 

I-1R" 

Gallona~c Charge per 1,000 

., , (1 

3 M  ~~ 

5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

Commission 
Appmvcd 

Cumnt  Interim 
Buu a44I 

512.67 

53.66 
6M 

$27.41 

55.56 
6M 

512.67 527.47 
519.01 $44121 
S31.68 S68.68 
563.37 5 137.35 
s101.39 5219.76 
5202.77 S439.52 
S316.83 5686.75 
i633.66 51373.50 

11,013.85 12197.60 
51;457.41 53,159.05 

$4.39 56.68 

Utili 
Rquatcd  

Final 
llpe6) 

123.65 
530.97 
U4.63 

S44.15 
555.27 
$60.83 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

517.59 
526.39 
$43.98 
587.95 
5140.72 
5281.44 
5439.75 
5879.50 

11,407.20 
52,022.85 

55.69 

S31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

Commission 
Appmvcd 

Final 
llpe6l 

S27.68 

f5.53 
6M 

121.68 
$41.52 
169.20 
5138.40 
5221.44 

5692.00 
51,384.00 
522 14.40 
53,183.20 

56.63 

5612.88 

56127 
555.32 
560.85 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
BxtEl3 

SOITHER\ STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: PlCClOLA ISLAND ~~ 

COL'MTY: LAKE 
TEST W A R  ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Buu 

Basr FaciliQ Chargr: 
Meter S i x  
ys"r3I-v 15.13 

314" 57.70 
1" $12.83 

I-In" 525.66 
2" $41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" 5128.29 
6" 5256.57 
8" 5010.51 

10" 5590.1 I 

51.23 GaUonagr Charge per 1 .OOO 

Commission Utili9 
Approved Rquutcd  
Intrrim Final 
u2.99 llpe6) 

51443 59. I7 
521.65 513.76 
536.08 
572.16 
51 15.46 
5236.93 
5360.82 
5721.65 

51.154.64 
51.659.79 

53.19 

58.82 
511.28 
517.43 

524.00 
530.38 
$46.33 

522.93 
$45.85 
573.36 
1146.72 
5229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

52.16 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9e61 

510.35 
515.53 
525.88 
f5I.75 
582.80 
516J.60 
5258.75 
5517.50 
5828.00 

51.190.25 

52.58 

118.09 
523.25 
f36. I 5 

.. - 

Commission 
Approved 

Ratr Incrrarr 
ip2urn- 

50.07 
SO I I  
SO. I8 
50.37 
50.59 
51.18 
51.84 
53.68 
55.89 
58.47 

50.02 
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Schcdule No. 6A 

Four Y u r  Raw Reduction Schedule 
mk4IEE 

SOUTHER% STATES UTILITIED, INC. 
PLANT: PlCClOLA ISLAND 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

p . .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i x  
M " J I 4 "  

314" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 

10" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.m 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe6, 

510.35 
$15.53 
$25.88 
$51.75 
582.80 

5165.60 
5258.75 
5517.50 
5828.00 

51.190.25 

52.58 

Commission 
Approved 

R a l e  decrease 
iIL4x€u 

so 09 
50 13 
50.21 
50 43 
50 68 
51 37 
52 14 
s127 
16 87 
59.82 

10.02 
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Scheduk *lo. 54 

UTE SCHEDULE 
WBSEI3 

SOLTHEW STATES 1'TILITIES. MC. 
PLANT PIS€ RIDGE LTILITIEIl 

TEST YEAR ETDED: DECEMBER 31,1596 
C0Uh-n : ClTRCS 

tltilic Commission Commiision 

Rate Increase 

Commission 
Approved Rquested Approved Approred 

cvrnnr Interim Final Final 
Burr upp41 UppPl uee6, inLvrrr 

Bast Facility Charge: 
Mtrcr Siu. 
51%"J/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

i-in- 
2" 
1" 
4" 
6 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

., I, 

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

55.13 
57.70 
512.83 
525.66 
54 I .05 
582.10 
5128.29 
5256.57 
$410.51 
5590.1 I 

51.23 

58.05 
512.07 
520. I2 
$40.24 
w.39 
5128.78 
5201.22 
5402.45 
Sb43.92 
5925.63 

51.87 

59. I7 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 
5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5753.60 

51.054.55 

52.16 

fB.82 513.66 115.65 
SI 1.28 51740 519.97 
517.43 526.75 530.77 

54.90 50.03 
57.35 50.05 
512.25 10.09 
124.50 SO I7 
539.20 10.28 
578.40 50.56 
5122.50 $0.87 
5245.00 51 74 
5392.00 12 79 
5563.50 w.01 

51.02 50.01 

57.96 
510.w 
515.10 
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Schedule "io. 6A 

Four Year R.tc Reduction Schedule 
W A E a  

SOl'MERU STATES UTILITIES. IW 
PLANT: PISL RIDGE 1 TILITIES 
coum : CITRL'S 
TEST YEAR ESDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Faciliv Charge: 
Meter S i x  
518"3/4" 

314" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8" 

1 0  

i-in- 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commissiin 
Approved 

Final 
UBa 

54.90 
57.35 

512.25 
524.50 
539.20 
578.40 

5122.50 
5245.00 
5392.00 
5563.50 

$1.02 

Commission 
Approved 

R.P decrure 
in4JSan 

50.04 
50.06 
50.10 
50.20 
5032 
50.65 
51.01 
52.02 
53.24 
14.65 

50.01 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDL'LE 
wA3EB 

SOI'THERX ST.4TES UTILITIES,. ISC. 
PLANT PlSE RIDGE ESTATES 
COVNTl': OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR EXDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission. 
Approved 

Curnnt Interim 
Buu U B J  

Barr Facilin Charge: 
Meter She: 
MI"JI4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

$5.13 
$7.70 

512.83 
s25.66 
$4 I .05 
582.10 

51 28.29 
5256.51 
$410.51 
5590. I 1  

SI 1.74 
517.61 
529.34 
158.69 
$93.90 

1187.80 
$293.44 
$586.88 
$939.02 

SI ,349.83 

Gallonnge Ch8rgc pr 1.ooO 51.23 52.28 

58.82 $18.58 
$11.28 $23.14 
117.43 534.54 

Commbrion Commission Utility 

Final Final Race Increase 
Reques8ed Approved Approved 

m u2.w iozvra 

59.17 $9 13 
$13.76 513.70 
$22.93 $22.83 
$45.85 $45.65 
$73.36 $73.04 

5146.72 5146.08 
w29.25 $228.25 
5458.50 $456.50 
$733.60 $730.40 

51.054.5s $1.049 95 

$2.16 51.97 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

515.04 
518.98 
$28.83 

50.06 
50.10 
50.16 
50.32 
50.52 
$1.04 
51.62 
53.25 
$5.20 
$7.41 

50.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year h i e  Reduction Schedule 
w m  

SOVTHERV STATES ITILITIES. INC. 
PLAKT PINE RIDGE ESTATES ~ ~ 

COL'NTI : OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ESDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

p . .  . .  . 
Base FaciliQ Charge: 

MT"J/4"  
314" 

1" 

5" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

lo" 

' Meter Size: 

I-IR" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
up96) 

59.13 
513.70 
522.83 
545.65 
s73.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
S456.50 
5730.40 

51.049.95 

51.97 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
w 

10.08 
50.11 
SO 19 
50.38 
50.60 
51.21 
51.88 
53.77 
56.03 
58.67 

50.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
YATEB 

SOUTHERN S T A n S  t"T1LITIEB. FIC. 
PLANT PINEY WOODS 
C O U N n :  . LAKE 
TZsT )'EAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

C v m n t  
Bucr 

Bare Faciliq Cbsrgc: 
Meter Size: 
WJ14" 15.13 

314" 17.70 
I"  112.83 

i-in- 125 66 
2" 541.05 
3" 582.10 
4" 1128.29 
6" 5256.57 
8 5410.51 

10" S590. I 1 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
uppu 

513.26 
1199G 
133 I6 
566.32 
5106.11 
52 12.23 
133 1.61 
1663.22 

11,061.14 
11,525.40 

Utility Commission 
Reqvated Approved 

Final Final 
m oILp61 

19.17 513.26 
$13.76 $19.89 
522.93 133.15 
545.85 566.30 
173.36 1106.08 
1146.72 5212.16 
1229.25 5331.50 
5458.50 S663.00 
1733.60 1 1.060.80 

11.054.55 $1,524.90 

Schedule No. SA 

.. .. - 

Commission 
Appmved 

Rate Increase 
i u a s m  

f0.09 
SO. 14 
10.24 
so 4 1  
10.76 
SI 51 
12.36 
14.72 
57.55 
110.86 

Gallonage Charge per 1.W 11.23 12.32 52.16 12.82 10.02 

~ r 3 1 0 " m u u  
3 M 
5M 

10 M 

-1 

1832 s20.22 115.65 521 72 
SI 1.28 124.86 119.97 127.36 
117.43 536.46 530.77 S4 1.46 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 894 

Schedule \o. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WAIm 

SOLTHER'i STATES t71LITIES. INC. 
PLA%T. PINEY WOODS 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facilit). Charge: 
Meter S i :  
Ml"s314" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U B a  

513.26 
519.89 
533.15 
566.30 

5106.08 
1212.16 
1331.50 
5663.00 

51,060.80 
f1.524.90 

12.82 

Commission 
Approved 

Fate decrease 

10.11 
50.16 
50.27 
50.55 
50.88 
51.75 
52.74 
55.47 
58.76 

512.59 

50.02 
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Schedule KO. SA 

RATE SCHEDLLE 
EAEl3 

WVWERV STATES VTILITIES~, INC. 
PLANT: POINT 0 WOODS 
COI-Nn:  CITRI'S 
=ST \TAR EKDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Curmnt Interim Find Final 
Bptu upppl lmbl upp6) 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
SW314" 

314" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

3 M  
5 M 

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
525.66 
54 I .05 
582.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
1590 I I 

11.23 

=.a2 
$11.28 
$17.43 

111.06 
516.59 
527.65 
$55.30 
$88.48 
$176.96 
$276.49 
$552.99 
$884.78 

$1.27 1.8- 

$3.55 

$9.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
J73.36 
5146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
5733.60 

$1.051.5? 

$2.16 

$12.20 
$18.30 
$30.50 
561.00 
$97.60 
5195.20 
$305.00 
$610.00 
$976 00 

11.403 on 
13.98 

521.71 515.65 $24.14 
St8.SI 519.97 132.10 
$46.56 530.77 552.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WdSTEHATER 

SOLTHERV STATES rnLIms. IHC. 
PLANT: POINT OH'OODS 
c o w :  CITRUS 
TEST 1-R EXDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utili* Commission 
Approved Requaled Approved 

C u m a t  Interim Final Final 
Buu uB4.l UBa UBa 

Base Facilir? Charge: 
Meter S k .  

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per Im 
Gallonage Cap * 

Barr Facilip Charge: 
Meter S k  
ye"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per lp00 

.I 3,4" 

3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

112.67 516.69 117.59 516.70 

13.66 57.85 54.74 17.85 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

512.67 116.69 
519.01 525.04 
13 I .68 541.73 
563.37 583.45 

5101.39 5133.52 
5202.77 5267.04 
5316.83 S417.25 
5633.66 u134.50 

51.013.Ei5 51,335.20 
51.457.41 51919.35 

54.39 19.42 

523.65 540.24 
$30.97 155.94 
534.63 s63.79 

117 59 
526 ?9 
si3 43 
w- 95 

5140.72 
5281.44 
5439.75 
$879.50 

S1.407.20 
52.022.85 

55.69 

531.81 
541.29 
546.03 

516.70 
525.05 
541.75 
u13.50 

1133.60 
5267.20 
5417.50 
5835.00 

51,336.00 
11,920.50 

59.42 

540.25 
$55.95 
163.80 
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Scheduk No. SA ' . 

COVYT'Y: PL'm'AM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBERJI, 1996 

Commission Utili0 Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approred 

b t r  Incn.sc Current Interim F i n d  Final 
Burr LLmI L1pe61 une61 irdYcas 

p . .  . .  
Bast Facilic Charge: 
Meter S i c :  
5B"l33/d" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonagt Charge per 1,OOO 

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

15.13 $10.47 $9. I7  
57.70 $15.71 $13.76 

512.83 526.18 522.93 
125.66 552.35 145.85 
14 I .os $83.76 573.36 
582. IO $167 53 5146.72 

5128.29 S261.76 5229.25 
5256.57 5523.52 5458.50 
5410.51 $837.63 $733.64 
5590.1 1 $1.204.10 51,054.55 

$1.23 53.12 $2.16 

$8.82 519.83 515.65 
511.28 526.07 519.97 
517.43 541.67 130.77 

513.26 
$19.89 
533.15 
s66.30 

$106.08 
5212.16 
533 I S O  
5663.00 

$1.060.80 
$1.524.90 

52.82 

521.72 
527.36 
141.46 

$0 09 
$0 14 
SO 24 
$0 47 
$0 76 
SI 5 1  
52 36 
14 72 
$7 55 
SI0 86 

SO 02 
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Schedule 50.6.4 

Four Year b t e  Reduction Schedule 
RuIEB 

SOVTHERV STATES t'TILlTIES. INC. 
PLANT: POMOYA P A M  

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 
town : PUTNAM 

enenl&  Mu1ti-F- 
Base Facilip Charge: 
Meter Size: 
S W J I S "  

314" 
1" 

1-lR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
1l4e6) 

313.26 
119.89 
533.15 
566.30 

5106.08 
5212.16 
533 I .50 
1663.00 

11.060.80 
51 s14.90 

12.82 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
w 

50 1 I 
10.16 
50 27 
50.5s 
50.88 
SI 75 
52 14  
55 47 
58 76 

512 59 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
wA.rCB 

SOUTHERN STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
COUNTY: CLA\ 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBELR 31.1996 

Cumnc 
Buu 

& \ % u l t C F l m ~  . .  
Basr Facility Charge: 
Me1er sir: 
W 3 1 4 "  $5.13 

314" $7.70 
1" 112.83 

I-1R" 525.66 
2" 541.05 
3" 582.10 
4" 1128.29 
6" 5256.57 
8" 5410.51 

10" 5590.1 1 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
m9.a 

113.51 
S20.1? 
s33 78 
567.55 
1108.09 
1216.17 
1337.77 
167.5.54 

SI.080.8' 
11.553.75 

Utility 
Requested 

Find 
upe61 

19.17 
SI3 16 
122.93 
505.85 
113.36 
1146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

11.054.55 

.. ,. - 

CommLrion Commission 
Approved Approved 

Find Rste lncrcarr 
ilBfll inLvun- 

116.34 10.12 
124.51 10 17 
540.85 10.29 
181.70 10.58 
1130.72 10.93 
1261.44 11.86 
$408.50 12.91 
S817.00 15.82 

SI ,307.20 19.3 I 
SI ,879.10 113.38 

G8llonage Charge per 1.OOO 11.23 12.65 12.16. 13.23 10.02 

18.82 121.46 515.65 126 03 
$11.28 126.76 519.91 132.49 

10 M 517.43 540.01 S30.77 508.64 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
l u l € E  

SOITHER\ STATES I'TILITIES. IYC. 
PLANT POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
COI'VTl : CLAl 
TESTYEAR ESDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

. .  tfu1ti-F- 
Base Farilin. Charge: 
Meter She: 
M1"X3N" 

314" 
I"  

I-In" 
1" 
J" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
llpe6) 

516.34 
524.51 
S40.85 
58 I .70 

5130.72 
S261.44 
5408.50 
5817.00 

51.307.20 
11.879.10 

53.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
inerua 

50.13 
50.20 
50.34 
50.67 
5 I .08 
52.16 
13.37 
56.74 

510.79 
515.51 

10.03 
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Schedule h0.5A 

RATE SCHEDlLE 
WATEB 

SOI'THERV STATES unLInEs, INC. 
P L A S T  QUAIL RIDGE 

TEST YEAR ENDED. DECEMBER 31.19% 
comm LAKE 

Current 
Bua 

p . .  
Bsu Fscilil) Chsae: 

y%..3/4" 
Meter S i :  

3/4'* 
I"  

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 

10" 
a- 

Gallonage Chaqe per I,OOO 

3M 
5 M 
IO M 

55.13 
57.70 

Commission 
Approved 

interim 
upeu 

520.86 
53 I .29 

S12.83 552.15 
S25.66 5104.31 
541.05 5lb689 
582.10 5 : j j - p  

5128.29 $521 5-1 
1256.57 51.043.07 
s410.51 $1.668.9 I 
5590. I I 52.395.06 

51.23 53.1 1 

I'tilin 
Rquerted 

Final 
L I S 4  

58.82 530.19 
511.28 536.41 
517.43 SSI.% 

59.17 
513.76 
S22.93 
ssS.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
S229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

$1.05435 

12.16 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

519.90 
529.85 
S49.15 
599.50 

5159.20 
1318.40 
1497.50 
5995 00 

51.592.00 
$2.288.50 

53.2 I 

129.53 
535.95 
552.00 
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Schedule So. 5A 

RATE SCHEDbLE 
w'!irEE 

SOUTHER& STATES u n L I m s ,  INC. 
PLAXT: REMINGTOS FOREST 
COUNTY: ST. JOHNS 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

C u m n t  
Bua 

Bare Facilie Charge: 
Meter Size: 
WiiI4" 520.30 

3/4" 
1" 

I-llZ" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6 
8'. 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

VS" I 314" meter 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

520.30 
520.30 
520.30 
520.30 
520.30 
520.30 
520.30 
520.50 
520.30 

10.00 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
ups41 llpe6l 

543.00 59. I7 
543 00 513.76 
143.00 522.93 
543.00 545.85 
543.00 573.36 
543.00 5146.72 
543.00 5229.25 
543.00 5458.50 
543.00 5733.60 
543.00 51.05435 

10.00 52.16 

520.30 
520.30 
520.30 

543.00 
543.00 
543.00 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final b t r  Increase 
u9e61 in+run 

59. I3 50.06 
513.70 50.10 
122.83 50.16 
545.65 50.32 
173.04 10.52 
1146.08 51.04 
5228.25 
5456.50 
5730 40 

51.049.95 

51.97 

115.04 
518.98 
528.83 

11.62 
53.25 
55.20 
57.47 

50.01 
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Schedule h. 6 

Four V u r  Rate Reduction Schedule 
W A n 6  

SOl'THER5 STATES m L I n E S .  INC. 
PLAST: RE!WSGTOS FOREST 
COlSTl':  ST. JOHNS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

. .  & Multi-F- . .  

Btse Facilit) Charge: 
Metrr six: 
5Wx311" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

1 0  

I-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
ll9p6l 

S9.13 
S13.70 
S22.83 
545.65 
573.04 
SI46 08 
S228.25 
S456.50 
5730 40 

51.049.95 

11.97 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
inerurr 

$0.08 
$0.11 
SO. I9 
10.38 
50.60 
S l . 2 1  
51.88 
S3.77 
56.03 
18.67 

10.02 
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Schedule KO. SA 

JUTE SCHEDULE 
BAIm 

SOL'THERY STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLAST RIVER GROVE 
COUNT) : PVTSAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECE.MBER 31.1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Rqutsted Approved Approved 

C v m n t  Interim Final Final Rate lncmarc 
Buu llps4) (Em upe61 u 

Barr Facilic Charge: 
Meter S k  
v8"i)l4" 

3/4" 
I" 

I-li.2'' 
2" 
1" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

15.13 
$7.70 

512.83 
225.66 
$441.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
s410.51 
1590.1 1 

512.94 
519.41 
532.35 
$64.70 

$103.51 
5207.03 
5323.48 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
s45.85 
$73.36 

5146.72 
U29.25 

$646.95 
11.033.13 

s458.50 
1733.60 

51.488.00 51.054.55 

516.34 
524.51 
s40.85 
581.70 

$130.72 
$261.44 
908.50 
S817.00 

11.307.20 
51.879.10 

50.12 
50.17 
50.29 
50.58 
50.93 
51.86 
52.91 
55.82 
59.3 I 

513.38 

Gallonagc Charge per 1.OOO 51.23 53.10 12.16 

$8.82 522.24 515.65 
$11.28 528.44 $19.97 
$17.43 543.94 530.77 

52.85 

524.89 
530.59 
w.84 

so 02 
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Base Faciliq Ch85e: 
Meter S h :  
w x 3 1 4 "  

314" 
1" 

i-in*v 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1 . ~  

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission Commission 
Approved ApprOVd 

Final b t e  deeruse 
u!tw iLu=.u 

516.34 
524.51 
140.85 
581.70 

5130.72 
S261.44 
5408.50 
5817.00 

51,307.20 
11.879.10 

SO. I 3  
w .20  
w . 3 4  
50.67 
51.08 
52.16 
13.37 
56.74 

510.79 
515.51 



zoos 

SCEIS 
I C6S 
Z8ES 
1621 
98.15 
E6OS 

P98pI 
6P'ZES 
E09ZS 

LL.OES 
L661S 
S9SIS 

E7'ES 

01'6L8'IS 
O7'LOE'IS 
WLl8S 
OS'80~ 
w19zs 
ZLOEIS 

91'2s 

SS'PSO'IS 
WEELS 
OS'SSpI 
S7'622S 

L I 'OS 1 SPZS 
2 I 'OS . K91S 

SB'SPS 
E6ZZS 
9LElS 
11'65 

EO'ZS 

80S81'1S 
PSZ6SS 
E7'6LES 
196815 
1S811S 
57'655 
SS'SES 
OLEZS 

EP'LIS 
87'115 
28'81 

W 01 
Wis 
nr 

I. I. 

I1'06SS 
ISOIPS 
LS9SZS 
67'8215 
01'285 
SOIPS 
99325 
EB'ZIS 
OL'LS 
E135 

906 EWtd 
SM-S6VOS6 'ON LZIX2OCl 

SM-dOd-OZET-96-2Sd 'ON 83CI80 
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Four Year h t e  Reduction Schedule 
W I E E  

SOUTHERN STATES u n L I n E s ,  INC. 
. PLAKT: ROSEMONTlROLLlNG GREEN 

COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

B u r  Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
M " 3 / 4 "  

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
a 

lo" 

r-in" 

Gallonage Charge per I,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
m 

516.34 
524.51 
W . 8 5  
581.70 

5130.72 
5261.44 

5817.00 
$1,307.20 
51,879.10 

53.23 

5408.50 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

h 1 e  decrease 
inerun 

50.13 
s0:20 
50.34 
50.67 
$1.08 
12.16 
53.37 
56.74 

510.79 
115.51 

$0.03 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAIER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLAM: SALT SPRINGS 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission U t i l i  Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Bura upps1 UBa UEm inLvun 

Base Faciliy Charge: 
Mmr Size: 
W x 3 I 4 "  

3/0" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

lo" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
$41.05 
S82.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
S4IO.Sl 
1590. I I 

51.23 

522.10 
533.15 
555.25 

5110.50 
5176.79 
5353.59 
S552.48 

51,104.% 
51,767.94 
52.541.41 

52.04 

S8.82 
511.28 
517.43 

528.22 
532.30 
$42.50 

59.17 
513.76 
S22.93 
s45.85 
513.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
3458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

S2.16 

515.65 
S19.97 
530.77 

510.3s . 50.07 
515.53 so. I I 
525.88 
551.75 
582.80 

516S.60 
5258.75 
SS17.50 
5828.00 

51,190.25 

52.58 

S18.09 
523.25 
136.15 

50.18 
10.37 
50.59 
Sl.18 
51.84 
53.68 
55.89 
58.47 

10.02 
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Four Year h t e  Reduction Schedule 
BXEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PWKT. SALT SPRINGS 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

b e  FaclliIy Charge: 
MebrSise: 
5183314" 

314" 
1" 

i-in** 
2" 
Y 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upp(I1 

510.3s 
115.53 
125.88 
551.75 
582.80 

5165.60 
5258.15 
5517.50 
u128.00 

SlJW.25 

S2.58 

Schedule No. 6A 

Cornmiasion 
Approved 

Rate d r v r u c  
ie4yun 

$0.09 
SO. I 3  
$0.2 I 
50.43 
50.68 
51.37 
52.14 
54.27 
$6.83 
59.82 

50.02 
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RATESCHEDULE . 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES U n L I n E s .  INC. 
PLANT: SALT SPRINGS 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1994 

B u e  Facility Charge: 
Meter Si :  
All meter rizn 

Gallonap Cham per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap 

Bur Facility Charge: 
Meter Si% 
SWx314" 

3/4" 
I"  

I-In'' 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gdlonage Charge per 1,000 

.I .I 

3M 
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Schedule No. 5B 

- 
Commiuion ' Utility Commwion Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Baas upe41 UBa llpp61 iatvrpn 

512.67 520.85 517.59 513.18 50.11 

'53.66 53.81 54.74 s5.23 . 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

$12.67 5 i o . s ~  517.59 
519.01 53 I .28 S26.39 
531.68 $52.13 543.98 
563.37 $104.25 587.95 

5101.39 S166.80 5140.72 
5202.77 s333.60 5281.44 
5316.83 5521.25 5439.75 
563364 51,042.50 5879.50 

51.013.85 si.aa.00 SI ,407.20 
51.457.41 q397.75 $2,02285 

54.39 54.58 55.69 

523.65 532.28 531.81 
530.97 539.90 541.29 
534.63 543.71 146.03 

513.18 
519.77 
532.95 
565.90 

5105.44 
5210.88 
5329.50 
s659.00 

31,054.40 
51,515.70 

56.28 

528.87 
539.33 
144.56 

50.04 

so. I I 
50.17 
50.28 
50.56 
50.90 
51.79 
52.80 
55.60 

512.89 

50.05 

58.97 
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FOURYEARRATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT. SALT SPRINGS 
COUN7y: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1994 .. - 

Base F ~ ~ i l i i  Charge: 
Meter Siu: 
AU w t e r  siEa 

G:Uonaee Charge per 1,OOO 
GaUonage Cap 

Buc Facility Charge: 
Meter Siu: 
MI"S34" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

l-ln" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
ima 

513.18 

55.23 
6M 

$13.18 
$19.77 
532.95 
$65.90 

5105.44 
3210.88 
5329.50 
5659.00 

$1.054.40 
S1.5 15.70 

56.28 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Lkccase 

50.08 

50.03 

30.08 
$0.12 
50.20 
50.40 
30.64 
5128 
52.00 
$4.00 
56.41 
59.21 

30.04 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
)sILLIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANR SAMIRA VILLAS 
C O W :  MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility 

C u m n t  Interim Final 
Approved Requested 

gua uee41 ueedl 
B u r  Facility Charge 

MI"s3/44" 55.13 SI092 S9.17 
3/4" 57.70 S16.38 513.76 

1" S12.83 527.30 S22.93 
I-1R" 125.66 s54.60 145.8s 

2" 141.05 S87.36 S73.36 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

' Metersize: 

Gallonage Charge per lp00 

543" 314" m a  
3M 
5 M  

10 M 

582.10 
S128.29 
$256.57 
S410.51 
5590. I I 

51.23 

5174.72 
5273.01 
1546.01 
1873.62 

51.255.83 

S2.75 

$8.82 s19.17 
SIl.28 
S17.43 

124.67 
538.42 

5146.72 
5229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

$1,054.55 

S2.16 

S15.65 
119.97 
330.77 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission Commission 
Approved .4pproved 

Rate Increase Final 
U!mJ inLvrpa 

S16.34 . 50.12 
524.51 50.17 
S40.85 $0.29 
S81.70 

5130.72 
1261.44 
s408.50 
S8I7.M) 

11.307.20 
s1,879.10 

52.85 

S24.89 
$30.59 
S44.84 

10.58 
50.93 
$1.86 
12.91 
$5.82 
$9.31 

$13.38 

50.02 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WAIER 

SOUTHERN STATES LTILITIES, INC. 
P U N T :  SAMIRA VILLAS 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

B.re FaciliIy Charge: 

ys"x314" 
3 4 "  

1" 
I-ILP 

1" 
3" 
4,' 
6" 
s" 

10" 

Meter Shc: 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
upe61 

116.34 
124.51 
s4o.85 
181.70 

1 130.72 
1261.44 
5408.50 
1817.00 

51,307.20 
Sl.879.10 

52.85 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrnre 
iaerun 

10.13 
10.20 
50.34 
10.67 
51.08 
52.16 
13.37 
56.74 

110.79 
115.51 

10.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
BxTEE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. MC. 
PLANT: SILVER LAKE ESTATEWESTERN SHORES 
C O U W  LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Cumnt 
B.lg 

Bare Facility Charge: 

S W J I 4 "  
314" 

1" 

meter sirc: 

I - I F  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

3- 
3 m  
5 m  

10 M 

15.13 
17.70 

112.83 
125.66 
$41.05 
f82.10 

1128.29 
S256.57 
5410.51 
1590.11 

s I .23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim , 

u4eu 

Utility Commkiin 
Rcquated Approved 

Final Final 
UBa u9s61 

15.79 59.17 
18.68 113.76 

114.47 522.93 
128.93 145.85 
S46.29 173.36 
192.58 1146.72 

1142.66 1229.25 
1289.31 5458.50 
s462.90 1733.60 
S665.42 51,054.55 

'10.84 12.16 

18.82 u1.31 115.65 
SI 1.28 19.99 119.97 
117.43 114.19 130.77 

Schedule No. SA 

17.04 
110.56 
117.60 
135.20 
156.32 

11  12.64 
1176.00 
1352.00 
1563.20 
1809.60 

11.19 

110.61 
112.99 
518.94 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
ilmmLs 

10.05 
10.08 
50.13 
10.25 
10.40 
10.80 
11.25 
12.5 I 
54.01 
15.76 

10.01 
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Four Y u r  b t e  Reduction Schedule 
YAIm 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILImS, ME. 
PLANT: SILVER LAKE ESTATWWESlZRN SHORES 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate decrease 
UBa iwucua 

Meter S i :  
W 1 3 1 4 "  

314" 
1" 

1 - I n  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonsge Charge per 1,m 

$7.04 50:06 
$10.56 10.09 
$17.60 10.15 
535.20 $0.29 
$56.32 10.46 

$112.64 10.93 
$176.00 $1.45 
5352.00 $2.91 
$563.20 54.65 
S809.60 $6.68 

51.19 $0.01 
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RATESCIkDULE 
EAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, lNC. 
PLANT. SILVER LAKE OAKS 
CO- PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission 
Appmved 

Current interim 
Bup m%I 

Buc Facility Charge: 
M e f c r S i :  
M)"Jl4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

ss.13 
S7.70 

S12.83 
s25.66 
S41.05 
S82.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
s410.51 
$590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 51.23 

I, 1. 

3 M  u1.82 
S M  SI 1.28 

IO M 517.43 

S14.36 
S21.54 
s35.90 
571.81 
SI 14.90 
5229.79 
S359.05 
S7 18.10 

S1,148.% 
51,651.63 

S3.76 

525.64 
133.16 
151.96 

Utility 
Rcquured 

Find 
wm 

S9.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

S146.72 
5229.25 
S458.50 
5733.60 

s1.054.55 

S2.16 

S15.65 
S19.97 
s30.77 

Seheduk NO. SA 

Commission 
Appmved 

Final 
up961 

114.40 
321.60 
S36.00 
S72.00 
SI 15.20 
S230.40 
1360.00 
5720.00 

s1,152.00 
51,656.00 

53.76 

525.68 
533.20 
552.00 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, MC. 
PLAM: SILVER LAKE OAKS 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bare Facility Charge: 
maer si:  
All meter S b  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage c a p  

Bar Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
sin"x3J4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in** 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

1, 3 , p  
3 M  ... 
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Scbcdule No. 5B 

- 
Utility Commission Commission 

Approved Requested Approved 
Curmot Interim Final Final 
Bug u9p4L Lmn61 upp6) 

512.67 518.68 517.59 

53.66 ' $7.12 
6 M  6M 

N I A  
NIA 
N I A  
NIA 
N /A  
N/A 
N I A  
W A  
N I A  
N I A  

NIA 

54.74 
6M 

N I A  $17.59 
N I A  526.39 
NIA 543.98 
N/A S87.95 
N I A  5140.72 
N/A 5281.44' 
N I A  5439.75 
N I A  5879.50 
N I A  51,407.20 
N I A  S2022.85 

NIA 55.69 

u3.65 S41.84 S31.81 
$30.97 557.28 541.29 
534.63 .s65.00 546.03 

S18.68. 

57.72 
6 M  

$18.68 
S28.02 
546.70 
593.40 
$149.44 
5298.88 
5467.00 
5934.00 

51,494.40 
52,148.20 

S9..26 

541.84 
557.28 
s63.00 

c 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WlUIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SKYCREST 
COUNN: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER3L 1996 

Current 
Bucr 

Base Facility Chtrge: 
Meter S i :  
W'x314" 

314" 
1" 

l-lR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

10 M 

S5.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
141.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
S256.57 
1410.51 
5590. I 1 

51.23 

Commiaaion 
Approved 
Interim 
USQ 

513.15 
519.73 

165.75 
S105.21 
5210.41 

5657.54 
51,052.06 
51,512.33 

s32.aa 

s328.n 

53.88 

58.82 324.79 
S11.28 532.55 
517.43 551.95 

Utility 
Rquatad 

Final 
upp61 

Schedule No. SA 

59.17 
513.76 

Comniuion 
Approved 

Final 
1m6.1 

513.20 
519.80 

522.93 533.00 
145.85 566.00 
S73.36 5105.60 

1146.72 5211.20 
S229.25 5330.00 
S458.50 5660.00 
5733.60 SI.OS6.00 

S1.054.55 51,518.00 

52.16 

S15.65 
S19.97 
530.77 

53.88 

124.84 
532.60 
552.00 
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SOUTHERN STATES IITILIIIES, MC. 
PLANT. SOUTHFORTY 
COUNTY: W O N  
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.19% 

Base Facility Charge: 
meter sirr. 
M"l3l4" 

314" 
I" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Current 
Brto 

512.67 
119.01 
S3 I .68 
563.37 

1101.39 
5202.77 
S316.83 
f633.66 

51,013.85 
51,457.41 

14.39 

Cornmisaion 
Approved 

Interim 
LIB4 

S35.17 
552.76 
587.93 

S175.85 
5281.36 
1562.72 
S879.25 

S1.758.50 
S2.813.60 
14,044.55 

54.91 

Utility 
Requoted 

Find 
upedl 

317.59 
S26.39 
543.98 
587.95 

S140.72 
S281.44 
s439.75 
5879.50 

51,407.20 
52.022.85 

S5.69 

Schedule No. SB 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
unehl 

135.00 
552.50 
$87.50 

1175.00 
S280.00 
1560.00 
S87S.M) 

S1.750.M) 
S2,800.00 
54,025.00 

S5.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDZnE 
E a E B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT SPRING GARDENS 
COUNTY: cmus 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Butr 

BMC Facility Charge: 
meter si:  
w"x314" 56.74 

314" 
I" 

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

310.10 
516.84 
533.68 
553.89 

5107.77 
5168.40 
S336.79 

NIA 
NIA 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
0 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 

Utility 
Rqua ted  

Final 
upe61 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
S45.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

Gallonage Charge p r  1,OOO Sl.00 N/A 52.16 

I. 1 .* 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

59.74 NIA 
511.74 NIA 
516.74 NIA 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Appmved 

Final Rate Increase 
upe61 iatrun 

57.39 50.05 
511.09 50.08 
518.48 50.13 
S36.95 SO.26 
559.12 10.42 

511824 50.84 
5184.75 51.32 
5369.50 $2.63 
5591.20 s4.21 
S849.8S 56.05 

51.53 so.01 

S11.98 
115.04 
522.69 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
W l ? L  

SOUTHERN S A T E S  UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SPRING GARDENS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facilily Charge: 
Meter SS: 
SB"514" 

314" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission - 
Approved 

Final 
Ll%m 

s7.39 
$11.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 
SI1824 
S184.75 
S369.50 
s591.20 
S849.85 

s1.53 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
iIuJsim 

50.06 
S0.09 
S0.15 
$0.3 I 
50.49 
50.98 
$1.53 
53.05 
S4.88 
57.02 

$0.01 
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RATE SCAEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SPRING GARDENS 
c o r n  CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge 
Meter S k  
All meter siEcr 

G a U o m ~  Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

B u c  Facility Charge: 
Meter Sia: 
5/8"3/4" 

314" 
I" 

I-ltZ" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

3M ... 
sm 
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

C u m n t  
Burr 

58.19 

52.44 
6 M  

Schedule No. 5B 

Commission U t i l i  Commission Commission 
Approved Reguated Approved Approved 
Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
IJ9m upe61 upe61 iPLru0 

NIA 

N /A  
NIA 

58.19 N/A 
512.29 NIA 
520.48 NIA 
140.97 NIA 
S65.54 N/A 
5131.20 NIA 
5204.81 NIA 
5409.62 NIA 

N I A  NIA 
N I A  NlA 

$2.93 NIA 

515.51 N/A 
S20.39 NIA 
522.83 N/A 

517.59 

14.74 
6 M  

517.59 
526.39 
543.98 
587.95 
5140.72 
5281.44 
1439.75 
5879.50 

51,407.20 
52022.85 

55.69 

531.81 
141.29 
546.03 

57.90 50.07 

52.79 
6 M  

57.90 
511.%5 
519.75 
539.50 
563.20 
5126.40 
5197.50 
1395.00 
S632.W 
5908.50 

53.35 

516.17 
521.85 
524.64 

10.02 

50.07 
50.10 
50.17 
10.34 
50.54 
11.08 
51.68 
13.36 
15.38 
57.73 

50.03 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAS'TZWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT. SPRING GARDENS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bast Facility Chrrgt: 
Mtitr  Size: 
AU rntttr s h  

Gallonagt Chargt per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

B u t  Facility Cbrrgt: 
Meter S i m  
5i3"iu4" 

3/41, 
I "  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1R" 

GiUoaige Chargt per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

17.90 

$2.79 
6M 

$7.90 
$11.85 
$19 75 
$39.50 
S63.20 
$126.40 
$197.50 
s395.w 
S632.00 
S908.50 

53.35 

.- 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
acvrpre 

$0.05 

$0.02 

$0.05 
$0.07 
$0.12 
$0.24 
$0.38 
$0.77 
$ I .20 
$2.40 
$3.84 
$5.52 . 

$0.02 
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.- 

Schedule No. SA 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: STONE MOUNTAIN 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Rquated  Approved 

Curnnt Interim Final Final 
Ram up541 mm mm 

Base Faeiliy Charge: 
Meter Sirc: 
Ml"fiI4" 

314" 
I" 

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
C' 
8" 

lo" 

55.13 S25.08 
57.70 537.62 
512.83 562.69 
525.66 5125.39 
s41.05 5200.62 
582.10 5401.25 
5128.29 5626.95 
5256.57 51253.90 
s410.51 52.006.23 
5590. I I $2,883.96 

59.17 525.10 
513.76 537.65 
521.93 562.75 
S45.85 5125.50 
513.36 5200.80 
5146.72 5401.60 
5229.25 1627.50 
s458.50 S1.255.W 
5733.60 S2,008.00 

51,054.55 $2,886.50 

51.23 52.69 S2.16 52.69 Glllonrge Charge per 1,OOO 

58.82 
511.28 
517.43 

S33.15 
S38.53 
551.98 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

533.17 
538.55 
552.00 
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RATE SCBBDULE 
BXlxB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, MC. 
P U N T :  ST. JOHN'S HlGHLANDS 
COuKfy: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

C u m n t  
Bptcl 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si :  
SWa314" 

314" 
1" 

I-lR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

GJUOD.LC Charge per 1,OOO 

,. I, 

3M 
5M 

10 M 

15.13 
S7.70 
512.83 
$25.66 
541.05 
sB2.10 
5128.29 
5256.57 
s4lO.51 
5590.1 I 

51.23 

Commiuwn 
Approved 
Interim 
mMl 

58.31 
$12.46 
S20.76 
541.53 
366.45 
5132.89 
S207.65 
5415.30 
5664.47 
5955.18 

54.37 

58.82 
S11.28 
517.43 

121.42 
530.16 
S52.01 

Utility 
Requeried 

Final 
1l9e61 

Scbeduk No. SA 

S9.17 
S13.76 
522.93 
545.85 
93.36 
S146.72 
S229.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

s1,054.55 

12.16 

SL5.65 
S19.97 
530.77 

Commiuiin 
Approved 

Final 
uw 

58.30 
SI2 45 
S20.75 
S41 50 
566.40 
5132.80 
5207.50 
5415.00 
5664.00 
5954.50 

54.57 

s21.41 
530.15 
S52.00 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
IYAIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. MC. 
PLANT: SUGARMILL 
COUNTY: VOLUSlA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

c u m n t  

B u e  Facility Charge: 
Meter Sirc: 
518"5/4" $5.13 

314" 57.70 
1" $12.83 

I-In" 525.66 
2" $41.05 
3" 582.10 
4" $128.29 
6" 5256.51 
8" 5410.51 
IO" $590.1 I 

G8llonage Ch8rge per 1.m $1.23 

v8" 314" mcta 
3M 
5M 

10 M 

S.82 
SI128 
$17.43 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
uB4l 

$9.37 
$14.05 
$23.42 
$46.84 
$74.95 
$149.90 
$234.21 
$468.42 
$749.48 

11,077.37 

54.26 

$22.15 
$30.67 
$51.97 

U t i l i i  
Requested 

Final 
us 

Schedule No.% 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
545.85 
173.36 
$146.72 
$229.25 
I458.50 
$733.60 

21,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
us 

59.40 
$14.10 
$23.50 
Y(7.00 
575.20 
5150.40 
5235.00 
$470.00 
$752.00 

SI,O81.00 

14.26 

522.18 
130.70 
ss2.00 
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RATE SCEEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

~ U l l i E R N  STATES UTILITIES, MC. 
PLANT: SUGAFtMlLL 
c0UNl-w VOLUSlA 
TEST yEARENDED: DECEMBERII, 1996 - 

Commiuion 

Raidenti.l 
B u r  Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
AU meter sins 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
. Gallonage Cap 

Buc Facility Charge: 
MWCI S i :  
rn"x314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in-. 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

.. .. 
3M 
5M 
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

C u m n t  
utsa 

512.67 

53.66 
6M 

$23.45 

512.67 
519.01 
531.68 
s63.37 

5101.39 
S202.77 
1316.83 
5633.66 

51,013.85 
51,457.41 

54.39 

Approved 
Interim 
ll4n41 

512.06 

55.66 
6M 

528.84 

512.06 
518.09 
530.15 
560.30 
5%.48 
SI%.% 
1301.50 

. Mo3.M) 
S964.80 

$1.386.90 

56.29 

Schedule No. 5B 

Utility Commission Commiuion 

Usre Increase Final Final 
Requested Approved Approved 

ll4p61 ll4p61 i r a Y u 5  

517.59 518.86 $8.16 

54.74 S5.58 
6M 6M 

10.05 

$44.21 135.34 10.30 

517.59 518.86 
$2639 528.29 
543.98 547.15 
ss7.95 594.30 

5140.72 1150.88 
5281.44 5301.76 
5439.75 5471.50 
$879.50 5943.00 

51,407.20 5l.508.80 
52,022.85 52,168.90 

55.69 56.70 

10.16 
50.24 
10.40 
$0.80 
51.28 
$2.57 
$4.01 
$8.02 

112.83 
118.45 

50.06 

523.65 529.04 531.81 535.61 
530.97 W.36 54129 546.77 
534.63 S46.02 S46.03 552.35 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 

SOUTRERN STATES UTILITIES, MC. 
PLAhT: SUGARMILL 
COL'NTY: VOLUSLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Find 4 Yr. Rste 
up94) Ikaxau 

Base Facilily Cbarge: 
M e r  Sbc: 
All meter r i m  

Gallonage Charge p r  1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

Flat mte: 

B u r  Facility Charge: 
Meter Sbc: 
v 8 " 3 / 4 "  

3 4 "  
I" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Cbugc per 1,000 

118.86 10.11 

15.58 S0.03 
6M 

135.34 $0.21 

118.86 
$2829 
547.15 
S94.30 

1150.88 
1301.76 
S471.50 
5943.00 

51,508.80 
S2.168.W 

56.70 

S0.ll 
50.17 
50.29 
50.57 
S0.92 
11.83 
11.86 
55.13 
59.17 

'113.18 

10.04 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
YMEa 

S O U M E W  STATES UTlLITIES. INc. 
PLANT: SUCARMlLL WOODS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 .- - 

Current 
B.ru 

B u c  Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

Commiaaion Utility Commiuioa Commission 
Approved R q u a t c d  Approved Approved 

Interim Find Find Rate Increase 
u9p41 !.ma u29.a ialrun 

Ml"iu4" 
3/4" 

1" 
1-1IL" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Callonap Charge per 1,000 

3M 
5M 
IO M 

55.13 $4.45 
S7.70 S6.68 

512.83 511.14 
525.66 522.27 
541.05 535.63 
582.10 511.21 

S128.29 51 11.36 
S256.51 $222.72 
s410.Sl 5356.35 
5590.1 I 5512.25 

51.23 51.19 

58.82 
S11.28 
517.43 

S8.02 
510.40 
516.35 

59.17 54.90 
513.76 57.35 
522.93 512.25 
$45.85 524.50 
S13.36 539.20 

5146.12 578.40 
S229.25 5122.50 
S458.50 5245.00 
5733.60 1392.00 

51,054.55 5563.50 

52.16 $1.02 

515.65 
$19.97 
530.77 

57.96 
510.00 
515.10 

10.03 
S0.05 ' 

SO.@ 
$0.17 
SO.28 
$0.56 
50.87 
S1.74 
12.79 
54.01 

so.01 



O m E R  NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 930 

U T E  SCHEDULE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, MC. 
PLANT: SUGARMILL WOODS 

~ ~- 
COUNTY: CrraUS 

~ 

TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1596 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
AU mclcr sircr 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Chaqe: 
Meter Si:  

1" 
I-IR" 

1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Bue Facility Charge: 
Meter Si:  
W r 3 / 4 "  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

I. I, 

3 M  
SM 
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Schedule No. 5B 

- 
Commission Utility Commission Commission 

Approved Requested Approved Approved 
Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Bun lw24l m llpe6t inlvuer 

512.67 58.10 '517.59 57.52 50.06 

53.66 52.45 14.14 52.28 50.02 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

512.61 18.10 
119.01 5I2.I5 
531.68 120.25 
563.37 140.50 

5101.39 S64.80 
5202.17 5129.60 
S316.83 Q02.50 
5633.66 14os.w 

Sl.Ol3.85 $648.00 
51,457.41 1931.50 

54.39 52.94 

117.59 
526.39 
143.98 
187.95 

5140.72 
5281.44 
1439.75 
5879.50 

51.407.20 
52,022.85 

55.69 

$7.52 
111.28 
118.80 
537.60 
560.16 

5120.32 
1188.00 
5376.00 
W1.60 
S864.80 

12.74 

512.61 58.10 517.59 57.52 

14.39 s2.94 55.69 12.74 

123.65 115.45 131.81 514.37 
130.91 120.35 14 I .29 118.94 
534.63 522.80 546.03 52 1.22 

$0.06 
1 O . l O  
10.16 
10.32 
10.51 
51.02 
11.60 
53.20 
15.12 
17.36 

50.02 

$0.06 

50.02 
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Four Year Rate Reduction khedule 
W B !  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SUGARMILL WOODS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility C h a w :  
Meter S S :  
5/8"3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2'. 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

lo" 

Gallonage C h a W  per 1 , ~  

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

54.90 
57.35 

S12.25 
524.50 
539.20 
578.40 

5122.50 
5245.00 
5392.00 
5563.50 

51.02 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
in 4 verrr 

50.04 
$0.06 
50.10 
50.20 
50.32 
$0.65 
51.01 
$2.02 
$3.24 
14.65 

$0.01 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SUGARMILL WOODS 
COUNTY CITRUS 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER31,19!% 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size 
5/8"r314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-1R" 

GsUonage Charge per 1,OOO 

7 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"x314" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$7.52 

$2.28 
6 M  

$7.52 
511.28 
$18.80 
537.60 
560.16 

$120.32 
$188.00 
$376.00 
5601.60 
$864.80 

52.74 

$7.52 

$2.74 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Ikcrsw 

$0.05 

$0.01 

$0.05 
50.07 
$0. I t  
$0.23 
$0.37 
50.73 
$1.14 
$2.28 
$3.66 
$5.25 

$0.02 

' $0.05 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WBXIZB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

COUNTY: WASHINGTON 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

PLANT SUNNY RILLS 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
I(lt0 U B I  

B w  Facility Chargt: 
mear siu: 
518"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

1-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Csllomgr Charge per 1,OOO 

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
5441.05 
S82.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
$410.51 
55W.ll 

51.23 

510.67 
516.00 
526.67 
553.33 
585.34 

5170.67 
5266.67 
5533.35 
5853.36 

51.226.70 

54.'13 

Utility 

Final 
Requated 

upp41 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
$733.60 

SI.054.55 

S2.16 

s . a 2  523.06 515.6s 
511.28 531.32 519.97 
$17.43 SS I .97 530.77 

Schedule No. SA 

Commhion 
Approved 

Final 
upphl 

510.70 
516.05 
526.75 
553.50 
185.60 

51 71.20 
5267.50 
1535.00 
5856.04 

51.230.50 

54.13 

523.09 
531.35 
552.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. MC. 
PLAM: SUNNY HILLS 
COUNTY: WASHINGTON 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 - 

Commission Utility Commission 
Appnvrd RCCpUtCd Approved 

Current Interim F ind  Final 
Brta up9u m m 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si2c: 
All meter siza 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Fadlily Charge: 
Meter sisc: 
5tE"l3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-1/2" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

D E  
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6 M  

$12.67 
519.01 
$31.68 
563.37 
3101.39 
$202.77 
$316.83 
5633.66 

$1,013.85 
$1,457.41 

s4.39 

$23.65 
$30.97 
534.63 

518.40 

$7.75 
6 M  

$18.40 
$27.60 
$46.00 
$92.00 

. $147.20 
s194.40 
S460.00 
S920.00 

S1.472.00 
SZ116.00 

. S9.31 

541.65 
157.15 
S64.W 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6 M  

S17.59 
W6.39 
543.98 
$87.95 
$140.72 
$281.44 
s439.75 
S879.50 

$1.407.20 
s2022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
541.29 
546.03 

$18.38- 

57.75 
6 M  

$18.38 
527.57 
545.95 
S91.90 
S147.04 
5294.08 
$459.50 
$919.00 

$1,470.40 
$2,113.70 

$9.31 

541.64 
s57.15 
564.91 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
B!ATEB 

SOUTHERN STATES uTiLInEs,  INC. 
PLANT: SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
COUNTY LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Bare facility Charge: 
M e r  S i x  
vS"s3t4" 

U4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in** 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

( 1  , n 
3M 
5 M  
IO M 

Current 
Bun 

S5.13 
57.70 

512.83 
525.66 
S41.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
5590.11 

11.23 

Commission I'tility Commission 
Appmved Requested Appmved 

Interim final final 
u9M1 llpp61 u29a 

58.82 
s11.28 
117.43 

Schedule No. SA 

535.67 
553.50 
589.17 

5178.35 
128536 
S570.71 
S89 I .74 

51.783.47 
12,853.56 
s4.101.99 

51.56 

$40.35 
s43.47 
S I 3 7  

59.17 
513.76 
s22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

1146.72 
1229.25 
1458.50 
5733.60 

11,05455 

52.16 

SlS.65 
S19.97 
530.77 

536.50 
s54.75 
S91.25 

5182.50 
S292.00 
S584.00 
S912.50 

51.825.00 
12,920.00 
s4,197.50 

51.55 

141.15 
544.25 
552.00 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
lyAmxum 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
COUNTY LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size 
5/8"J/4" 

314" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4s. 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
Bun upe41 

$12.67 
$19.01 
S31.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
5202.77 
S316.83 
$633.66 

51,013.85 
$1,457.41 

54.39 

548.66 
$72.99 

S 12 1.65 
$243.30 
$389.28 
$778.56 

$1,216.50 
$2.433.00 
13;892.80 
65,595.90 

$2.72 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
upe61 

517.59 
526.39 
S43.98 
$87.95 

S140.72 
5281.44 
s439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2.022.85 

55.69 

Schedule No. 5B 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe61 

S48.68 
$73.02 
s 12 I .70 
$243.40 
$389.44 
$778.88 

$1,217.00 
S2.434.00 
13.894.40 
55,598.20 

62.72 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLAKT: TROPICAL ISLES 
COUNTY: ST.LUCIE 
- W E N D E D :  DECEMBER31.1996 

Fllt &le: 

Current 
Bua 

S13.33 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requared 

Interim Find 
upp?u U!m 

537.95 144.27 

Commission 
APF-Vd 

Find 
upp61 

535.50 

Schedule No. SB 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
in2Jzm 

10.30 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: TROPICAL ISLES 
COUNTY: ST. LUClE 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER31,1996 

Commission 
Approved 

Fhal 
09.m 

S35.50 

Commission 
Approved 

4 Yr. Rate 

so.22 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
BXIEa 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, MC. 

COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

TROPICAL PARK 

Current 
Bun 

Buc Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
v8"3/4" 

34" 
1" 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

Gallonip Charge per 1,OOO 

w * 314'' lmtct 
3 M  
S M  

10 M 

55.13 
17.70 
512.83 
125.66 
141.05 
582.10 
1128.29 
5256.57 
S410.51 
s590.1 I 

51.23 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate l n c N s e  

ll9p41 LLep61 uILp61 - ,  

510.03 
115.05 
525.08 
550.16 
S80.25 
1160.51 
5 2 5 0.7 9 
1501.59 
1802.54 

51,153.65 

53.11 

18.82 519.36 
511.28 
117.43 

525.58 
541.13 

19.17 
113.76 
122.93 
s45.85 
$73.36 
1146.72 
S229.25 
5458.50 
1733.60 

11,054.55 

S2.16 

515.65 
119.97 
530.77 

$16.34 so.12 
S24.51 . 10.17 
S40.85 . m.29 
181.70 
5 130.72 
1261.44 
1408.50 
1817.00 

11,307.20 
11,879.10 

52.85 

124.89 
S30.59 
544.84 

10.58 
w.93 
11.86 
52.91 
S5.82 
s9.3 I 
113.38 

10.02 
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Four Y u r  Rate Reduction khedule 
E a E B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: TROPICAL PARK 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TESTYEAR ENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

Base Facility C b a w :  
Meter Sise. 
518"l314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in** 

GallOIIage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9e61 

S16.34 
524.51 
s40.85 

S130.72 
S261.44 
S408.50 

S1.307.20 
S 1,879. IO 

S2.85 

sa1.70 

sa17.00 

Scbeduk No. 6A 

.. - 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
iperun 

50.13 
50.20 
50.34 
10.67 

52.16 
53.37 
56.74 
510.79 
S15.51 

$0.02 

51.08 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
E a € B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, mc. 
PLANT: UNIVERSITY SHORES 
COUNTY ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

. Buc Facility Charge: 
Meter Sw: 
5/8"a314" 

314" 
I" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 
Io" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 

5Wa314" 
314" 

1" 
1-In" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I, I. 

3M 
5M 

10 M 

c u m n t  
B u a  

55-13 
57.70 

512.83 
$25.66 
fsl.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
US6.57 
5410.51 
5SW.ll 

51.23 

- - - - 
S13.69 

S42.76 
u15.53 

5136.84 
51%.70 

- 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requerted 

inierim final 
uee41 uep61 

s6.97 59.17 
S10.45 513.76 
517.42 $22.93 
$34.85 $45.85 
555.76 573.36 

fl l l .51 5146.72 
S174.24 5229.25 
5348.48 5458.50 
5357.57 5733.60 
S801.5 1 51,054.55 

11.19 12.16 

. -  - - - - - - - 
518.59 S6.11 - 112.23 
S58.08 519.10 

5116.16 538.21 
5185.86 161.13 
5267.17 u17.88 

58.82 510.54 515.65 
SI128 
517.43 

512.92 
518.87 

S19.97 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U2.m 

57.04 
110.56 
S17.60 
135.20 
556.32 

5112.64 
5176.00 
5352.00 
5563.20 
5809.60 

51.19 

_-- - - - 
54.69 
59.39 

514.67 
529.33 
s46.93 
567.47 

110.61 
512.99 
sia.94 

Schedulc No. SA 

Commission 
Appmvrd 

Rate Increase 
jatrrrn 

$0.05 
$0.08 
SO. 13 
10.25 
10.40 
50.80 
51.25 
12.51 
54.01 
55.76 

50.01 

._. - - - 
50.03 
50.07 
50.10 
$0.21 
10.33 
10.48 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT UNIVERSITY SHORES 
COUNTY ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commbria Commiatioa 
Approved Approved 

Final 4 Yr. Race 
UBa prrnur 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5W.314" 

314" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

1" 
1-1/2" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

$7.04 
110.56 
117.60 
535.20 
$56.32 
5112.64 
5176.00 
f352.00 
S63.20 
5809.60 

$1.19 

- - - - 
$4.69 
s9.39 
$14.67 
129.33 
$46.93 
$67.47 

$0:06 
10.09 
so.15 
50.29 
10.46 
S0.93 
$1.45 
S2.91 
$4.65 
56.68 

50.01 

- - - - 
w.04 
10.08 
10.12 
10.24 
$0.39 
10.56 
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U T E  SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT UNIVERSllY SHORES 
C O U W  ORANGE 
TESTYEARENDED DECEMBER31. 1996 

Bur Fscitity Cbrge: 
Mder S i :  
All meter r i m  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
C a f l o q e  Cap * 

Flat bte: 

Cumnt 
Bucr 

112.67 

13.66 
6M 

130.01 

h e  Fariliw Charge: 
Meter S i  
m-Jl4- 112.67 

34" 119.01 
1" $31.68 

1-m" s63.37 
2" 110139 

4- 1316.83 
6" W3.M 
8" 11,013.85 

10" 11.457.41 

Gallonage charge per 1.m $439 

3" ao2.n 

3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bilr) 

116.35 

14.14 
6M 

535.80 

116.35 
S24.53 
540.88 
181.75 

113O.SO 
5261.60 
$408.75 
$817.50 

51.880.25 

$4.97 

s1,.3oa.w 

Utilily 
Rqueatsd 

Fiml 
m!w 

fu.65 S28.71 
U0.W 137.05 
$2463 $41.19 

117.59 

14.74 
6M 

144.27 

117.59 
S26.39 
$43.98 
587.95 

1140.72 
1281.44 
$439.15 
1879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2.022.85 

15.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

Schedule No. 5B 

Comaiuioo 
Appmvcd 

Final 
m!w 

118.94 

14.88 
6 M  

$41.68 

118.94 
528.41 
147.35 
194.70 

$ISl.52 
1303.04 
$473.50 
$947.00 

Sl.51520 
52,178.10 

15.85 

133.58 
543.33 
14821 

Commission 
Approved 

b t c  lacrrsse 
iplvurr 

10.16 

S0.M 

10.35 

10.16 
50.24 
10.40 
$0.81 
11.29 
12.58 
$4.03 
18.05 

S12.89 
118.52 

S0.OS 
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Scbrdmle No. 68 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W*STEWATER 

SOUTHEW STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT UNIVERSITY SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facility Cha-c: 
Mctcr S i :  
AU meter tira 

Rat Rate: 

Buc Facility Charge: 
Meter Sivx 
uB"J/4" 

3 4 "  
I" 

1-1n- 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
. m  

118.94 

54.88 
6M 

541.68 

118.94 
128.41 
547.35 
194.70 

1151.52 
U03.04 
s473.50 
1947.00 

31.51520 
SZ,I78.10 

15.85 

Commission 
Approved 
4Yr.R.tC 
PIUurr 

50.12 

10.03 

10.25 

10.12 
10.17 
10.29 
10.58 
10.92 
11.84 
52.88 
15.75 
19.21 

113.23 

10.04 
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SOUTHERN STATES UITLIWES. INC. 
PUNT: VALENCM TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

c u m n t  
BmJ 

Base Facility Charge: 

5fa"x314" 
3/4" 

I" 
1-1n** 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

w t e r  SLC: 

Gallonage Charge per I,ooO 
(per 100 Cubic Feet) 

I, / I, 

3 M  
5M 

io m 

16.39 
NIA 

115.99 
53 I .96 
151.14 

5102.28 
S159.81 

NIA 
NIA 
N/A 

S0.67 
SO.50 

Schedule No. SA 

Commiuiin Utility Commission Commission 
Approved RqUCSird Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Itate Increase 
llpe4l llpp6l llpem - 

NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

. NIA 
NIA 

N/A 
NIA 

19.17 
S13.76 
s22.93 
545.85 
173.36 

5146.72 
S229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

S1,054.55 

W.6? 
10.50 

58.40 N/A 111.18 
59.74 N/A $12.52 

113.09 N/A 515.87 

59.13 50.06 
113.70 S0.IO 
522.83 50.16 
545.65 50.32 
373.04 SO.52 

S 146.08 11.04 
1228.25 51.62 
5456.50 13.25 
5730.40 s5.20 

11,049.95 57.47 

S1.97 
11.47 

115.04 
518.98 
S28.83 

so.01 
10.01 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANE V A L E N C U  TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1596 . 

.. - 
C o m m m i n  Utili9 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
u9p91 uee62 

Commiuion Commission 
Approved Approved 

h e  Increase Final 
lm6l ieLrrnn 

Current 
Bua 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter rirn 

GaUonage Charge per 1,OOO 
0-6,OOO 
(100-802cubicR) 
6,001 - 9.72s 
(SO3 - 1,300 cubic ft) 
Gallonage Cap 

$17.11 S0.IS $8.49 NIA $17.59 

$1.56 
S1.17 
51.56 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$4.74 
53.55 

nla 
d o  
6M 

$2.57 
$1.92 

d a  
nla 
6M 

50.02 
s0.02 

$1.17 
9.725M 

Base Facility Charge: 
Mcicr Size. 
MI"x314" 

314" 
I" 

NIA 
NIA 
NJA 
NIA 

$17.59 
526.39 

517.11 
$25.67 

so.15 
50.22 
W.36 
so.73 

58.49 
NIA 

52 1.22 
$42.49 
S67.91 NIA $140.72 

$135.97 NIA $281.44 
$212.47 NIA 5439.75 

NIA NIA $819.50 
NIA NIA $1.407.20 
NIA N/A S2.022.85 

'51.56 NIA $0.00 
51.17 NIA 54.26 

$13.17 NIA $31.81 
$16.29 NIA 541.29 
$17.85 ' NIA 546.03 
$23.70 NIA 

543.98 
$87.95 

542.78 
$85.55 

5136.88 
$273.76 
$427.75 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 

51.16 
S2.33 
53.64 4" 

6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per lp00 
(Per 100 cubic ft) 

57.28 
511.64 
$16.73 

S0.03 
50.02 

$855.50 
51,368.80 
51.967.65 

53.09 
52.31 

I. I, 

3 M  
SM 
6 M RIaximum Bill) 
9.725 M (Prior Maximum Bill) 

$24.83 

$32.55 
$29.98 
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Four Ykar Rate Reduction Schedule 
B!&I€B 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT VALENCIA TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
ML"s3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
a 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
(Per 100 Cubic Feet) 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe61 

s9.13 
513.70 
522.83 
145.6s 
573.04 

5146.08 
5228.25 
$456.50 
S730.40 

11.049.95 

S1.97 
11.47 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Ratedecrease 
in3yua 

SQ.08 
so. I I 
S0.19 
10.38 
S0.60 
s1.21 
31.88 
s3.77 
S6.03 
S8.67 

10.02 
10.0 I 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERV STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT VALENCIA TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER31.1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  

ALI meter sizcs 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
0 - 6,000 
(100 - 802 cubic n) 
6,001 - 9,725 
(803 - 1,300 cubic ft) 

Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1R" 

Gillonage Charge per 1,OOO 
(Per 100 cnbic ft) 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
une61 

517.11 

52.57 
51.92 

nla 
nla 
6 M  

517.11 
525.67 
542.78 
585.55 
5136.88 
S273.76 
S427.75 
5855.50 

51,368.80 
S1.967.65 

53.09 
52.31 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Y r. Rate 
QscKcu 

50.10 

$0.02 
$0.01 

50.10 
$0.16 
$0.26 
$0.52 
$0.83 
51.66 
52.60 
55.20 
58.32 
511.96 

50.02 
$0.01 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 

PAGE 949 
DOCKET NO. 950495-ws 

RATE SCHEDULE 
?yLuzB 

SOCTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT VENETIAN VILLAGE 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER3I. 1996 

Current 
Bug 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Sire: 
518"x3/4" 

314" 
I -* 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

I-In" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.OOO 

15.13 
17.70 

525.66 
141.05 
582.10 

5256.57 
1410.51 
1590.1 1 

51.23 

512.83 

5128.29 

Commission 
Approwed 

Interim 
Ilpelu 

$11.68 
117.53 
$29.21 
558.42 
$93.47 
1186.95 
5292.10 
1584.20 
$934.73 

11.343.67 

13.30 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
u2.W 

59.17 
$13.76 
122.93 

573.36 
$146.72 
1229.25 

5733.60 
11,054.55 

52.16 

545.85 

1458.50 

.. 314" 

3 M  
5 M  
IO M 517.43 144.68 530.77 

18.82 521.58 115.65 
111.28 528.18 519.97 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Find Rate Increase 
llpe6l inlvrpn 

513.26 $0.09 
~19.89 50.14 
s33.15 50.24 
$66.30 50.47 
5 106.08 50.76 
5212.16 $1.51 
1331.50 52.36 
1663.00 $4.72 

SI ,060.80 17.55 
51.524.90 110.86 

52.82 60.02 

$21.72 
527.36 
141.46 
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Four Y u r  Rate Reduction Schedule 
xL4IEE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLAM: VENETIAN VILLAGE 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

B u t  Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
WJ14" 

314" 
1" 

1-1n'- 
2 I* 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

lo" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe61 

$13.26 
$19.89 
533.15 
566.30 

5106.08 
5212.16 
5331.50 
5663.00 

51,060.80 
51,524.90 

52.82 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Appmrrd 

Rate decrease 
inevrpn 

50.1 I 
50.16 
$0.27 
so.ss 
10.88 
11.75 
52.74 
55.47 
58.76 

512.59 

50.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 

SOUTHERN STATES C'TILI'IIES, mC. 
PLANT: VENETMN VILLAGE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Schedule No. 5B 

- 
Commission Utility Commission Commission 

Approved Requested Approved Approved 
Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Ram upp41 U%m - inlvan 

Buc Faciliq Charge: 
Meter Si?& 
All meter a b  512.67 518.07 517.59 518.86 50.16 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 53.66 $6.26 54.74 $5.58 50.05 
Gallonage Cap 6M 6M 6M 6M 

$28.81 545.15 544.27 542.08 50.36 

Bue  Facilii Charge: 
M e r  Size 
MI"J14" 

314" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

1. 3/49, 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

517.59 
526.39 
543.98 

5140.72 
5281.44 
5439.75 
5819.50 

51,407.20 
52.022.85 

sai.95 

NIA NIA $5.69 

523.65 536.85 531.81 
530.97 $49.37 541.29 
534.63 S55.63 546.03 

518.86 
528.29 
S47.15 
S94.30 

5150.88 
1301.76 
5471.50 
5943.00 

51,508.80 
52,168.90 

56.70 

535.61 
546.77 
552.35 

S0.16 
50.24 
10.40 
SO.80 
Sl.28 
52.57 
54.01 
$8.02 

512.83 
S18.45 

$0.06 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. MC. 
PLANT: VENETIAN VILLAGE 
C O m  LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

.. - 

Base Facility Cbarge: 
meter sbr; 
AU meter rizcr 

Gallonage Cbarge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

Flat Rate: 

B u e  Facility Cbarge: 
man? sbr; 
MI" lY4"  

34" 
1" 

2" 
I-IR*' 

3" 
4" 
6" 
8.' 

10" 

Gallonage Cbw per 1wO 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
llpe6l 

S18.86 

15.58 
6 M  

342.08 

518.86 
$28.29 
347.15 
S94.30 

S150.88 
U01.76 
3471.50 
5943.00 

S1,508.80 
S2.168.90 

56.70 

Commiuion 
Approved 
4 Yr. h t e  

. lkcmss 

so. I I 
50.03 

S0.26 

SO.lI 
SO. 17 
S0.29 
50.57 
50.92 
51.83 
52.86 
15.73 
S9.17 
513.18 

so.04 
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U T E  SCHEDULE 
U I E B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. MC. 
PLANT W E L A W S A W T O G A  HARBOUR 
C O U W  PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Cumnc 

Bur Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
Wx314" 

314" 
I" 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4,' 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

55.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
525.66 
$4 I .os 
582.10 
5128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 1 

Gallonqe Charge per 1,000 $1.23 

Cornminion 
Approved 

Interim 
w 

S9.40 
514.10 
523.50 
$47.00 
$75.21 
51 50.4 1 
$235.02 
$470.04 
5752.D7 

51,081.10 

$4.26 

.I 3,4" 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

$22.18 
$30.70 
$52.00 

Utilily 

Final 
Rcquactd 

upedl 

$9. I7 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
573.36 
$146.72 
5229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

SI,OS4.55 

52.16 

$15.65 
119.97 
$30.77 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
Um 

$9.40 
$14.10 
$23.50 
$47.00 
$75.20 
$150.40 
$235.00 
$470.00 
$752.00 

$1.08 I .oo 
$4.26 

$22.18 
$30.70 
552.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WX4IE.R 

SOUIHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: WESTMONT 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR EKDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commiuion Utility Commiuion Comniuion 
Approved . Requatcd Approved Approved 

C u m n t  Interim F b i l  Final Rate Increase 
Buu UBa U B Q  upe61 intyun 

Buc Facility Charge: 

M1"314" 
sirr: 

314" 
1" 

1-1/2" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

3 M  
S M  

10 M 

$5.13 110.58 $9.17 
$7.70 . 515.87 513.76 

512.83 $26.45 $22.93 
525.66 $52.89 $45.85 
$41.05 $84.63 $73.36 
582.10 5169.26 5146.72 

5128.29 $264.47 $229.25 
$256.57 1528.94 $458.50 
$410.51 5846.3 1 $733.60 
5590. I I S1.216.57 51,054.55 

f1.23 52.04 $2.16 

S8.82 516.70 115.65 
S11.28 520.78 $19.97 
$17.43 $30.98 $30.77 

59.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
573.04 

S146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
5730.40 

$1,049.95 

51.97 

515.04 
518.98 
$28.83 

50.06 
50.10 
50.16 
50.32 
50.52 
$1.04 
$1.62 
53.25 

'S5.20 
57.41 

50.01 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 955 

Four Year Rate Reduction kbcduk 
?yhIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES unLims, MC. 
PLANT: WESTMONT 
COIJNNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base F a c i l i  Charge: 
Meter SiEc: 
Wx3H" 

3N" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-im4 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commiuin  
Approved 

Final 
une61 

$9.13 
$13.70 
St2.83 
545.65 
573.04 

$146.08 
5228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

$1,049.95 

51.97 

Scheduk No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

b t e  deerrue 
inevun 

50.08 
50.11 
$0.19 
$0.38 
$0.60 
$1.21 
$1.88 
$3.11 
56.03 
$8.67 

10.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAIEB 

SOLITHERN STATES U'IILITIES, MC. 
PLAKT: WINDSONG 
C O W  OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

Commfuion Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Rquated Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Bucl UBa llpe(3 u2m inA€uJ 

BUC F8ciliW Charge: 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

Gallonage Charge per lp00 

3 m  
5M 

10 M 

55.13 
57.70 

513.62 59.17 
520.43 513.76 

512.83 534.05 S.72.93 
s25.66 s68.10 145.85 
$41.05 1108.96 573.36 
f82.10 5217.92 5146.72 

5128.29 5340.50 5229.25 
W56.57 5681.00 1458.50 
5410.51 51,089.61 5733.60 
5590. I I 51,566.31 51,054.55 

5123 5332 52.16 

58.82 523.28 515.65 
SI 1.211 529.72 519.97 

516.34 
524.51 
540.85 
581.70 

S130.72 
S261.44 
1408.50 
5817.00 

51307.20 
51,819.10 

52.85 

524.89 
530.59 
144.84 

50.1z 
20.17 
20.29 
30.58 
50.93 
51.86 
52.91 
55.82 
59.31 

513.38 

50.02 

517.43 145.82 530.77 
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Four Y u r  Rate Reduction Scbcdule 
EAIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLAKT. WMDSONC 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter SiEc: 
518"ivI" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

' Gallonage Charge per 1,BOo 

Commission 
Approvtd 

Find 
U m I  

S16.34 
S24.51 
s40.85 
S81.70 

S130.72 
5261.44 
5408.50 
S817.00 

S1.307.20 
51,879. IO 

S2.85 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commirion 
Approved 

Rate dec- 
inprrrn 

50.13 
10.20 
S0.34 
50.67 
51.08 
52.16 
s3.37 
16.14 

S10.79 
Sl5.51 

50.02 
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1 RATESCHEDULE 
B!AIm 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: WOODMERE 
COUNTY: D W A L  
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Schedule No. 5A 

.. .. - 
Commission Utility Commission Commission 

Approved Requatcd Approved Approved 
Current 1nrCri.l Fmal Final Rate Increase 
Bua ll4epl ll9p61 upe61 i ua€aQ 

B u r  Facility Charge: 
Meter Size 
YB"x314" 

314" 
1" 

l-lf2" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Ch8rge per 1,OOO 

w 1314" mU€r 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

55.13 $8.22 
$7.70 $12.33 

$12.83 $20.56 
$25.66 541.11 
541.05 565.78 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
5410.51 
$590.1 I 

$1.23 

$131.56 
$205.56 
54l1.11 
5657.78 
$945.55 

$1.13 

59.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
S45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
u29.25 
5458.50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

12.16 

18.82 $11.61 $15.65 
$11.28 $13.81 $19.97 
117.43 $19.52 $30.77 

57.39 
$11.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 

Sll8.24 
$184.75 
$369.50 
$591.20 
$849.85 

$1.53 

$11.98 
$15.04 
522.69 

50.05 
$0.08 
$0.13 
50.26 
$0.42 
50.84 
51.32 
$2.63 
54.21 
$6.05 

f0.01 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
EIdlLB 

PLANT: WOODMERE 
C O m  D W A L  
TEST ywR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

B u e  Faciliiy Charge: 
Meter S i :  
vB"J14" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upp61 

51.39 
51 1.09 
518.48 
S36.95 
159.12 

5118.24 
5184.75 
5369.50 
5591.20 
5849.85 

51.53 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
iOA.Ymn 

50.06 
50.09 
50. I5 
10.31 
10.49 
50.98 
51.53 
53.05 
54.88 
57.02 

50.01 
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Schedule No. 5 8  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANE WOODMERE 
COUNTY: D W A L  
TEST YWR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission U t i l i  Commmion Commiuion 
Approved Rquated  Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final ~ n t c  I ~ C M S C  

Bata Llml upe61 m9.a ird-xua 

hac  Facility Charge: 
Meter Sire: 
All meter s h  

Gallonage C b q c  per 1.W 
Gallouge Cap * 

Buc Facility Ch.rLe: 
Meter Siu:  
518"5/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
40' 
6" 
8.' 

10" 

Gallonage C b q c  per 1.W 

.I ,I 

3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

512.67 519.76 117.59 518.86 50.16 

53.66 . 14.20 14.74 55.58 50.05 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

512.67 519.76 
319.01 $29.64 
531.68 149.40 
563.37 598.80 

5101.39 5158.08 
5202.77 53 16. I6 
5316.83 1494.00 
5633.66 5988.00 

51,013.85 11,580.80 
51,457.41 12272.40 

54.39 s3.m 

117.59 118.86 
526.39 528.29 
143.98 147.15 
587.95 194.30 

1140.72 5150.88 
1281.44 5301.76 
1439.75 1471.50 
$879.50 5943.w 

11,407.20 5lJO8.80 
52022.85 52,168.90 

15.69 56.70 

523.65 532.36 S31.81 535.61 
130.97 140.76 541.29 146.77 
534.63 %4.% 546.03 152.3s 

50.16 
50.24 
50.40 
10.80 
11.28 
12.57 
14.01 
f8.02 

$12.83 
$18.45 

50.06 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT WOODMERE 
COUNTY: DUVAL 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facilily Charge: 
Meter Size. 
AU meter sizer 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/s"a314" 

314" 
1" 

3" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in** 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Commission Commission 
Approved - Approved 

Final 4 Yr. Rnte 
Lme61 Qccms.? 

$18.86 $0.11 

$5.58 50.03 
6M 

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47. I5 
$94.30 

S150.88 
$301.76 
$471.50 
$943.00 

S1,508.80 
$2,168.90 

56.70 

$0.11 ' 

SO. 17 
$0.29 
50.57 
50.92 
51.83 
$2.86 
55.73 
$9.17 

$13.18 

$0.04 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: WOOTENS 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

C u m a t  
Bua 

Base F a c i l i  Charge: 
Meter S i x  
W 3 1 4 "  55.13 

314" S7.70 
1" 

1.lfz'' 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

112.83 
525.66 
541.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
1256.57 
5410.51 
5590.1 I 

11.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
ua 

18.50 
S12.75 
121.25 
542.50 
167.99 

5135.99 
5212.48 
5424.% 
5679.93 
1917.ao 

14.35 

W I 314" nutu 
3 M  
S M  

10 M 

9.82 
511.28 
517.43 

s2l.55 
53025 
532.00 

Utili@ 
Requested 

Find 
llpe6) 

19.17 
113.76 
122.93 
545.85 
513.36 

S146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 

Schedule No. SA 

s733.M) 
51,054.55 

12.16 

SIS.65 
S19.97 
S30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
UBa 

58.50 
512.75 
121.25 
542.50 
568.00 

5136.00 
s212.50 
5425.00 
f680.00 
1917.50 

54.35 

121.5s 
130.25 
552.00 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: ZEPHYR SHORES 
COUNTY: PASCO 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bua 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si :  
M)"d14" 15.13 

314" S7.70 
I" 512.83 

i.itre S25.66 
2" 34 I .05 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

582.10 
S128.29 
S256.57 
S410.51 
ss90.1 I 

SI .23 

Commiuion 
Approved 

Interim 
u?%l 

I. .. 
3 M  
SM 

10 M 

S8.82 
Sl1.28 
517.43 

S5.78 
18.67 

S14.45 
$28.91 
146.25 
592.50 

5144.53 
S289.07 
S462.50 
S664.85 

S4.62 

519.64 
S28.88 
151.98 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
ue961 

Schedule No. SA 

$9.17 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 

S146.72 
S229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

SI ,054.55 

52.16 

115.65 
119.97 
S30.77 

Commiuion 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

S5.80 
18.70 

314.50 
$29.00 
146.40 
592.80 

Sl45.W 
s290.00 
S464.00 
5667.00 

54.62 

119.66 
128.90 
s52.M) 
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Schedule No. 5 8  

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEW*TER 

SOUTHEW STATES LTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: ZEPHYR SHORES 
COUNTY: PASCO 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

.. .. - 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallon8ge Charge per l,OLlo 
GSllOO8gC C8p * 

Buc Facility Cbrgc: 
Meter Si :  
M1"3/4" 

314" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

I-1R" 

Gallonage Cha-e per I,OOO 

., 3,4" 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

Commiuioa Utility Commission 
Approved Rcqueted Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
B.trr IDW unebl upe61 

112.67 

13.66 
6M 

510.80 117.59 

$8.89 14.74 
6M ' 6M 

112.67 110.80 
$19.01 116.20 
131.68 127.00 
563.37 $54.00 
5101.39 186.40 
5202.77 1172.80 
1316.83 1270.00 
1633.66 1540.00 

51,013.85 1864.00 
11.457.41 SI,242.00 

14.39 $10.67 

123.65 137.47 
130.97 155.25 
534.63 $64.14 

117.59 
126.39 
143.98 
$87.95 
1140.72 
S281.44 
1439.75 
1879.50 . 

$1,407.20 
12,022.85 

55.69 

131.81 
141.29 
146.03 

1 10.64 

18.92 
6M 

$10.64 
515.96 
$26.60 
153.20 
185.12 
1170.24 
1266.00 
1532.00 
$851.20 

SI ,223.60 

110.70 

537.40 
155.23 
16415 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-V6 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

AMELIA ISLAND 
COUNTY: NASSAU 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 ' 

WATER 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

$245.00 2 NIA $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 3 8 Over 

APACHE SHORES 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510X3I4 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

1" $1 00.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112" $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
. 3 8 O v e r  Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

51ax314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

APPLE VALLEY 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0C 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $lIO.Dc 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0C 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0C 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0C 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos1 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE lNSTALlATlON CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I. I 
BAY LAKE ESTATES 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4 
314" 

1" 
1112" 

2" 
3" 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $1 40.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $1 54.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. . SCHEDULE NO. 7 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

BEACON HILLS 
COUNN: DUVAL 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

1 518"x314" 
314" 

1" 
I 1 112 
!. 2 ' 3 & 0 v e r  

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

BEECHERS POINT 
COUNN: PUTNAM I 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100:00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NfA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. SCHEDULE NO. 7 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED - 

518x314 Actual Cost $143.00 $143.0C 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.0C 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.0C 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.5C 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.0(3 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cod 

BURNT STORE 
COUNTY: CHARLOTTE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

BUENAVENTURA LAKES I COUNTY: OSCEOLA 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

51ax314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314" 
314" 
, 1" 

1 1 1 2  
2 

3 & Over 

$175.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $110.00 

$190.00 $140.00 $140.00 
Actual Cost $300.00 $300.00 
Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

ATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$404.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

CARLTON VILLAGE 
COUNTY: LAKE 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

51ax314" 
34" 

1" 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 

1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 
2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 

3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

CHULUOTA 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost 

$90.00 
$1 10.00 
$140.00 
$300.00 
$385.00 

Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518"X314" 
314" 

1" 
1112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 
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ATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION _ _  
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

PAGE 970 
lSOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. SCHEDULE NO. 7 1 

+. 

OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 

1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 
2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 

3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

CITRUS PARK 
COUNTY: MARION I 
. 518x314 

314 
1" 

1 112 
2 

3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100~00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
34" 

1" 

CITRUS SPRINGS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
11M" 

2 
3 8 Over 

$81.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$1 18.00 $140.00 $1 40.00 
$178.00 $300.00 $300.00 
$292.00 $385.00 $385.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
E INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 8 Over 

$203.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$267.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$267.00 $154.00 $154.00 
$267.00 $202.50 $202.50 
$267.00 $245.00 $245.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 
1 I 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 51. f996 

CRYSTAL RIVER 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518"x3/4 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

~ 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518"X3/4 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 1 F  NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" 8, Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 

DAETWYLER SHORES I COUNTY: ORANGE 

5/8X3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1112" 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost 

$90.00 
$1 10.00 
$140.00 
$300.00 
$385.00 

Actual Cost 

5I8"X3/4 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 

Actual Cost NIA Actual Cost 
I I 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

DEEP CREEK 
COUNTY: CHARLOTTE I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $110.00 $110.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3I4 Actual Cost $1 43.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

DELTONA LAKES 
COUNTY: VOLUSIA I 

518"x3/4 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$89.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$1 46.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$201 .oo $300.00 $300.00 
$345.00 $385.00 $385.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$137.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$187.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$187.00 $154.00 $154.00 
$276.00 $202.50 $202.50 
$325.00 $245.00 $245.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

DOL RAY MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

510x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

DRUID HILLS 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3/4 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I J 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

EAST LAKE HARRIS ESTATES 
COUNTY: LAKE I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE lNSTALLATlON CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3/4 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED , 

5/8"x3/4 $750.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 
2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 

3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 

FERN PARK I COUNTY: SEMINOLE 

510x314" 
314 
. 1" 

1 112" 
2 

3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

51ax314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
N/A $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

FERN TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

APPROVED 

518x314" $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314" $85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3" 8 Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
iERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.0C 
NIA $143.00 $143.0C 
NIA $154.00 $154.0C 
NIA $202.50 $202.5C 
NIA $245.00 8245.0C 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cosi 

:ISHERMAN'S HAVEN 
ZOUNN: MARTIN 

MATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314" $85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 8 Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
E S T  YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

FOUNTAINS 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION .. 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5IVX314" $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 - $140.00 
1 1 w  $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3" B Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5IVX314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 3" B Over 

FOX RUN 
COUNTY: MARTIN 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518"X314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314" m5.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112" $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2" Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 3" 8. Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2" NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 3" 8. Over 

- 
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'SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

FRIENDLY CENTER 
COUNTY: LAKE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518x314" $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2" Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 1 r  NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

GENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
COUNTY: BRADFORD 

WATER PRESENT. PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
314" NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

1" NIA $140.00 $140.00 
1 1 1 2  NIA $300.00 $300.00 

2 NIA $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

'WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMlSSlON 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/ax3/4 Actual Cost $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

GOLDEN TERRACE I COUNN: CITRUS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE ' CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
3w 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518"X314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
. 3"8Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA 8154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 
GOSPEL ISLAND ESTATES 
COUNN: CITRUS I 

5/8"X314" 
314 

1" 
1112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $3300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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#OUTHIERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
IOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

RAND TERRACE 
:OUNN: LAKE 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

UATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
lETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0( 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.0( 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0( 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0( 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

YATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
,ERWCE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3I4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.0( 
NIA $143.00 $143.0( 
NIA $154.00 $154.0( 
NIA $202.50 $202.5( 
NIA $245.00 $245.0( 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

IARMONY HOMES 
:OUNTY: SEMINOLE 

UATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510x3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0( 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.0( 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0( 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0( 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

UATER PRESENT. PROPOSED COMMISSION 
iERVICE 1NSTALLATlON CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.0( 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.0( 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.0( 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.5( 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.0( 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

HERMITS COVE 
COUNTY: PUTMAN 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

51ax314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

51ax314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 N/A $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518"X314 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 8 Over I 

$150.00 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

$143.00 
$143.00 
$154.00 
$202.50 
$245.00 

Actual Cost 

$143.00 
$143.00 
$154.00 
$202.50 
$245.00 

Actual Cost 

HOBBY HILLS I COUNTY: LAKE 

51ax314 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 
$85.00 
$100:00 

$90.00 $90.00 
$1 10.00 $1 10.00 
$140.00 $140.00 

$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 
Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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,OUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
'EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

IOLIDAY HAVEN 
:OUNTY: LAKE 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
lETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0( 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.0( 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0( 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0( 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED ;ERVICE {NSTALLATION CHARGES: 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.0( 
NIA $143.00 $143.0( 
NIA $154.00 $154.0( 
NIA $202.50 $2023 
NIA $245.00 $245.0( 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

IOLIDAY HEIGHTS 
:OUNTY: ORANGE 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
3/4 

1" 

2 
3" 8 Over 

1'112 

NIA $90.00 $90.01 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.01 
NIA $140.00 $140.01 
NIA $300.00 $300.01 
NIA $385.00 $385.01 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

MATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 NIA $143.00 $143.01 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.01 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.01 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.51 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.0C 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cosi 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-Ws 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

IMPERIAL TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

5IBX314" $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314" $85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

3" 8 Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

INTERCESSION CITY 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA I 

I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5l8X3l4" $150:00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1 112 NIA $202.50 $202 50 
2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 

3" 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
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OUTHERN STATES umims, INC. 
10CKET NO. 950495-WS 
ESTYE4R ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

lATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

lTERLACHEN LAKUPARK MANOR 
OUNTY: PUTNAM 

, 

5/8X3/4 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

IATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 

$245.00 NIA $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

UNGLE DEN 
:OUNN: VOLUSIA 

YATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

516x314 
we 

1" 
1 1 P  

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

YATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4 $1 50 00 $143 00 $143 00 
314 NIA $143 00 $143 00 

1" NtA $154 00 $154 00 
1 1 1 2  NIA $202 50 $202 50 

2 N/A $245 00 $245 00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES 
COUNN: BRADFORD 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

PAGE 984 
SCHEDULE NO. 7 

5/8"X3/4" Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
314" NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

1" NIh $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 NIA $300.00 $300.00 

2 NIA $385.00 $385.00 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 Actual Cost $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" N/A $154.00 $154.00 
1112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
J' & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

KEYSTONE HEIGHTS 
COUNN: CLAY 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
34" $85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 1 P  $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3" & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5I8X314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2" NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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OUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
IOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

JNGSWOOD 
:OUNTY: BREVARD 

YATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1 
1112 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0( 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.0( 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0( 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0( 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
ERVICE INSTAUATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.0( 
N/A $143.00 $143.0( 
NIA $154.00 $154.0( 
NIA $202.50 $202.5( 
NIA $245.00 $245.0( 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

~~ 

AKE M A Y  ESTATES 
:OUNTY: OSCEOLA 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.0( 
314 $85.00 $110.00 $1 10.0( 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.0( 
1 1 P  $175.00 $300.00 $300.0( 

2" Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
3 B Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
;ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3/4 $150 00 $143.00 $143.0( 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.0( 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.0( 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.5 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.0( 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

LAKE BRANTLM 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE I 

ATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$i75.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 I 3 8 0 v e r  

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 
LAKE CONWAY PARK 
COUNN: ORANGE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

LAKE HARRIET ESTATES 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518x34 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
. 3 8 O v e r  

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.0 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.0 
NIA $143.00 $143.0 
NIA $154.00 $154.0 
NIA $202.50 $202.5 
NIA $245.00 $245.0 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

LAKESIDE 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED - 

518x314 
314" 

1 
1 112 

2" 
3 8 Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.0 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.0 
NIA $140.00 $140.0 
NIA $300.00 $300.0 
NIA ' $385.00 $385.0 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Co: 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 Actual Cost $143.00 $143.0 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.0 

1112 NIA $202.50 $202.5 

3" 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cot 

1" NIA $154.00 si54.a 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.0 



SCHEDULE NO. 7 SOUTHERN STATES UTIUTIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

LAKEVIEW VILLAS 
COUNN: CLAY 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314" $85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112" $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE 1NSTALLATlON CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 1 Y&Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $1 43.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4" Actual Cost $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 N/A $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

t I 
LEHIGH I COUNN: LEE 

5/8"X3/4" 
34' 

1" 
1112" 

2 
3" & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $110.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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SCHEDULE NO. 7 SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-Ws 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

LElLANl HEIGHTS 
COUNTY: MARTIN 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION-' 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4" $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 
2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 

3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 

LEISURE LAKES 
COUNTY: HIGHLANDS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 
2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 

3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

1" NIA $154.00 $1 54.00 

c .- 



SOUTHERN STATES UTIUTIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-ws 
E S T  YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MARCO ISLAND 
COUNTY: COLLIER 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMlS!3lON 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$80.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $110.00 $1 10.00 
$90.00 $140.00 $140.00 

Actual Cost $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510x314 
314 

1" 
1 7 1 2  

2 
3" & Over I 

$200.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$225.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$225.00 $154.00 $154.00 

Actual Cost $202.50 $202.50 
Actual Cost $245.00 $245.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 1 
MARCO SHORES 
COUNTY: COLLIER I 
5/8"X314" 

314" 
1" 

I 112" 
2 

3" 8 Over 

$200.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$225.00 $140.00 $140.00 
Actual Cost $300.00 $300.00 
Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

ATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X314 $0.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" $0.00 $143.00 $143.00 

1" $0.00 $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 $0.00 $202.50 $202.50 

2 $0.00 $245.00 $245.00 
3" & Over $0.00 Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SCHEDULE NO. 7 SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950445-WS 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31, ?996 

MARION OAKS 
COUNTY: MARION 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$69.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

Actual Cost $140.00 $140.00 
Actual Cost $300.00 $300.00 
Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5 1 8 x 3 4  
34" 

1" 
1112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$170.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$170.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$170.00 $154.00 $154.00 

Actual Cost $202.50 $202.50 
Actual Cost $245.00 $245.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 
MEREDITH MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
iERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510X314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154 00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES unLinES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

MORNINGVIEW 
COUNTY: LAKE I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1112" 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 
OAK FOREST 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X314" 
314" 

1" 
1112" 

2" 
3" 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 io.oa 

$175.00 $300.00 woo.oa 
Actual Cost $385.00 w5.oa 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 

518x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
' 3" &Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

OAKWOOD 
COUNTY: BREVARD 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

510x314 
314 

1" 
1 1 P  

2 
3" 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

I 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PALISADES COUNTRY CLUB 
COUNTY: LAKE 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

51ax314" 
3 / 4  
. 1 " 

1112 
2 

3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $1 40.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-Ws 
E S T  YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

PALM PORT 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
34 $85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518"x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.0C 
314 NIA $143.00 $1 43. OC 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.0C 
1112 NIA $202.50 $202.5C 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.0C 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos1 

PALM TERRACE 
COUNTY: PASCO 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518"X314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.0C 
314 $85.00 $110.00 $1 1o.oc 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $1 40. OC 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.0C 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0(3 
3 8 Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cosi 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" N/A $1 54.00 $1 54.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
Actual Cost I 3"&Over NIA Actual Cost 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

PALMVALLEY 
COUNTY: ST. JOHNS 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

. - 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

51ax314" $150.00 $1 43.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

510x314" 
3 4  

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA ' Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510x314" Actual Cost $1 43.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $1 43.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PALMS MOBILE HOME PARK 
COUNN: LAKE 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x34 
34" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 
$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

PlCClAOLA ISLAND 
COUNTY: LAKE I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
MEFER INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4" $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00. $1 40.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

1" 
1 112 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

I I 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

PINE RIDGE 
COUNTY: CITRUS I 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $110.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.W $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I. 518x314" $267.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" $267.00 $143.00 $143.00 

1" $267.00 $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 $267,00 $202.50 $202.50 
2 $267.00 $245.00 $245.00 

3" & Over $267.00 Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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SCHEDULEN . 7  

bOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

PINE RIDGE ESTATES 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 8 Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PINEY WOODS 
COUNTY: LAKE I 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost 

$90.00 
$1 10.00 
$140.00 
$300.00 
$385.00 

Actual Cost 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1396 

POINT 0' WOODS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518X3I4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

POMONA PARK 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 
NIA $154.00 
NIA $202.50 
NIA $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost 

$143.00 
$143.00 
$154.00 
$202.50 
$245.00 

Actual Cost 

518"X314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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OUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
ESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

J 
IATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IEER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

OSTMASTER VILLAGE 
OUNTY: CLAY 

IATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IEER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314" $85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

fATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

lUAlL RIDGE 
OUNTY: LAKE 

518x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
34 $85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 
. 1 'I $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 

1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 
2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 

3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

IATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 8154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 95049&Ws 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

REMINGTON FOREST 
COUNTY: ST. JOHNS I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
314" NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

1" NIA $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 NIA $300.00 $300.00 

2 NIA $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

. 518x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
i 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 . 3"&Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

5/5"x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 

Actual Cost $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

RIVER GROVE 
COUNTY: PUTNAM I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

98x34" 
34" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTIUnES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

ROSEMONTIROLLING GREEN 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION- 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1112 

2 
3 & Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.01 
$85.00 $110.00 $110.01 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.01 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.01 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.01 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 I 3 8 O v e r  

$150.00 $143.00 $143.01 
NIA $143.00 $143.01 
NIA $154.00 $154.01 
NIA $202.50 $202.51 
NIA $245.00 $245.01 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

SALT SPRINGS 
COUNTY: MARION 

518x314 
34" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost 

$90.01 
$1 10.01 
$140.01 
$300.01 
$385.01 

Actual Cos 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.0( 
34" NIA $143.00 $143.01 

1 " NIA $154.00 $154.01 
1 112" NIA $202.50 $202.51 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.0( 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 
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SOUTHERN STATES unLinEs, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SAMIRA VILLAS 
COUNTY: MARION 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

5/8X3/4 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1112" $175,00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 8 Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE ' CHARGE APPROVED 

5I8X3l4 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

SILVER LAKE ESTATESWESTERN SHORES 
COUNTY: LAKE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

. 5/8X3/4 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314" $8500 $110.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $1 40.00 
1 112' $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2" Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3" 8 Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE 1NSTALLATlON CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 

2" NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost, 

1 112 NIA $202.50 
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OUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. SCHEDULE NO. 7 1 
IOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
ESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

ILVER LAKE OAKS 
:OUNTY: PUTNAM 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

510x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90 00 
314" $85 00 $11000 $11000 

1" $100.00 $140 00 $140 00 
1 1 1 2  $175.00 $300 00 $300 00 
2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385 00 

3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

llATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

90x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 
2 

3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

iWCREST 
:OUNTY: LAKE 

VATER PRESENT. PROPOSED COMMISSION 
RETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3I4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 B Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 
$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 . $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

51ax314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154 00 
1 1 1 2  NIA $202.50 $202.50 
2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 

3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



c SCHEDULE NO. 7 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

PAGE 1004 

SPRING GARDENS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518'X3/4 Actual Cost $90.00 $90.OC 
314 NIA $1 10.00 $llO.Dc 

1" NIA $140.00 $140.0C 
11w NIA $300.00 $300.0C 

2 NIA $385.00 $385.0C 
3" 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cosi 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERWCE INSTAUTION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5WX314" Actual Cost $143.00 $143.0C 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.0C 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.0C 
1 112" NIA $202.50 $202.5C 

2" NIA $245.00 $245.0C 
3 8 Over NtA Actual Cost Actual Cosi 

5/8"X314" 
314" 

1" 
1 1 P  

2 
3 8 Over 

ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$775.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5t8X3t4 $1 SO> 00 $1 43.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1 " NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1112" NtA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

STONE MOUNTAIN 
COUNTY: LAKE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISS1C)N 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

3" & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

SUGAR MILL 
COUNTY: VOLUSIA I 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 
. 1 " 

1 1 P  
2 

3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SUGARMILL WOODS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

'WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 1 P  

2 
3" & Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"x3/4" $156.00 $143 00 $143 00 
314" $156 00 $1 43.00 $143 00 

1" $156.00 $154 00 $154 00 
1 112" $156.00 $202.50 $202 50 

2 $1 56 00 $245.00 $245 00 
3" & Over $156.00 Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $743.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

t I 
SUNNY HILLS I COUNTY: WASHINGTON 

5/8"x3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$69:00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $110.00 $110.00 

$101.00 $140.00 $140.00 
8164.00 $300.00 $300.00 
$271 .OO $385.00 $385.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
COUNTY: LAKE 

WATER PRESENT. PROPOSED COMMISSION- 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

51ax314 
314 
1" 

1 112 

3 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 
$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 
Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA . Actualcost Actual Cost 

51ax314 
34" 

1" 
1 1 1 2  

2 
3 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 
TROPICAL PARK 
COUNTY OSCEOLA 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"x3/4 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 
$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 
Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

UNIVERSITY SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE I 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 
Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over I 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 1 
VALENCIA TERRACE I COUNTY: LAKE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $110.00 $1 10.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
N/A $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314 Actual Cost $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 ' 

ENETIAN VILLAGE 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3I4 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PRESENT ' PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over I 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 1 
ELAWSARATOGA HARBOUR 

COUNTY: PUTNAM Iw 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5I8X314 
314 

1" 
1 1 P  

2" 
3" 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED p" 

5/8X3/4 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
34 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 3 & Over 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKW NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

WESTMONT 
COUNTY: ORANGE 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8'X3/4" $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314" $85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 1 P  $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

2 
3" 8 Over 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED , 

510x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 
2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 

3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0C 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 1o.oc 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0C 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0C 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0C 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos1 

, 

PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
E INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1112 

2 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost NIA 

t I 
NDSONG 

OSCEOLA 



PAGE 1011 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,4996 

WOODMERE 
COUNTY: DUVAL 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

518x314 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 112 $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WOOTENS 
COUNTY PUTNAM 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4 $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 
. 1 $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 

11R" $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 
2 Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 

3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED . 

518x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $1 54.00 $154.00 
1112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 8 Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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SCHEDULE NO. 7 DUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

EPHYR SHORES 
OUNTY: PASCO 

IATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
I m R  INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

51ax314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $QO.OC 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $llO.OC 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0C 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0C 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0C 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cosi 

lATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE APPROVED ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1112 

2 
3 8 Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $1 43. OC 
NIA $143.00 $1 43. OC 
NIA $154.00 $154.0( 
NIA $202.50 $202.5( 
NIA $245.00 $245.0C 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cosi 



DOCKET NO. 8W486-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 3 1  logs 

YASTWATFR 

m m e m  Park 

5 SCHE ULEN0.7 

Unpaved I Paved 
Company Proposed a Cpmpany Proposed 6 

Staff Recommedml curnnt ommisSan Approved 
c' 6" : 4" 6" I 4" 6" 

ubo.OO 
$350.00 
$350.00 
$350.00 
$350.00 
NIA 
usO.00 
$350.00 
)1So.w 
$100.00 
NIA 
$59.00 

ubo.00 
s350.00 
ubo.OO 
$350.00 
usO.00 
NIA 

$450.00 
$450.00 
$450.00 
$460.00 
$450.00 
NIA 
$450.00 

s35o.w 
$350.00 
NIA 
$350.00 
$150.00 
$360.00 
$360.00 
$360.00 
usO.Qo 
SfsO.iD0 
usO.00 
s350.w 
5360.00 
$350.00 
u1)o.W 
S360.00 
WOM 
$100.00 
$360.00 
WA 
~ 0 . 0 0  
$360.00 
usO.00 
$360.00 
$350.00 

$170.00 
$170.00 
Sl70.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 

$650.00 
$650.00 

Actual Cos(! 
NIA 
$59.00 

$650.00 
$650.00 

$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 

$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227*00 
$227.00 

$227.00 

$227.00 1 

$227.00 1 

$227.00 
$227.00 

5227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 

$227.00 
$227.00 
s227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
SZZZ00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 
$227.00 

$227.00 1 

$450.00 
NIA 
$450.00 
WO.OO 
NIA 

$360.00 
$350.00 
$350.00 
$360.00 
$360.00 

$360.00 
$350.00 
fJ60.00 
$100.00 
WA 
$59.00 

L360.00 
sJs;o.00 
$360.00 
$350.00 
s360.00 
NIA 

$350.00 
$350.00 
WA 

sJso.00 
$160.00 
$350.00 
tSb0.00 
$350.00 
$360.00 
$350.00 
$360.00 
$350.00 
$360.00 
$350.00 
$360.00 
$350.00 
S360.00 
~100.00 
$360.00 

2360.00 
$350.00 
$360.00 
$350.00 
$360.00 

NIA 

NIA 

$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 

$450.00 
$460.00 
ybo.00 
$450.00 
WSO.00 
5460.00 
s4sa.00 
$100.00 
5460.00 
NIA 
$460.00 
WO.OO 
$460.00 

$650.00 

$650.00 
se60.00 smml 
$650.00 I 

$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
sl70.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 
$170.00 

$648.00 
5548.00 
s548.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
5548.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
5648.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
$548.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
$548.00 
$548.00 
5548.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
$548.00 
$648.00 
$548.00 
$548.00 
$548.00 
$648.00 
$548.00 
$648.00 
5548.00 
$648.00 
$548.00 
$648.00 
5648.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
$648.00 
5548.00 
$648.00 
$548.00 

$605.00 
$605.00 
$805.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$805.00 
$605.00 
2606.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$606.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$606.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$606.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$606.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
tB05.00 
$605.00 
$606.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$605.00 
$606.00 
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I 

I PRESENT UNIFORM STANDALONE ' COMMISSION ~ 

/CHARGE CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 1 

1- - PRoPosEo - 

Annlii blind 
Apch.  Shom 
Apple Valley 

Beacon Hills 
Bmhds Point 
Buenavantun lakes 
3urntstom 
Camon Wllige 
Chuluota 
Citnn Park 
Ci tM Springs 
C-l RNer Highland. 
Daawyier s- 
h o p  Creek 
Doltom 
Dol Ray Manor 
DNM Hilb 
East Lake Harris -0.. 
F m  Park 
Fern Ternce 
Fishemun'r H.wn 
Fountains 
Fox Run 
Friendly Center 
0 . m r L a k e b M a  
Golden Temce 
Goapsl blind U W . s  
Gnnd Ternce 
brmony noma 
Hermb Cove 
Hobby Hub 
Holiday Haven 
Hofldy Heights 
Lmpelial l e m e a  
Merc-clly 
Inmdachen lake W a f k  knor  
Junpb D.n 
bystom Club Esmtn 

WbM. 
Kingawood 
Lake Nay E.- 
lake BnnUey 
iskecomnypulr 
Lake Harriet E.tnw 
Lakesib 
Lakavkw Villa. 
Lohigh 
Leilini Heights 
leimum Lakes 
Marc0 lrland 
Mama Show 

%.yLake€Shm 

$298 
$298 
$298 
5298 
$298 

517 
$298 

$287 
$34 

$278 
$51 

$361 
$428 
$213 
S294 
$239 
$700 

$94 
$684 
$284 
$136 
$357 
$143 

$91 
$100 

$1,097 
$696 
$33 
$61 
$273 
$372 

$43 
$90 

$507 
$151 
$330 
5480 
$147 
$31 
S77 
$84 

$109 
$132 
$86 
$49 

$381 
$247 

$4 
SWI 
$121 
SBP 
$85 

ms 
$95 

$388 
$117 
$124 
$82 

5512 

$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
cub 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
cub 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
cub 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
cub 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 

IYarion Oak. $434 $298 $1.083 $446 
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SCHEDULE NO. 8 
=NO. 95MQCWS 

P - 
Memdii Manor 
Morningview 
Oak Forest 
Oakwood 
RIhdea Counby Club 
Palm Port 
Pabl 1 e m u  
Palm Valley 
R h  Yobik H o n n  Park 
Picciolr Wand 
Pine Ridge 
Pine Ridge Eatatoo 
Pinoy Wood. 
Point 0' Woods 
pomoru Park 
Posbnamr Village 
Q u i 1  Rig. 
Remington Fonet 
River G m  
Rolling Gmn/Rosemont 
Salt Springe 
Samin Villae 
Silver Lake EsuWe.brn Shone 
Silver lake O a k  
skyclnl 
Spring Gardens 
Stow Mountain 

PRESENT 
CHARGE 

St John's Highlands 
Sugar Mill 
Sugar Mill Woods 

Sunehine Parkway 
Tmpial Park 
Univenity Shores 
Vakoch Terrace 
VeWan Village 
WeIakdSantoga Harrbwr 
wesbnont 
Windsong 
WoodllBM 
WODbW 

sunny nil* 

- PROPOSED - 
UNIFORM STAND ALONE COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$298 
$298 
$298 
$298 
52118 
1298 
$298 
$298 
$298 
$298 
52118 
$298 
$2911 
$298 
$2811 
$298 
$2911 
$298 
$298 
$298 
$298 
$298 
$298 
$298 
$298 
$298 
$2911 
$298 
szos 
$298 
$298 
$298 
$2911 
$298 
szos 
$298 
szos 
$298 
t2Q8 
$298 
$298 

$248 
$65 
$45 

$3 
$6 
$9 
w 

$2,907 
$37 
w 

$1,289 
$612 
s i  83 
$68 
$63 

$402 
$34 

$317 
$108 
$208 
$280 
$182 
Sf37 
547 

1216 
U S  
$75 
$33 

$286 
$203 
$627 

$1,186 
$354 
$282 
$26 
$10 
$64 
$54 

S U I  
$183 
$26 

$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
tub 
$446 
$446 
$446 
ws 
$448 
$446 
$446 
$446 
$446 
5446 

$298 $31) $446 
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Amelia Island 
Apache Shorrs 
Apple Valley 
Beacon Hills 
Beeches Point 
BwJnamntmLalos 
Burnt Store 
ChUlUota  
Citna Park - sprlnas 
Deep Creek 
WOnaLakes 
Fishermans Haven 
Florlda cmb.l COmrlmrCM 
Fox Run 
Holiday Haven 
Jungle Den 
L.hW 
Leihni Heightr 
I.aiSureLalros 
Mama Island 
uarco shores 
Marion Oaks 
Memdlth M a n o r  
M0rningvi.w 
Palm Port 
Palm Terraca 
Park Manor 
point OW& 
salt splngr 
Sllver Lake Oaks 
South F W  
Spring Gardens 
Sugv MU1 
SUgarnIll  woods 
Sunny Hills 
SUtlShiM P a w  

I Park 

- PROPOSE0 - 
PRESENT STANDALONE UNIFOFM COMMISSION 1 
CHARGE CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 1 

5577 
5134 
a 1 2  
tssr 
y e 9  
si11 
5867 

$2#16 
S U O  
$476 
5825 
$222 
sa 

51,069 
51,416 
$280 

5lSU 
SSSB 
SI65 
S I  84 
m 
$417 
5636 
u s 2  

MI 
$93 

5114 
5173 
5640 
us0 
s m  
$974 

592 
w 
5178 
$481 

s1Jn 
$4402 
w 7  
s220 
5286 
$282 

5480 
$480 
1480 
$480 
5480 
$480 
5480 
$480 
1480 
$480 $480 I 
5480 5480 
slso $480 I 
5480 5480 

5480 5480 
$480 $480 I 
5480 5480 

5480 
$480 
1480 1480 

1480 5480 
$480 
I480 

5480 5480 
$480 
1480 
$480 $480 
5480 5480 I 
$480 $480 
3480 5480 ‘ 
$480 $480 
UM) 5480 
$480 $480 
3480 UM) 

5480 I 

$480 $480 I 

$480 SED 1 

$480 $480 I 

$480 $480 ; 
2; j 

s480 $4801 
W a O  
s4so W S O  
3480 3480 
$480 $480 

Zephyr Shorn 3173 sa0 1480 
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SCHEDULENO. 9 
KET NO. 9so1SS-WS 

- mmsw - 
PRESENT UNIFORM STANDALONE 
CHARGE CHARGE CHARGE 

COMMISSION 
APPROVED 

Amelia Island 
Apache Shores 
Apple Valley 
Elay Lake Estates 
Beacon Hills 
aeeche*r Pobn 
Buenaventura Lakes 
Burnt Store 
Carlton Village 
Chuluota 
Citrus Park 
citrus springs 
Crystal River Highlands 
Dwtnylw Shores 
Doep Creek 
Mona 
Dol Ray Manor 
DNld Hlllr 
East Lake Hams Estates 
Fern Pan  
Fern Tern- 
Flshemun's H m n  
Fountaim 
FOX Run 
Friendly Center 
0.rmsLakoE.trtcr 
Golden Terrace 
oorpl I S M  Estates 
Grand Terrace 
Hannony Homes 
Hermits Cove 
Hobby Hills 
Holiday Haven 
MMIV H.lgm 
Imperial Temce 
I n t o d o n  CUy 
Interlachen Lake w p a r k  U8 
Jmgle Dn, 
Keystone Club Estates 

Kingswood 

$401 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$350 
$450 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$150 
NIA 
NIA 

$575 
$87 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$263 
NIA 

$219 
$21 9 
$21 9 
$21 9 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 

$1.250 
$219 
$219 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
$219 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
-9 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
$219 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
$219 
$219 
$219 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
$219 
$21 9 
$21 9 
s a 9  
$219 
$219 
$219 
$219 
$21 9 
$219 
$21 9 

$76 
$341 
$147 
$493 
sa4 

$1,516 
$64 

$1 ,643 
$1 ,404 
$652 
$105 
587 

$1,037 
$88 
$21 

$173 
$640 
)cso 

$1,136 
w5 
$51 5 
$88 

$2.784 
$2,333 
$1 55 
$312 
$1 14 
-9 
$251 
5462 
$646 
$254 
$48 

$1.132 
$41 8 
$360 
$277 
$3 
$388 
$1 79 
$53 

$1.266 
$1.798 
un 

$176 
SZW 
$822 
$197 
$344 
$230 

$700 

$700 
n00 
$700 
$700 
$700 

$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 

$700 
$700 
$700 

$700 
n00 
$700 
n00 
$700 

$700 
$700 
$700 

$700 
Woo 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
WOO 

$700 
n00 
$700 
$700 
$700 
n00 
$700 
n00 

$700 

n o o  

n00 

n00 

n00 

n00 

n00 

n00 

n00 
n00 

n00 
k700 

$150 
Marco Island 5452 $Is50 G:131 - -- 
Mafw Shores t.csz $21 9 S1,ZW n00 
Marion Oaks $225 $219 $1 74 $700 
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OUTHERN STATES ununEs, INC. SCHEDULENO. 9 

WCKR NO. 950495Ws 
ST YEAR WED: DECEMBER 31,19Y6 

PRESENT 
CHARGE 

-PROPOSED - 
UNIFORM STAND ALONE COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

U n r d n n W r  
Morningvim 
Oak Fonrt 
Oakwood 
Palhd.r WnUy Club 
Palm Pori 
Palm Tenace 
Palm Valley 
Palms Mobile Home Park 
Picciola Island 

Pine Ridge Estates 
Ptnyw- 
point 0' woods 
Pomonr P8rk 
Postmaster Village 

Remlngton Forest 
River Grow 
Roiling GmrdRowmont 
Salt Springs 
Samira Villas 
Silver Lake EsVWat.rn Shons 
Silver h k e  Oaks 
SkW-I 
Spring Gardens 
Stone Mountain 
St. John's Highlands 
Sugar Mlll 
Sugar Mill Woods 

Sunshina Parkway 
Tropical Park 
University Shores 
Valmcia T- 

phYe R!- 

a w  RMO. 

sunny * 

NIA $219 
NIA $219 
NIA $219 
NIA $219 
NIA $219 
NIA $21 9 
NIA $21 9 
NIA S219 
NIA 
NIA 

$110 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA $219 
NIA u 1 B  
NIA $219 
NIA $299 
NIA $219 
NIA $21 9 

$600 $219 
NIA $219 
NIA $219 
NIA $21 9 
NIA $219 
NIA $21 9 
NIA $219 
NIA s a 9  
NIA $219 

SOJl ( n 9  
NIA $219 
$so0 $219 
NIA $219 
NIA $no 
NIA $219 
NIA $21 9 
NIA $219 
NIA u19 
NIA $219 
NIA $219 
NIA $219 

$219 
$219 
$219 
$219 
t219 

NIA S2l9  

$119 
$1.302 
$323 
$22 

$741 
$46 
$219 
$905 
$211 
$1 05 
$365 
w 7  

$1,134 
a 1 2  
$713 

$2.850 
$725 
$536 

$1,534 
$1,421 
S675 
$445 

$2.135 
$2002 
$132 
$350 
$132 
$610 
$193 
f342 

$1,949 
$247 
S I  97 
$214 
$558 
$577 
$15 
$677 
$973 
37% 

ti.m 

woo 
$700 
woo 
$700 
ma 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
5700 
n00 
$700 
woo 
$700 
n00 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
woo 
$700 
$700 
$700 
$700 
woo 
woo 
$700 
n00 
$700 
n00 
$700 
$700 
$700 
woo 
$700 
$700 -. - - .. .- 

Iaphyr ShDns NIA $219 $193 $700 
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OLKHERN STATES UTIUTIES, INC. SCHEDULE NO. 9 

KET NO. 9W495WS 
T YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

- PROPOSED - 
PRESENT UNIFORM STAND ALONE 

I- 
I 
1- 
Amelia island 
AprW Shons 
App4e Valley 
BQcon Hills 
Ewehers Point 
Buenawntun Lakes 
B u m  stom 
Chuluota 
Citrus Park 

Deep Creak 
Odtona Lakes 
Fishermans Haven 
Florida cmtnt ComnuM Park 
Fox Run 
Holidav Havw 

cnw Spings 

COMMISSION 

Lellanl Heights 

Palm Port 

Park Manw 

Salt Sprinw 
Silver Lake Oaks 

Spring Gardens 
Sug8r Mill 
Sugarmill Woods 
Srnny Hills 
Sunrhine Parkmy 

University Shores 
Valencia T- 

CHARGE CHARGE C W G E  APPROVED ~ 

5634 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$130 
NIA 
NIA 

$2,730 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$134 
NIA 

$1,435 
WA 
NIA 
NIA 

$157 
NIA 

$le4 
$462 
5462 
5350 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

-2 

Venetian Village NIA 
WOOdlTlelD NIA 
Zephyr Shores NIA $850 S54a $1,300 

_. ~- 
$1.700 uss 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$850 
$850 
$850 
%so 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
mso 
$850 
mso 
$850 
f8M, 
$850 
SssO 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
5850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
5850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
5850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 
$850 

$1,156 
5j54 
$25 

-2 
n02 
$369 
$260 

$6370 
$1,606 
$393 
$50 

$1.733 
$1.634 
51.039 
$1,461 
51,314 
$1,587 
5675 
slu 
$1 86 

$2,110 
51.623 
$603 
$1 64 
$409 
-8 
$210 
$844 
$866 
5672 

$1.464 
Sam 
$207 
$606 
$209 
8 6 2  

$5.486 
51c98 
$763 
$230 
5182 
$893 

s1.300.. * 
$1.300 
$1.300 
$1.300 
$1,300 
$1.300 
$1 ,300 
$1,300 
$1,300 
s1.300 
$1.300 
SI.300 
$1,300 
11.300 
$1,300 
s1.300 
$1 ,300 
$1.300 
$1,300 
s1.300 
$1,300 
$1.300 
$1.300 
$1.300 
$1,300 
$1.300 
$1.300 
$1,300 
$1.300 
$1.300 
$1.300 
$1.300 
$1,300 
s1.300 
$1,300 
$1,300 
$1.300 
$1,300 
$1.300 
$1.100 
$1.300 
$1.300 
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WATER I 
TRANSMISSION L DISTRIEUTION 1597 1998 1999 2000 2001 j 
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O c t o b e r  
November  
December  

' SSU/ AMELIA ISLAND 
i ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

1 WTEMTER COLLECTION 1997 i998 1999 MOO 2001 

I 15.38 
30.77 
46.15 
61.53 
76.92 
92.30 

107.68 
123.07 
138.45 
153.83 
169.22 
184.60 

I 16.49 
32.99 
49 48 
65.96 
82.47 
98.96 

115.46 
131.95 
148.45 
164.94 
l 8 1 . 4 3  
197.93 

I 400.25 
417.96 
435.68 
453.40 
471.12 
488.83 
506.55 
524.27 
541.99 
559.70 
577.42 
595.14 

I 480.00 
499.06 
518.12 
537.18 
556.24 
575.30 
594.36 
613.42 
632.48 
651.54 
670.60 
689.66 

I 480.00 
500.54 
521.07 
541.61 
562.15 
582.69 
603.22 
623.76 

.644.30 
664.84 
685.37 
705.91 
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SSUl APACHE SHORES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSIDN APPROVED 

MER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 5.01 S 65.47 S 130.20 I 199.60 
10.02 70.84 135.95 205.77 
15.03 76.20 141.70 211.95 
20.04 81.56 147.44 218.12 
25.05 86.92 153.19 224.30 
30.06 92.28 158.94 230.47 
35.07 97.64 164.69 236.65 
40.07 103.01 170.43 242.82 
45.08 108.37 176.18 249.00 
50.09 113.73 181.93 255.17 
55.10 119.09 187.68 261 .35 
60.11 124.45 193.43 267.52 

I 274.16 I 

287.45 ~ 

300.73 
307.37 1 
314.01 ~ 

320.65 
327.30 

. 333.94 
340.58 
347.22 ~ 

I 

280.80 1 

294.09 i 

WATER I 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBNION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 , 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
Sentember 

May 

1 
S 0.50 S 6.51 S 13.01 S 20.06 S 2 7 . 7 0  ~ 

1.00 7.05 13.60 20.69 28.38 , 
1.49 7.59 14.18 21.32 29.07 ~ 

1.99 8.13 14.76 21.95 29.75 ~ 

2.49 ' 8.66 15.35 22.59 
2.99 9.20 15.93 23.22 
3.48 9.74 16.51 23.85 31.81 
3.98 10.28 17.09 24.48 32.49 I 
4.48 10.82 17.68 25.11 33.18 I 

E i 
.~~~ ~ 

October 4.98 11.35 18.26 25.75 33.86 

December 5.97 12.43 19.43 27.01 35.23 
November 5.48 11.89 18.84 26.38 34.55 ~ 

I 
I 

I 
I 
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SCHEDULE 10-8 i 
COMMISSION APPROVED ' 

SSU/ APACHE SHORES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

I 
WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 

January . I  3.59 I 3.87 S 93.73 I 144.06 I 198.39 ~ 

February 7.19 7.74 97.89 148.55 203.25 ~ 

March 10.7E 11.61 102.06 153.05 208.11 : 

bri 1 14.38 15.47 106.23 157.55 212.97 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 

17.97 19.34 
21.57 23.21 
25.16 ' 27.08 
28.76 30.95 
32.35 34.82 
35.95 38.68 
39.54 42.55 

~~~ 

110.39 162.05 217.83 
114.56 166.54 222.69 
118.73 171.04 227.55 
122.89 175.54 232.41 
127.06 180.04 - 237.27 
131.23 184.53 242.11 
135.39 185.03 246.99 

December 43.14 46.42 139.56 193.53 251.85 i 

I 
WPSTEWATER 

TRU\R(EKT 6 DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 6.19 I 6.65 S 161.17 I 247.48 I 340.44 ~ 

18.57 19.94 175.46 262.87 357.05 1 
February 

March 
Apri 1 24.76 26.58 182.61 270.57 365.35 1 

May 30.95 33.23 189.76 278.27 373.65 ~ 

June 37.14 39.87 196.90 285.96 381.96 ~ 

July 43.33 46.52 204.05 293.66 390.26 ~ 

August 49.52 53.16 211.20 301.35 398.56 1 
September 55.71 59.81 218.34 309.05 406.87 i 
October 61.90 66.45 225.49 316.75 415.17 I 
November 68.09 . 73.10 232.64 324.44 423.47 ! 

! December 74.28 79.74 239.78 332.14 431.77 1 
I I 

12.38 13.29 168.32 255.18 348.75 ~ 

! 

1 
I 
I 
I 
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SSU/ BAY LAKE ESTATES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COHMISSION APPROVED 

MATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 
March 
Apn 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

' I  1.16 I 15.18 I 30.20 S 46.30 I 63.59 
2.32 16 42 31.53 47.73 65 13 
3.48 17 67 32.87 49.17 66.68 
4.65 18.91 34.20 50.60 68.22 
5.81 20.16 35.53 52.03 69.76 
6.97 . 21.40 36.87 53.46 71.30 
6.13 22.65 38.20 54.89 72.84 
9.29 23.89 39.54 56.32 74.39 

10.45 25.13 4D.87 57.76 .75.93 

12.17 27 .62 43.54 60.62 79.01 
13.94 28.87 44.87 62.05 80.55 

11.61 26.38 42.20 59.19 77.47 ~ 
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SSU/ BEECHER'S POINT 
ALLMJANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A ~ 

COnMISSlON APDROVEO ' 

~~~ i 
January S 7.39 I 96.66 S 193.32 I 298.09 S 411.80 ~ 

F e b r u a r y  14.78 104.66 201.99 307.50 422.01 1 
M a r c h  22.16 112.66 210.66 316.91 432 23 , 
Apri 1 29.55 120.66 219.33 326.32 442.45 i 

May 36.94 128.66 220.00 335.73 452.67 
June 44.33 136.65 236.67 345.13 462 6E - 
Ju ly  51.72 144 65 245.34 354.54 473.10 

A u g u s t  59.11 152.65 , 254. Oi 363.95 403.32 

O c t o b e r  73.88 168.65 271.35 382.76 503.75 '1 
November  81.27 176.65 280.02 392.17 513.97 ' 

December  88.66 184.65 288.69 401.58 524.18 1 
i 

S e p t e m b e r  66.49 160.65 262.68 373.36 493.53 I 
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! SSU/ BEECHER'S POINT ' ALLOWANCE FDR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED I 
SCHEDULE 10-8 

COnMlSSION APPROVED , 

i WASTEUATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 I 
I I 

I 
i I 

January 
February 

March ! , Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 

! October 
i November 

December 

I 

i 
~ 

J 8.60 I 9.25 I 
17.19 18.50 
25.79 27.74 
34.39 36.99 
42.99 46.24 
51.58 55.49 
60.18 64.74 
68.78 73.99 
77.37 83.23 
85.97 92 48 
94.57 101.73 
103.17 110.98 

224.11 
234.07 
244.04 

263.97 
273.93 
283.90 
293.86 
303.83 
313.79 
323.76 
333.72 

254. ao 

I 344.47 I 474.35 ! 
355.22 485.96 { 

376.73 509.19 
387.48 520.81 ~ 

398.23 532 43 ~ 

408.98 544.04 
419.73 555 66 
430.48 567.27 ~ 

441.23 578 89 
451.98 590.51 i 
462.73 602.12 I 

365.97 497.58 I 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 

I 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January J 5.96 I 6.38 I 154.92 I 237.70 I 326.76 
February 11.91 12.77 161.77 245.08 334.71 

March 17.87 19.15 168.63 252.45 342.65 
25.53 175.49 259.83 350.59 

267.20 358.54 
Apn 1 23.82 

j June 35.73 38.30 189.20 274.57 366.48 

August 47.64 51.07 202.91 289.32 382.31 
September 53.60 57.45 209.76 296.70 390.31 

I Octokr 59.55 63.83 216.62 304.07 398.26 
November 65.51 70.22 223.47 311.45 406.20 
December 71.47 76.60 230.33 318.82 414.14 

, 

I May 29.78 31.92 182.34 

i July 41.69 44.68 196.05 281.95 374.43 i 
1 
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SSU/ BUENAVENTURA LAKES 
ALLOLjANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

i 
SCHEDULE 10-6 I 

COnMISSIO& APPROVED ! 

WASTEWATER ~ 1 TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

J a n u a r y  
F e b r u a r y  

March 
A p r i  1 

Mar  
June 
July 

August  
September 

O c t o b e r  
November 
December 

I 6.60 
13.19 
19.79 
26.38 
32.98 
39.57 
46 17 
52.77 
59.36 
65 96 
72.55 
79.15 

I 7.05 
14.11 
21.16 
28.21 
35.21 
42 32 
49.37 
56 43 
63 48 
70 53 
71.59 
84.64 

I 171.34 
178.90 
186.45 
194.01 
201.57 
209.12 
216.68 
224.24 
231.79 
239.35 
246.91 
254.46 

I 262.57 
270.68 
278.78 
286.89 
295.00 
303.11 
311.21 
319.32 
32). 43 
335.54 
343.64 
351.75 

I 360.47 
369.18 
377.90 
386.61 
395.33 
404.04  
412.76 
-421 48 
43C 19 
438.9i 
441.62 
456.34 
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SSUI CARLTON VILLAGE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

MATER 
TRANSMISSION a DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

7 
i i 
i ~ 

I 
~ 

~ 

I 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 4.21 I 55.05 I 
8.41 59.61 

12.62 64 18 
16.83 68.74 
21.03 73.31 
25.24 77.87 
29.45 82.44 
33.65 87.01 
37.86 91.57 
42.07 ' 96.14 
46 27 100.70 
50.48 105.27 

110.23 
115.19 
120.15 
125.11 
130.07 
135.03 
140.00 
144.96 
149.92 
154.88 
159.84 
164.80 

I 170.19 
175.59 
180.98 
186.38 
191.77 
197.17 
202.56 
207.95 
213.35 
218.74 
224.14 
229.53 

S 235.40 
241.27 
247.14 
253.01 
258.88 
264.75 
270.63 

.276.50 
282.37 

294.11 
299.98 

288.24 
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I SSU! CHULUOTA 
I ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED i 

SCHEDULE I O - A  , 

I 
COP(HISSI0N APPROVED 

I 
WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 

January I 0 28 I 3 62 I 7.25 I 11 16 I 15 42 

March 0.83 4 22 7.89 11.87 16 20 
Apri 1 1 11 4.52 8 22 12.22 16 58 
May 1 38 4 82 8 54 '12 57 16.9: 
June 1.66 5.12 8.87 12.93 17.35 
July 1.94 5.42 9.19 13.28 17 74 

nugust 2.21 5.72 9.51 13.63 18.12 
September 2 49 6 02 9.84 13.98 18 51 
October 2.77 6 32 10.16 14.34 . 18 89 
November 3 05 6.62 10.49 14.69 19 28 

! December 3.32 6 92 10 81 15.04 15 6E 

February 0.55 3 92 7.57 I1 52 15 81 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 20GO 2001 I 

January I 11.59 I 151.64 I 304.13 I 470.27 I 651.45 I 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

I May 
June 
July 

I August 
I S e p t m e r  
I October 
1 Novmer  
I De:ember 

23.17 164.25 317.87 485.25 661.80 
34.16 176.86 331 61 500 24 686 15 : 
46.34 185.48 345.35 515.22 700 00 I 

57.93 202.09 359.09 530.21 700.00 
69 51 214 i o  372 83 545 19 700 00 I 
81.10 227.32 386.57 560.18 700 00 
92.68 239.93 400.32 575 16 70C 0C 
104 27 252.55 414 06 590.15 700 00 
115 85 265 16 427 80 605 13 700 00 1 
127 44 277 77 MI 54 620 12 700 00 
139 02 290 39 455 28 635 10 700 00 
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SCHEDULE 10-8 
C W I S S  ION APPROYf 0 

I 1 UASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 

January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 

! June 
July 

j August 
Sept emDer 
October 

! November 
D e c m e r  

I 

s 7964 $ 
159 28 
238 92 
318 56 
398 19 
477 83 
557 47 
637.11 
716 75 
796.39 
876 03 
955 67 

86.15 5 1.300.00 I 1.300 00 I 1.300 00 
172.29 1.300 00 1.300 00 1.30C 00 
258 44 1.300.00 1.300 00 1.300 00 
344 59 1 300 00 1.300 00 1.300.00 
430 73 1.300 00 1.300 00 1.300 00 
526.88 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 00 
603.03 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 00 
685.17 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 

86:.47 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 
947.61 1.300 00 1.300.00 1.300.00 
,033 76 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 . O G  

775.32 1.30o.00 1.3oo.00 i.30o.00 

WASTEWATER i TREATMENT 8 DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 200: 

! 
January 5 32.21 I 34.48 I 837.31 I 1.283.85 I 1.300.00 
February 64.42 68.97 874.29 1.300.00 1.300.00 

I March 96.63 103.45 911.28 1.300.00 1.300.00 
April 

June 
July 

May 

August 
September I 

October 
November I 

I 
! December 

~ 

128 84 137 93 948 26 1.300.00 1.300 00 
161 05 172 42 985 24 1.300 00 1.300 00 
193 26 206 90 1 022 23 1 300 00 1 300 00 ~~ ~~~ ~ ~~~ ~~ .~ 
225 48 241.38 1.059 21 1.300.00 1.300 00 
257 69 275.87 1.096.19 1.300.00 1.3OG.00 ~ 

289 90 310.35 1.133.17 1.30000 1.30COO : 
322.11 344.83 1.170.16 1,300.00 1,300.00 
354.32 379.32 1.207 14 1.300.00 1.300 00 j 
386.53 413.80 1.24.12 1,300.00 1.300.00 ~ 
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~ ! 1 SSU/ CITRUS SPRINGS 
~ ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
i 

SCHEDULE 10-A 1 
COMMISSION APPROVED I 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 i 
1 

J a n u a r y  I 0.08 I 1 04 S 2.04 S 3.10 S 4.20 
F e b r u a r y  0.16 1.12 2.13 3.19 4.29 

March  0.24 1.20 2.22 3.28 4.39 ~ 

Apri 1 0.32 1.29 2.30 3.37 4.48 , 
May 0.40 1.37 2.39 3.46 4.58 1 
June 0.48 1 . 4 5  2.48 3.55 4.67 I 
Jul v 0.56 1.54 2.57 3.64 4.77 

A u g u i t  
?pt embe r 
October 

~ November 
December 

0.64 1.62 2.65 3.74 . 4.86 
0.72 1.70 2.74 3.83 4.96 
0.80 1.79 2.83 3.92 5.05 
0.88 1.87 2.92 4.01 5.15 
0.96 1.95 3.01 4.10 5.24 

UATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 

January I 4.82 I 63.04 S 126.38 S 195.31 I 270.41 ~ 

F e b r u a r y  9.63 68.28 132.08 201.52 277.18 
March  14.45 73.52 137.78 207.73 283.95 
A p r i  1 19.27 70.76 143.48 213.94 290.72 

May 24.08 84.00 149.18 220.16 297.49 
June 28.90 89.24 15489 226.37 304.26 
Jul v 33.72 94.48 160.59 232.58 311.03 

I 
! 

i Augus t  
September 

O c t o b e r  
N o v M b e r  I '  December I 

38.53 99.72 166.29 238.79 317.80 
43.35 104.96 171.99 245.00 324.57 ~ 

48.17 110.20 177.69 251.22 331.34 : 

52.99 115.44 183.40 257.43 338.11 1 
57.80 120.68 189.10 263.64 344.88 1 
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1 

SCHEDULE 10-8 

1 C M  I SS I ON APPROVED 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

January 
February i 

March 
ADrl1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

1 
S 9.80 $ 10.57 I 255.83 I 393 76 I 542.95 ~ 

19.60 21.14 267.25 406.11 556.32 
29.4@ 31.71 278.66 418 46 569.7G ~ 

39.15 42.28 290.08 430.80 583.07 
48.99 
58.79 
68.59 
78.39 
88.19 
97.99 
107.79 
117.58 

52.85 
63.41 
73.98 
84.55 
95.12 
105.69 
116.26 
126.83 

301.50 
312.91 
324.33 
335.75 
347.16 
358.58 
370.00 
381.42 

443.15 
455.50 
467.84 
480.19 
492.54 
504.89 
517.23 
529.58 

596.44 
609.81 
623.18 
636.55 
649.93 
-663.30 
676.67 
690.04 

January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 3.60 
7.20 
10.81 
14 41 
18.01 
21 61 
25 21 
28 82 

I 3.79 
7.57 
11.36 

. 15.15 
18.93 
22.72 
26.50 
30.29 

I 92.65 
96.64 
100.63 
104.62 
108.61 
112.60 
116.59 
120.58 

I 140.75 
144.96 
149.17 
153.38 
157.59 
161.81 
166.02 
170.23 

I 191.54 
195.99 
200.45 
204.91 
209.37 
213.82 
218.28 
222.74 

32.42 34. 08 124.56 174.44 221.19 
36.02 37.86 128.55 178.66 231 65 
39.62 41.65 132.54 182.87 236.11 
43.22 45.44 136.53 187.08 240.56 I 

I 
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j SSU/ CRYSTAL R i V E R  
I ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

1 

WTER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
I 

. -  

I January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 6.48 I 84 71 
12.96 91.66 
19.44 98.61 
25.92 105.56 
32.40 112.51 
38.88 119 46 
45.36 126.41 
51.84 133.37 
58.32 140.32 
64.80 147 27 
71.28 154.22 
77 76 161.17 

s 355 89 
364 56 
373 22 
381 88 
390 55 
399 21 
407 87 
416 54 

. 425 2C 
433 86 
44; 53 
451 19 

WTER I 

~ TRANSMISSION h DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January .t 4.00 t 52.36 I 
i February 8.01 56.67 

March 12.01 60.98 
Apri 1 16.01 65.29 

May 20.02 69.61 
June 24.02 73.92 
July 28.03 78.23 

August 32.03 82.54 
September 36.03 86.86 
October 40.04 91.17 
November 44.04 95.48 
December 48.04 99.79 

104.44 
109.09 
113.74 
118.39 
123.04 
127.69 
132.33 
136.98 
141.63 
146.28 
150.93 
155.58 

I 163 60 
165 62 
170 65 
175 67 
180 69 
185 7 i  
196 74 
195 76 
200 78 
205 80 
210 83 
215 85 

I 221.28 
226.71 
232 14 
237.58 
243 01 
248 44 
253 87 
259 36 
264 73 
270 16 
275 59 
281 03 
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WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
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SSUi  DEEP CREEK SCHEDULE 10.8 
CDHMISSION APPROVED ' ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

J a n u a r y  
February 

March  
Apri 1 

May 
June  
J u l y  

Augus t  
September 

October 
November 
December 

s 0 .04  
1 . 9 1  
3.77 
5.63 
7.50 
9.36 

11.22 
13.09 
'4.95 . ~. 
1,. '1 

1 I '_ . .. 

26.3 .  

I 0 04 
2 15 
4 25 
6 36 
8 46 

10 56 
12 67 
14 77 
16 87 
18 98 
1- 05 
i., 18 

I 0.04 
2.41 
4.78 
7.15 
9 . 5 1  

11.88 
14.25 
16.61 
18.98 
21.35 
23.71 
26.08 

s 0.04 
2.70 
5 .36  
8.01 

10.67 
13.33 
15.98 
18.64 
2i. 30 
23.95 
26.61 
29.27 

I 0.04 ~ 

3 02 
5.99 
8.97 

11.94 
14.92 
17.80 
20.86 , 
23.84 ~ 

26 .81 i 
29.79 , 
32.76 , 
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1 SSUiDELTONA LAKES 
i ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE IO-A 
COMM 1 SS 1 Oh APPROVED 

1 

WTER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

! January 
i February 
I March j Apri 1 
! May 

June 
J u l y  

I August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

i 
I 

I 0.74 I 9.74 I 19.43 f 29.89 I 41.19 
1.49 10.54 20.29 30.82 42.21 
2.23 11.34 21.16 31.76 43.22 
2.98 12.15 22.03 32.70 44.24 
3.72 12.95 22.89 33.63 45.25 
4.47 13.75 23.76 34.57 46.26 
5.21 14.55 24.62 35.50 47.28 
5.96 15.35 25.49 36.44 48 29 
6.70 16.16 26.36 37.37 . 49.3 i  
7.45 16.96 21.22 38.31 50.32 
8.19 17.76 28.09 39.24 51.33 
8.94 18.56 28.95 40.18 52.35 

WATER I TRANSMISSION b DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 j 
8 

January I 2 . 0 7  I 27 .11  I 54.24 I 83.66 I 115.61 
i February 4.14 29.36 56.67 86.30 118.49 
j March 6.22 31.60 59-11 88.95 121.36 
! Apri 1 8.29 33.85 61.54 91.59 124.23 

May 10.36 36.09 63.98 94.23 127.10 
I i June 12.43 38.34 66.41 96.88 129.98 

J u l y  14.51 40.58 68.84 99.52 132.85 
August 16.58 42.83 71.28 102.17 135.72 

September 18.65 45.07 73.71 104.81 138.59 
October 20.72 47.32 76.15 107.45 141.47 
November 22.80 49.56 78.58 110.10 144.34 

! December 24.87 51.80 81.02 112.74 147.21 

I 

j 
i 
j 
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I 

i SSU~DELTONA LAKES 
i ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - 6  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

I WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August. 
Seotember 

May 

I 6.39 
12.77 
19.16 
25.55 
31.93 
38.32 
44.71 
51. 09 

I 6.87 
13.74 
20.61 
27.49 
34.36 
41.23 
48.10 
54.97 

57.48 61.84 

S 166.50 
173.91 
181.31 
188.71 
196.12 
203.52 
210.92 
218.33 

I 255.93 I 352.46 
263.92 361.10 
271.91 369.73 
279.90 378.36 
287.89 386.99 
295.88 395.63 
303.88 404.26 
311.8! 412.89 

225 73 319.86 421.5: 
October 63.87 68.71 233.13 327.85 430.16 , November 70.25 75.59 ' 240.54 335.84 438.79 
December 76.64 82.46 247.94 343.83 447.43 j 

I 
i 

WTEWATER 

~ 

TREATHEKT 6 DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 

January I 13.65 I 14.66 I 355.51 S 546 OE I 751.44 
February 27.30 29.33 371.28 563 06 769 79 
March 40.94 43.99 387.06 580 06 788.14 

1 Apri 1 54.59 58.65 402.84 597.07 806.40 
Hay 68.24 73.32 418.61 614.07 824.85 
June 81.89 87.98 434.39 631.07 843.20 
July 95.53 102.64 450.17 648.08 861.55 

AuguSK 109.18 117.30 465.95 665.08 879.90 
September 122.83 131.97 481.72 682.08 898.25 
October 136.48 146.63 497.50 699.08 916.60 
November 150.12 161.29 513.28 716.09 934.95 
December 163.77 175.96 529.06 733.09 953.30 

i 
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1 SSUi DOL R A Y  MANOR 
i ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE I O - A  ' 

COMMISSION APPROVED 

I MER TREATmNl 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 

i January I 0.83 J 10.88 I 21.56 I 32.92 I 45.05 i 
~ February 1.67 11.77  22.50 33 93 46 13 

March 2.50 12 65 23 44 34.93 47.2C 
Apri 1 3.33 13.54 24.39 35.94 48.28 ~ 

i May 4.17 14.42 25.33 36.94 49.35 1 
1 June 5.00 15.31 26.27 37.95 50 43 

Ju ly  5.83 16.19 27.21 38.95 51.50 j 
28.15 39.96 52.57 August 6.67 17.08 

September 7.50 17.96 29.09 40.96 53.65 i 
October 8.33 ' 18.85 30.03 41.97 54.72 

.November 9.17 19 73 30.98 42.97 55.80 
\ 
I 

December 10 .00  20.62 31.92 43.98 56.87 j ! 

I WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 
I 
i 
i 

January 4 8.73 I 113.73 I 220.86 I 330.33 I 442.37 
February 17.47 122.64 229.96 339.65 451.92 I 

I 
March 26.20 131.55 239.07 348.97 461.48 / 
Apri 1 34.94 140.46 248.17 358.28 471.03 

! May 43.67 149.37 257.28 367.60 480.58 
June 52.41 158.28 266.38 376.92 490.13 

! Ju ly  61.14 167.20 275.49 386.23 499.69 
1 August 69.88 176.11 284.59 395.55 509.24 

September 78.61 185.02 293.70 404.87 518.79 i October 87.35 193.93 302.80 414.19 528.34 1 
November 96.08 202.84 311.91 423.50 
December 104.82 211.75 321.02 432.82 

I 
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June 230.72 246.08 1.216.59 1.300.00 1.300 00 
July 269 17 287.10 1.260.43 1.300.00 1.300 00 

August 307.62 328.11 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 00 
September 346.07 369.13 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 00 

, 
i 

~ 

I SSUIFLORIDA CENTRAL COMMERCE PARK SCHEDULE 10-8 ' ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED C M I S S I O N  APPROVE0 

YPSTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 72 03 I 79.60 f 1.300.00 I 1.300.00 I 1,300.00 i 

February 144.06 159.19 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 i 
March 216.09 238 79 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 00 I 
Apri 1 288.13 318 39 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 00 ' 
May 360 16 397 58 1.300 00 1.300 00 1.300 OG 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

432 15 477 58 1.300 00 1 300 00 1.300 00 
504 22 557 17 1 300 00 1.300 00 1 300 09 
576 25 635 77 1 300 00 1 300 00 1 300 00 ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~. 
648.28 716 37 L j o o  oo L j o o  oo 1.300 oo  
720.31 795.95 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 00 
792.35 875.56 1.300.00 1,300.00 1.300.00 1 
864.38 955.16 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 00 ~ 

I YAmYATER I I TREATMENT 6 OISPOW 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
I 
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1 SSUlFDUNTAlNS 
/ ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

1 SCHEDULE 10-A  ~ 

CBYMISSIDN APPROVED I 

1 WTERTREA'iMEtil 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 0.61 I 7.91 I 15.70 I 24.02 I 32.91 
February 1.21 8.56 16.39 24.76 33.70 

Apri 1 2.42 9.85 17.77 26.23 35.28 I 
1 May 3.03 10.50 18.46 26.96 36.07 

June 3.63 11.14 19.15 27.70 36.86 

I March 1.82 9.21 17.08 25.49 34.49 
i 

July 
August 

September 
October 
November 
December 

4.24 11.79 19.84 28.44 . 37 65 
4.85 12.43 . 20.53 29.17 38.44 
5.45 13.08 21.25 29.91 39.23 
6.06 13.72 21.90 30.65 40.02 
6.66 14 37 22.59 31.38 40.81 
7.27 15.02 23.28 32.12 41.60 

UATER I 
TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 

January 
February I 

I 
~ March 1 

Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November ' 

j December 

i 
I 

I 0.17 
0.35 
0.52 
0.70 
0.87 
1.05 
1.22 
1.40 
1.57 
1.75 
1.92 
2.09 

I 2.28 I 4.57 
2.47 4.78 
2.66 4.99 

. 2.85 5-19 
3.04 5.40 
3.23 5.61 
3.42 5.82 
3.61 6.02 
3.80 6.23 
3.99 6.44 
4.18 6.64 
4.36 6.85 

I 7.08 
7.30 
7.53 
7.75 
7.98 
8.21 
8.43 
8.66 
8.88 
9.11 
9.33 
9.56 

I 9.8i 
10.05 
10.30 
10.54 
10.79 
11.03 
11.28 
11.52 
11.77 
12.01 
12.26 
12.50 
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1 SSUlGENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
I 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  1 
COMMISSION APPROVED ' 

I W T E R  
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

I J a n u a r y  
1 F e b r u a r y  

M a r c h  
A p r i  1 

May 
J u n e  
July 

August 
S e p t e m b e r  

O c t o b e r  
November 
December 

1 
i 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 2.05 I 26.86 I 53.76 I 82.96 I 114 70 
4.11 29.09 56 18 85.59 117.56 ~ 

6.16 31.31 58.59 88.22 120.41 ' 
8.21 33.54 61.01 90.84 123.27 I 

10.26 35.76 63.42 93.47 126.12 I 
12.32 37.99 65.84 96.09 128.98 
14.37 40.21 68.26 98.72 131.83 
16.42 42.44 70.67 101.35 - 134 69 ' 

20.53 46.89 75.51 106.60 140.39 ' 
22.58 49.12 77.92 109.22 143.25 
2d 63 51 34 80.34 111.85 146.1C 

18.48 44 67 73.09 103.97 137.54 i 
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r 
~ SSUIGOSPEL ISLAND ESTATES SCHEDULE 10-A  I 

[ ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMM!SSIDN APPROVED ~ 

1 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
I February 
~ March 

Apri 1 
May 
June 

I July 
I August 

September 
I October 

November 
December 

S 2 .26  I 29.62 I 59.25 I 91.39 
4.53 32 07 61.91 94.27 
6.79 34 53 64.57 97.16 
9.06 36.98 67.23 100. OS 

11.32 39.43 69.89 102.93 
13.58 41.88 72.55 105.82 
15.85 44.33 75.21 108.70 
18.11 46.79 77.07 111.59 
20.38 49.24 80.53 114.47 
22.64 51.69 83.18 117.36 
24.91 5 . 1 4  85.84 120.24 
27 17 56.59 86.50 123.13 

S 126.26 
129.40 
132 53 
135.67 
138.80 
141.94 
145.07 
148.21 
151.34 
154.48 
157.61 
160 75 
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May 12.72 44.35 78.77 116.23 157.06 
June 15.26 47.12 81.78 119.51 160.64 

August 20.35 52.65 87.80 126.07 167.78 
July 17.81 49.89 84.79 122.79 164.21 

SSUIHERMITS COVE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COnMISSION APPROVED 

WTER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Q r i  1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

I 3.02 I 39.42 I 
6.03 42 64 
9.05 45 87 
12.06 49.09 
15.08 52.32 
18.10 55.55 
21.11 58.77 
24 13 62.00 
27.14 65.22 
30.16 68.45 
33.18 71.67 
36.19 74.90 

78.36 
81.81 
85.27 
88.73 
92.18 
95.64 
99.10 

105.55 
106.01 
109.47 
112.92 
116.38 

I 120 09 
123 80 
127 51 
131 22 
134 93 
138.64 
142 36 
146 07 
149 78 
153.49 
157 20 
160.91 

I 164.90 
168.89 
172.88 
176.87 ! 

180.86 : 
184.85 
188.84 
192.82 
-196.82 
200 81 
204.80 
208.79 
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SSU/ HOBBY HILLS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 1 
COMMISSION APPROVED ' 1 

! YATER mEATnEKT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

I 

January 1 February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

i 
I 1 43 I 18.66 

2.85 20.19 
4.28 21 72 
5.71 23.25 
7.14 24.78 
8.56 26.32 
9.99 27.85 

11.42 29.38 
12.85 30.91 
14.27 32.44 
15.70 33.97 
17.13 35.50 

S 37.15 I 57.00 I 78 35 
38.79 50.77 80.26 
40.44 60.54 82.16 
42.08 62.30 84. O i  
43.72 64.07 85.97 
45.37 65.84 87.88 
47.01 67.61 89.78 
48.65 69.38 91.69 
50.30 71.15 - 93.59 
51.94 72.91 95.49 
53.59 74.68 97.40 
55.23 76.45 99.30 

! 
UATER i 

WSHISSION b DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Januarv I 0.54  I 7.05 I 14.10 S 21.72 d 29.99 ' 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

1.08 
1.62 
2.16 
2.70 
3.23 
3.77 
4.31 
4.85 
5.39 
5.93 
6.47 

7.63 
8.22 
8.80 
9.38 
9.97 

10.55 
11.13 
11.72 
12.30 
12.88 
13.46 

14.73 
15.36 
15.99 
16.62 
17.25 
17.88 
18.51 
19.14 
19.77 
20.40 
21.04 

22.40 
23.09 
23.77 
24.46 
25.14 
25.83 
26.51 
27.20 
27.88 
28.57 
29.25 

30 74 
31 48 
32 22 
32 96 
33 71 
34 45 
35 19 
35 94 
36 68 
37 42 
38 16 
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SSU/ HO!:DAY HAVEN 1 ALLWWelNCE FOG FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

wm 
TRCHSHISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1959 2000 2001 

January 
FebruaFy 

Marcn 
AD”: 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
Sep:emoei 
Octsber 
Novmsr 
k c m e .  

I 0.37 
0.74 
1.12 
1 49 
i 81. 
2 23 
2 61 
2 3E 
3 35 
3.72 
4.10 
4.47 

I 4.88 
5.30 
5 71 
6 13 
6 54 
6 46 
7.35 
7 7s 
8.2 i  
8.62 
9 .OP 
9.45 

I 9.9i I 15.52 I 21.76 
10.38 16.04 22 34 
IO.& 16 55 22 91 
11 30 17.07 23 4E 
1: 77 17 5E, 24 25 
12.23 16. ii  2L 63 
12 69 18 61 25 2C 
13 15 !5 1:. 25 7 i  
13 52 1s 64 26 34 
14.08 20.16 26.92 I 
14.54 20.67 27 49 ~ 

15.01 21.19 28 05 ~ 

c 
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' ssu/ HOLIMY W E N  ' A L ~ ~ ~ C E  FOR FUNDS PRJDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEOULi 10-E 

CMISSION APPROVEC 

1991 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 1 wAmyATERcouEcT1oN 

January 
February 

Uarch 
Apri 1 

N Y  
June 
J k l y  

AuJUSt 
Sexewe- 
Ccrowr 
NovWer 

, December 

i 
1 

I 1.20 I 1.30 I 31.37 I 48.26 I 

3.61 3.85 34.16 51.28 
4.81 5.18 35.56 52.75 
6.01 6.48 36.96 54.30 
7 21 7.71 38.36 55 81 
8.41 9.07 39.76 57.33 
9.62 10.36  41.15 58.W 

2.40 2.59 32.76 49.77 

10.82 1: 56 . 42 55 60.35 
12. oi 12.95 43.95 61 85 
13.22 14.25 45.35 63 37 
14.42 15.54 46.75 64 88 

66 52 
68 15 
69 75 
71 43 
73 06 
74 70 
76 34 
77 98 
75 5: 
81 25 
82 8 5 -  
Bd 55 

1597 1998 1999 2M)O 2001 

January 
February 

&rch 
April 
Hay 
June 
July 
August 

September 

Novder 
December 

OctObe? 

$ 4 8 . 0 5  $ 5 1 . 2 6  11.246.95 1 1 . 3 0 0 . 0 0  11.300.00 
96.17 102.53 1.300.00 1.300.0C 1.300.00 

144.26 153.79 1.30C.00 1.300.00 i.300.00 ~ 

192.35 205.05 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 3C 1 
288.52 307 58 1.30C OC 1.300.00 1,300.00 ~ 

336.61 358.84 i.300.00 1.300 GO 1.300 00 
3U.59 41C.10 1,300.00 i.300 0C 1.300.3C 

480.87 512.63 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 
528.96 563.85 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 I 
577.04 615.15 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 I 

240.43 256 31 1.300 00 1.300.00 1.30~ oc 

432.78 461.36 1.3oo~oo 1.300.00 1.300.00 1 
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1 SSUI INTERLACHAN LAKESIPARK MANOR 
1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE IO-A 1 
COMMISSION APPROVED ~ 

7 , I UATERTRUTMEKT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
~~ ~~ ~ 

! 
January I 3.63 I 47.50 I 94.96 I 146.37 I 202 12 

! February 1.26 51.43 99.22 150.98 207 12 
March 10.89 55.36 103.47 155.59 212.13 
Apri i 14.52 59.29 107.73 160.21 217.13 ~ 

May 18.16 63.21 111.98 164.82 222.14 
June 21.79 67.14 116.23 169.43 227.14 ~ 

25.42 71.07 120.49 174.04 232. E July 
August 29.05 75.00 124.74 178.66 237.16 

September 32.68 78.93 128.99 183.27 . 242.16 
~ October 36.31 82.85 133.25 187.88 247.17 1 
1 November 39.94 86.78 137.50 192.50 252.17 

December 43.57 90.71 141.75 197.11 257.18 : 

I 
I 

! 'y TRANSMISSION EL DISTRIBLKION 1997 . 1998 1599 2000 2001 

January I 1.30 I 17.06 I 34.21 I 52.88 I 7 3 ~ 2 5  ~ 

February 2 .61  18.48 35.75 54.5: 75.08 : 

i March 3.91 19.90 37.30 56.25 76 92 
Apri 1 5.21 21.32 38.84 57.94 78.76 

Ma v 6.52 22.73 40.39 59.62 80 59 
June 
July 

August 
1 September 

October 
November I December I 

7.82 24.15 41.93 61.31 82 b5 
9.12 25.57 43.48 62.99 84 26 

10.43 26.99 45.02 64.67 86.10 
11.73 28.41 46.57 66.36 87.94 
13.03 29.83 48.11 68.04 89.77 
14.34 31.25 49.66 69.73 91.61 
15.64 32.66 51.20 71.41 93.45 
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SSUl JUNGLE DEN 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

I MER 
I TRANSMISSION & DISlRIBUI'ION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 , 
I 

January S 0.71 I 9.31 I 18.54 I 28 49 I 39.20 
February 1.42 10.07 19.37 29.37 40.15 

March 2.14 10.84 20.19 30.26 41.11 
Apri 1 2.85 11.60 21.01 31.15 42.07 
Hay 3.56 12.37 21.84 32.03 43.02 

! June 4.27 13.13 22.66 32.92 43.96 

August 5.69 15.66 25.31 34.69 . 45.90 
SeptemDer 6.41 15.42 25.13 35.58 46.85 
Octobe- 7.12 16.19 25.95 36.47 47. E! 
NovemDer 7.83 16.95 26.78 37.35 48.77 
December 8.54 17.72 27.60 38.24 49.72 

July 4.98 13.90 23.46 33.81 44.94 ! 

i 
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1 SSU/ JUNGLE DEh SCHiDULE 10-8 
I ALLONANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSIOE, APPROVED 7 WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Januarv I 10 11 I 10 64 I 260 21 I 395 44 I 480 00 I 
.. ~~ 

~ February 
March 
Apr i  1 
May 

June i 
! J u l y  

August 
L . L~ 

20.22 21.28 271.42 40?. 30 492.55 , 

30.33 31.91 282 64 419.15 505. i l  
40 44 42 55 293.86 -431.00 517 66 
50.56 53 19 305.07 442.86 530.21 
60.67 63.83 316.29 454.71 542.77 
70.78 74.47 327.51 466.56 555.32 

476.42 567.87 338.72 80.89 
.*A 417 Frn" 1-. *.,. _. 85.10 -- .,, ^ %  * A  
4 Y U . L I  . 3 O U  UJ hepremoer Y l . U U  Y 3 . 1 4  J4Y . Y Q  

~ October 101.11 106.38 361.16 502.12 592.98 I 
November 111.22 117.02 372.37 513.98 

! December 121.33 127.66 383.59 525.83 618.09 I 
I 

I ! 

~ 

! 

I 

605.53 
I 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT b DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I I I 

January I 4.50 I 4.82 I 117.06 I 179.65 I 247.03 
! February 9.00 9 .65  122.24 185.23 253.04 

March 13.49 14.48 127.43 190.81 259.05 
Apr i  1 17.99 19.30 132.61 196.39 265.07 

May 22.49 24.13 137.79 201.97 271.08 
June 26.99 28.95 142.98 207.55 277.09 
Ju l y  31.49 33.78 148.16 213.12 283.10 

September 40.48 43.43 158.52 224.28 295.12 
October 44.96 48.25 163.71 229 86 301.14 

i . . November 49.48 53.08 168.89 235.44 307.15 
i December 53.98 57.90 174.07 241.02 313.16 

~ 

j 
August 35.98 38.60 153.34 218.70 289.11 

j 
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1 SSU/ KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES 
1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 8 

CMlMISS lON APPROVED 
I 

WTER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 

I 
January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 

November 
December 

I 
I 

i 
! 
i 

I October 

5 3.08 S 40.30 I 80.31 I 123.38 S 169.83 
6.17 43.62 83.87 127.23 173.99 I 
9.25 46.93 87.44 131.07 178.14 ! 

12.33 50.24 91.01 - 1 3 . 9 2  182.29 
15.41 53.55 94.57 138.76 186.45 
18.50 56.86 98.14 142.61 190.60 
21.58 60.18 101.71 146.45 194.75 
24.66 63 49 105.27 150 30 198.91 
27.74 66.60 108.84 154.14 -203.06 ~ 

33.91 73.43 115.97 161.83 211.36 
36.99 76.74 119.54 165.68 215.52 

30.83 70.11 112.41 157.99 207.21 ~ 

UATER 1 TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBllTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
1 

January S 7 06 I 92 3 I 184 94 S 285 56 S 395 00 
Februarv 14 11 100 00 193 26 294 61 404 85 ._ _. 
March- 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 

21.17 
28.23 
35.28 
42.34 
49.40 
56.45 
63.51 
70.57 
77.62 

107.66 
115.32 
122.98 
130.65 
138.31 
145.97 
153.63 
161.29 
168.95 

201.58 
209.91 
218.23 
226.56 
234.88 
243.21 
251.53 
259.85 
268.18 

303.66 
312.72 
321.77 
330.82 
339.87 
348.93 
357.98 
367.03 
376.09 

414 71 
424.57 
434.42 
444.28 
454.13 
463.99 
473.85 
483.70 
493.56 

1 I December 84.68 176.61 276.50 385.14 503.42 1 
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1 

1 SSU/ KEYSTONE HEIGHTS 
1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
i 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMNI SSION APPROVE@ 

WATER i TWNSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1599 2000 20oI 7 I 
I 
I January 

February i 
March I 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 

! October 
November ! 

December 

May 

i , 

s 4 .42  
8.84 

13.26 
17.67 
22.09 
26 51 
30.93 
35.35 
39.77 
44.19 
48.61 
55 02 

s 57 83 
62 63 
67 43 
72.23 
77 03 
8: 83  
86 63 
91 43 
96.23 

10: 03 
105 83  
110 6 3  

115 85 
121 07 
126 29 
131 51 
136 73 
141 96 
147 18 
152 40 
157 62 
162 84 
168 06 
173 28 

S 178 96 
184 65 
190 33 
196 01 
201 69 
20; 37 
213 05 
218 73 
224 42 
230 10 
235 78 
241 46 

I 247.65 ! 
253.84 
260 03 
266.22 
272 41 1 

278.60 . 

284 79 
. 290.98 

297 17 
303.35 
309.54 
315 73 
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' SSU/ LAKE CONWAY PARK 
~ ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January S 2.15 S 28.14 I 56.22 I 86.59 I 119.46 
i February 4.30 30.47 58.73 89.31 122.41 1 March 6.45 32 79 61.24 92.03 125.36 

Apr i  1 8.61 35.11 63.16 94.75 128.32 
! May 10.76 37 44 66.27 97.47 131 27 

June 12.91 39.76 68.78 100.19 134.22 
Jul v 15 06 42.08 71.30 102.91 137 17 

~~ 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

17.21 44.41 73.81 105.63 . 140 12 ~ 

19.36 . 46.73 ' 76.33 108.35 143.07 ~ 

21.52 49.06 78.84 111.07 146.03 i 
23.67 51.38 81.35 113.79 148.98 1 
25.82 53.70 83.87 116.51 151.93 

~ 
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' SSU/ LAKESIDE SCHEDULE 10-A '! 
1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED ~ j 

January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
SeDtemoer 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 3.07 I 40.18 I 
6.14 43.50 
9.21 46.83 

12.29 50.15 
15.36 53.47 
1e.43 56.80 
21.50 60 12 
24.57 63.44 
27.64 6 t .  77 
30.71 70.09 
33.78 73.42 
36.86 76.74 

80.34 I 123.83 
83.94 127.74 
87.54 131.64 
91.14 135.54 
94.73 139.45 
98 33 143.35 

101.93 147.25 
105.53 151.16 
109.13 155.06 
112.73 158.96 
116.33 162.87 
119.93 166.77 

I 171.01 
175 24 
179 48 
183 72 
187 95 
192 19 
196 43 
200 66 
20r 90 
209 14 
213 37 
217 61 
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' SSU/ LEHIGH j ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10-A ~ 

COHMISSION APPROVED 
I 

wm TREATHEKT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

! January J 1.43 I 18.73 I 37.26 f 57.13 I 70.45 

March 4.30 21 80 40 55 60 66 82 26 ! 
Apri 1 5.73 23 34 42.20 62 43 84.16 

7 17 24 87 43 84 64 19 86 06 

July 10 03 . 2J 94 47.13 67 72 89 86 
Augusr 11 47 24 47 48.78 69 45 91 77 , 

October 14.33 32.54 52.07 73.02 95.57 1 

February 2.87 20.27 38.90 58.90 80 35 

May 
June 8 60 26 40 45.49 65 96 87 96 : 

September 12.90 31.01 50.43 71.25 93 6 i  

I November 15.77 34.08 53.72 74.78 97 47 
I December 17.20 35.61 55.36 76.55 99.37 ~ 

~ WTER 1 
TRANSMSSION b DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

1 

I 

! 
I 

January S 8.96 I 117 25 I 234.52 I 361 65 I 494 62 
i February 17.92 126.96 245.04 373.07 512.02 

March 26.89 136 66 255.56 384.48 524.42 
I Apri 1 35.85 146.36 266 08 395.90 536.82 ~ 

I 

May 44.81 156.07 276.60 407.31 549.22 ~ 

June 53.77 165.77 287.12 410.73 561.63 ~ 

~ July 62.74 175.48 297.64 430.14 574 03 ~ 

August 71.70 185.18 308.16 441.56 586 43 I 

October 89 62 204 59 329.20 464 39 611.23 ! 

\ November 98.59 214 29 339.72 475.80 623.63 ~ 

December 107 55 224 00 350.24 487.22 636 03 : 

80.66 194.88 318.68 452.97 598 83 i September 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1055 

SCHEDULE 10-8 : ~ SSU/ L E H I G H  
I ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED ~ 

1 

- ~~ ~~ 7 ~~ 

WTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 j 
i 

January I 17.02 I 18.38 I 4 4 4 7 3  I 685 00 I 945.26 
February 34.04 36.77 464.61 706.54 968.61 

March 51.06 55.15 484.50 728.08 991.96 
npri 1 68.08 73.54 504.38 749 61 1.015.31 
May 85.09 91.92 524.27 771.15 1.038.66 
June 102.11 110 31 544.15 792.69 1.062.01 
Ju l y  119 13 128 69 564 04 814 23 1.065 36 

j 

! August 136 15 147 08 583 92 835 76 1.108 7 1  
September 153 17 165.46 603 81 857 30 1.132 06 
October 170 19 183 85 623.70 87@ 84 1.155 41 ~ 

November 187.21 202.23 643.58 900.37 1.178.76 
921.91 1.202.11 December 204 23 220.61 663.47 

i 

I 

i 

1 
I 

WTEUATER 1 TREATMENT 6 DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 
I 

I 

Januayy I 7 97 I 8 53 I 207 03 I 317 37 I 435 87 
I February 15 53 17 05 216 1 7  327 15 446 A 3  

Mar rh  23 90 25 58 225 31 337 00 456 98 _ _  
Apr: 1 

June 
Ju l y  

Auoust 

May 

~~ ~~ 

31.86 34.10 
39.83 C . 6 3  
47.80 51.15 
55.76 59.68 
63.73 68.20 

234 45 346 61 
243.59 356.63 
252.73 366.44 
261.87 376.25 
271.00 386.07 

467 54 
478 09 
488.65 
499 20 
509 76 

~ - = - - -  
September 71.69 76.73 280.14 395.88 520.31 
October 79.66 85.25 289.28 405.69 
November 87.63 93.78 298.42 415.51 
December 95.59 102 30 307.56 425 32 

! 
I 
1 
! 
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SSUi LEISURE LAKES 
I ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 1 
CMMISSIDN APPROVED ! 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 

January S 1.07 I 14.00 S 27.95 I 43.06 I 59.41  
February 2.14 15.15 29.20 44.41 60.87 

March 3.21 16.31 30.45 45.16 62.34 ~ 

Apri 1 4.28 17.46 31.70 47.12 63.81 
May 5.35 18.62 32.95 48.47 65.28 I 
June 6.42 19.77 34.20 49.82 66.74 
Ju ly  7.49 20.93 35.45 51.17 68 21 I 

I September 9.63 23.24 37.95 53.88 71 15 ~ 

72.61 j I October 10.70 24.39 39.20 55.23 
! November 11.77 25.55 40.45 56.59 74.08 I 

December 12,84 26.70 41.70 57.94 75.55 
1 

I 
~ 

~ 

i 

August 8.56 22.08 36.70 52.53 . 69.68 ~ 

I 
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1 j SSU/ LEISURE LAKES 
1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-6 i 
COMMISSION APPROVED , 

~~ 

! January I 4 03 $ ' 4 . 3 2  $ 104.86 I 160 95 I 221 34 
! February 8 . 0 6  8 64 109.50 165.95 226.73 , 

March 12 .09  12.97 114.15 170.95 232.12 ~ 

Apri 1 16 .12  17 .29  118.79 175.95 237.51 
May 20.14 21.61 123.44 180.95 242.90 ; 

I June 24.17 25.93 128.08 185.95 248.29 I 

Ju ly  28.20 30.26 132.73 190.95 253.68 I 
August 32 .23  34.58 137.37 195.95 259.07 ~ 

October 40 .29  43.22 146 66 205.95 269.85 
November 44.32 47.55 151.30 210.95 275.25 

~ December 48.35 51.87 155.95 215.95 280.64 ! 

! 

I September 36.26 38.90 142.02 200.95 .264.46 

i 

, 
WASTEWATER 

TREATnEKT (L DISPOSAL 1 2001 I 

~ 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
l a' 

January I 0.51 I 0.54 I 13.27 I 20.25 I 27.66 : 
~ February 1 . 0 3  1 .09  13.85 20.86 28.32 ! 
! March 1.54 1.63 14 .43 .  21.48 28.97 
~ Apri 1 2 . 0 5  2 . 1 8  15.00 22.09 29.63 

2.57 2.72 15.58 22.71 30.28 
30.94 ! June 3 . 0 8  3.26 16.16 23.32 

! August 4 .11  4 .35  17.32 24.55 32.24 
4.62 4.90 17.90 25.17 32.90 September 

November 5 . 6 5  5.99 19.05 26.40 34.21 I 

I December 6.16 6.53 19.63 27.01 34.86 I 

May 

July 3 .59  3.81 16.74 23.94 31.59 i 

1 October 5.14 5.44 18.47 25.78 33.55 
I 

! 
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i SSUlMARION OAKS 
] ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
I 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

~ WATER TREATMEKT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 
1 

I 

J 0.65 I 
1.31 
1.96 
2.62 
3.27 
3.93 
4.58 
5.24 
5.89 
6.55 
7.20 
7.86 

8.57 
9.27 
9.98 

10.69 
11.40 
12.11 
12.82 
13.52 
14.23 
14.94 
15.65 
16.36 

I 17.13 I 26.39 
17.89 2 7 . 2 2  
18.66 28.05 
19.43 28.88 
20.19 29.71 
20.96 30.54 
21.73 31.37 
22.49 32.20 
23.26 33.03 
24.03 33.86 
24.19 34.69 
25.56 35.52 

I 36.42 '~ 

38.22 ! 
39.12 i 
40.02 ~ 

40.92 
41.82 
42 .72  
43.62 

. 44.52 ~ 

45.42 I 
46.32 i 

37 32 i 

I WATER 
I 
I 

TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 , I 
j January 

February 
I March 

May 
I 

June 
I 
I 
I July 
I August 
I September 

October 
November 
December 

Apri 1 

i 
I 

5 6.64 I 86.84 
13.27 94.06 
19.9i 101.27 
26.54 108.49 
33.18 115.70 
39.81 122.92 
46.45 130.13 
53.08 137.35 
59.72 144.56 
66.35 151.78 
72.99 158.99 
79.63 166.21 

I 174.06 I 266 98 
181.91 217.54 
189.77 286.09 
197.62 294.64 
205.47 303.19 
213.32 311.75 
221.17 320.30 
229.02 328.85 
236.88 337.40 
244.73 345.96 
252.58 354.51 
260.43 363.06 

I 372.38 
381.70 
391 03 
400.35 
409.67 
418.99 
428.31 
437.64 
446.96 
456.28 
465.60 
474.92 
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I 

SSUlKARION OAKS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 ~ 

CMlMISSIDN APPROVED , 

WASTEUATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 moo 2001 

! January S 13.17 S 14.22 S 344.04 S 529.88 S 731.15 
February 26.33 28.44 359.42 546.53 749.20 ~ 

March 39.50 42.66 374.80 563.19 767.26 ' 
Apr i l  52.67 56.89 390.18 579.84 785 31 

i I 
I 

, , May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

i 

65.84 
79.00 
92.17 

105.34 
118.50 
131.67 
144.84 
158.01 

71 11 
85 33 
99 55 

113 77 
127 99 
142.22 
156 44 
170.66 

405.56 
420.94 
436.32 
451.70 
467.08 
482.46 
497.84 
513.22 

596.50 
613.16 
629.81 
646 47 
663.12 
679.78 
696.43 
713.09 

803.37 
821.42 
839 48 
857 .5? 

893.64 
911.70 
929.75 

. a 7 5 5 9  

WTEWATER 
TREATMEKT h DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 
I 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 6.45 
12 9G 
19.34 
25.79 
32.24 
38.69 
45.13 
51.58 
58.03 
64 48 
70.92 
77.37 

S 6 9G 
13.80 
20.70 
27.61 
34.51 
41.41 
48.31 

' 55.21 
62.11 
69.02 
75.92 
82.82 

~ ~~ 

S 167.59 
174.99 
182.39 
189.79 
197.18 
204.58 
211.98 
219.38 
226.78 
234 18 
241.58 
248.97 

~~ 

I 256.92 
264.87 
272.82 
280.77 
288.72 
296.67 
304.62 
312.57 
320.52 
328.47 
336.42 
344.37 

~~~ - 

I 352 92 
361 48 
370 03 
378 58 
387 13 
395 69 
404 24 
412 79 
421 35 
429 90 
438 45 
447 01 
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UATER 

SSU/ MARCG ISLAND 1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10-A 

COMMISSION APPROVED 

January 
F e b r u a r y  

M a r c h  
A p r i  1 

June 
July 

August 
S e p t e m b e r  

O c t o b e r  
November 
Decemoer 

May 

I 2 51 
5 02 
7 %  

10 05 
12 56 
15.07 
17 55 
20.10 
22 61 
25 12 
27 64 
3C 15 

I 32.87 
35.59 
38.31 
41.02 
43 74 
46.46 
45.18 
51 90 
54.62 
57.34 
60 06 
62 78 

I 65 73 
66 67 
71 62 
74 57 
77 52 
80 47 
83 41 
86 36 
89 31 
92 26 
95 21 
98 15 

I 101 35 
104 55 
107 75 
110 95 
114 15 
117 35 
120 55 
123 74 
126 94 
130 14 
133 34 
136 54 

S 140 01 
143 4g 
146 96 
150 44 
153 9i  
157 38 
16C 86 
164 33 

- 167 80 
171 28 
174 75 
178 23 
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! 
j S S U i  MARC0 ISLAND 
~ ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 , 
COMMlSSlON APPROVED 

I n%Sl€kArn 1 TREATHEKT h DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 i 
I 

January 
February 

March 
A p n  1 

Hay 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 24 24 I 26 OC 5 630.73 I 967 98 S 1.300.00 ~ 

48 48 51 99 658 65 998 04 1.300 OC 
72.71 77 99 686 58 1.028.09 1,300 O C  
96 95 103.98 714 51 1.058.14 1.300.00 

121.19 129.96 742.44 1 088.20 1.300.00 
145 43 155.97 770 36 1.118 25 1.300 00 
169.66 181.97 798 29 1.148.30 1.300.00 
193.90 207.97 826.22 1,178.36 1.300.00 
218.14 233.96 . 654.15 1.208.41 1.300.00 
242.38 259.96 862.07 1.238.46 1.300 00 
266.61 285.95 910.00 1.268.52 1.300.00 
290.85 311.95 937.93 1.298.57 1.300.00 
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! 
WTER TREAMENl 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 

, 
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I I 

I SSUIMARiO SHORES 
1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 ~ 

C M I S S I O N  APPROI'ED 1 

I WASTEUATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 a .- 
January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 

, June 
July 

August 
September i 
October 
Novemoer I 

I December 

5 2 00 I 2.15 J 52.18 I 
4.01 4.30 54.50 
6.01 6.46 56.82 
8.01 8.61 59.14 
10.02 10.76 61.45 
12.02 12.91 63.77 
14.02 15.07 66.09 
16.03 17.22 68.40 
18.03 19.37 70.72 
20.03 2:.52 73.04 
22.04 23.67 75.35 
24.04 25.83 77.67 

80.17 
82.67 
85.17 
87.66 
90.16 
92.66 
95.16 
97.66 
10C.16 
102.65 
105.15 
107.65 

I 110 35 
113 05 
115 74 
118 44 
121 14 
123.84 
126 53  
129 23 
131 93 

. 134 63 
137 32 
14C 02 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I WEWATER 
TREATMEKT 6 DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
I February 
I March 
I Apri 1 

May 
June ~ 

July 
August 

September 
I October 

November 
December I 

I 

I 13.17 
26.34 
39.51 
52.69 
65.86 
79.03 
92.20 
105.37 
118.54 
131.72 
144.89 
158.06 

I 14.07 
28.14 
42.2@ 
56.27 
70 34 
84 41 
98.47 
112.54 
126.61 
140.68 
154.74 
168.81 

I 341.92 
356.98 
372.03. 
387.00 
402.14 
417.19 
432.25 
447.30 
462.36 
477.41 
492.46 
507.52 

I 523.66 
539.79 
555.93 
572.07 
588.21 
604.35 
620 49 
636.63 
652.76 
668.90 
685.04 
701.18 

I 718 51 
735 86 
753 17 
770 50 
787 83 
805 15 
822 48 
839 81 
857.14 

891 80 
909 13 

a74.47 
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SSU/MEREDITH MANOR 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  ' 

COMMISSION APPROVED 

UATER lREATHEKT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 0.41 I 5.37 I 10.69 I 16.41 S 22.57 
February 0.82 5 .81  11.16 16.92 23.12 

March 1.23 6.25 11.63 17.43 23.67 
Apri 1 1.64 6.69 12.11 17.94 24.22 
nay 2.05 7.13 12.58 ' 18.45 24.71 
June 2.46 7.57 13.06 18.96 25.32 ~. ~ 

July 
August 

September 
October 
November 
December 

2.87 8.01 13.53 
3.28 8.45 14.00 
3.70 8.89 14.48 
4.11 9.33 14.95 
4.52 9.77 ' 15.42 
4.93 10.21 15.90 

19.47 25 87 
19.98 26.42 ~ 

20.49 26.97 
21.00 - 27.52 : 
21.51 28.07 
22.02 28.62 

MER 
TFANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 4.96 
9.92 

14.88 
19.83 
24.79 
29.75 
34.71 
39.67 
44.63 
49.59 
54.54 
59.50 

I 64.89 
70.27 
75.66 
81.05 
86.43 
91.82 
97.20 

102.59 
107.97 
'113.36 
118.75 
124.13 

I 129.99 I 200.76 I 277.76 
135.84 207.13 284.72 
141.70 213.50 291.65 
147.55 219.87 298.59 
153.41 226.24 305.53 
159.26 232.61 312.47 
165.12 238.99 319.40 
170.97 245.36 326.34 
176.82 251.73 333.28 
182.68 258.10 340.22 
188,53 264.47 347.15 
194.39 270.84 354.09 
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ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMHlSSiON APPROVED : 

W A S W T E R  COLLECTION 

~ January S 10.74 S 11.47 S 278.83 I 427.04 I 585.94 ~ 

March 32.22 34.42 303.38 453.36 614.20 ~ 

February 21.48 22 94 291.10 440.2G 600.07 

~ Apri 1 42.96 45 89 315.66 466.52 628.33 
May 53.76 57 36 327.93 479.68 642.47 
June 6a. 44 68 83 340.21 492,84 656.60 : 

I ! J u l y  75 i a  80 30 352.49 506 00 670.73 
August 85.92 91.77 36a. 77 519 17 684.86 

October 107.41 114.72 389.32 545.49 713.12 ! 
November 118.15 126.19 401.60 558.65 727.25 I 
December 128.89 '137.66 413.88 571.81 741.38 j 

I 
I 

September 96.67 102.25 377.04 5 3 2 3 3  .698.99 ~ 

i 
~ 

! 
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i 1 SSUi MORNINGVIEW 
I ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COHMISSION APPROVED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 1 

MER 
TWNSHISSION & DISTRIBUlION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 

i I January 
February 

March ~ 

I Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
j September 
i October 
! November 

December 

i 

~ May 

I 1.43 
2.86 
4.29 
5.72 
7-16 
8.59 

10.02 
11.45 
12.88 
14.31 
15.74 
1 7 . 1 7  

I 18.72 
20.26 
21.80 
23.34 
24.88 
26.42 
27.96 
25.50 
31.04 
32.59 
34.13 
35.67 

I 37.33 
39.00 
40.66 
42.33 
43.99 
45.65 
47.32 
48.98 
50.65 
52.31 
53.98 
55.64 

I 57.44 
59.24 
61.04 
62.83 
64.63 
66.43 
68.23 
70.03 
71.83 
73.62 
75.42 
77.22 

I 79.17 
81.11 
83.06 
85.00 
86.95 
88.89 
90.84 

. 92.78 
94.73 
96.67 
98.65 

100.56 
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' SSU/ MORNINGVIEW 1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10-8 

COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

1 

January S 10.76 S 11.35 S 277.36 S 
February 21.53 22.70 289.35 

March 32.29 34 05 301 35 
Apri 1 43.06 45 40 313.34 

Hay 53.82 56.75 325 34 
June 64.58 68.10 337.33 
Ju ly  75.35 79.45 349.32 

August 86.11 90.80 361.32 
i September 96.87 102.15 373.31 

107.64 113.50 385.30 October 
I November 118.40 124.85 397.30 
~ December 129.17 136.20 409.29 
I 

i 
I 

~ 

! 
! 

W A S M T E R  1 TREAlUENT&DISPOSAL 1997 . 1998 1999 

422.00 S 575.21 ~ 

434.70 588.69 
447.40 602.17 
460 10 615.65 
472.81 625.13 
485.51 642.61 , 
498.21 656.09 
510.92 669.57 
523.62 -683.06 
536.32 696.54 1 
545 03 710.02 ~ 

561.73 723.50 1 

2000 2001 

January 
I February 
I March 
I Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 

I October 
i November 

December 

j 
i 
I 

s 1.18 
2.35 
3.53 
4.70 
5.88 
7.05 
8.23 
9.41 

10.58 
11.76 
12.93 
14.11 

S 1.24 
2.48 
3.72 
4.97 
6.21 
7.45 
8.69 
9.93 

11.17 
12.41 
13.66 
14.90 

I 30 32 I 
31 63 
32 95 
34 26 
35 58 
36 89 
3c 21 
39 52 
4C 64 
42 15 
43 46 
44 78 

46.17 S 62.9e 
47.57 64.46 
48.96 65.94 
50.35 67.42 
51.75 68.90 
53.14 70.39 
54.53 71.87 
55.93 73.35 
57.32 74.83 
58.71 76.31 
60.11 77.79 
61.50 79.27 
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I 
SSWOAK FOREST I ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

1 
WATER 1 TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 

January 
February 

May 

, 
i Marcn 
! Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
i September 

October 
November 
December 

! 

5 0.76. I 9.89 I 19.59 S 29.88 I 40.87 
1.51 10.70 20.44 30.80 41 84 
2.27 11.50 21.29 31.71 42.8: 
3.03 12.30 22. I5 32.62 43.79 
3.79 13.11 23.00 33.53 44.76 
4.54 13.91 23.85 34.44 45.73 
5.30 14.71 24.71 35.35 46.70 ! 
6.06 15.52 25.56 36.26 47.67 1 
6.82 16.32 26.41 37.17 48.64 1 
7.57 17.13 27. 27 38.08 49.62 ; 
8.33 17.93 28.12 38.99 50.59 i 
9.09 18 73 28.97 39.90 51.56 ~ 
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I SSUlPALISADES COUNTRY CLUB SCHEDULE 10-A 
' ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COPIMISSIDN APPROVEC 

2001 .. mANsnIssIoN DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 

January I 0.11 I 1.38 I 2.77 I 4.27 I 5.88 
February 0.21 1 . 5 0  2.90 4 .40  6.02 

March 0.32 1 .61  3.02 4.53 6.17 
A p n  1 0.42 1 .73  3.14 4.67 6.32 
May 0.53 1.84 3.27 4.80 6 46 
June 0.63 1.96 3 .39  4.93 6 61 
Jul v 0.74 2 . 0 7  3 . 5 1  5 . 0 6  6.76 - 

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

0.84 2 .19  3.64 5.20 . 6 .90  
0.95 2.30 3.76 5.33 7 .05  
1 .06  2.42 3.89 5 . 4 6  7.19 
1 16 2.53 4.01 5.60 7.34 
1.27 2.65 4.13 5.73 7.49 
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' SSU/PALM PORT I ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
! 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
CWMISSION APPROVED 

1 
1 UATER 

TRANSMISSION h DIS~IBLJTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ' I 
January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 

I July 
I August 
1 September 

October 
I November 
I December 

i I 0.14 I 1.89 I 3.78 I 5.81 S 8.04 
0.29 2.04 3.95 6.00 8.24 
0.43 2.20 4.12 6.18 8.43 
0.58 2.36 4.28 6.37 8.63 
0.72 2.51 4.45 6.55 8.83 
0.87 2.67 4.62 6.74 9.03 
1 . 0 1  2.83 4.79 6.92 9 22 
1.15 2.98 4.96 7.10 . 9 4 2  : 
1 .30 3.14 5.13 7.29 9.62 ! 
1.44 . 3.30 5.29 7 47 9.82 

10.02 : 1.55 3.45 5.46 7.66 
1.73 3.61 5.63 7.84 10.22 ; 1 
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I j SSWPALM PORT 
1 ALLOdANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

1 WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
Novemoer 
December 

May 

4 7.62 I 8.09 
15.25 16.18 
22.87 24.27 
30.50 32.36 
38.12 40.44 
45.74 48.53 
53.37 56.62 
60.99 64.71 
68.62 72.80 
76.24 80.89 
83.87 88.98 
91.49 97.07 

I 197.15 
205.75 
214.35 
222.95 
231.55 
240.14 
248.74 
257.34 
265.94 
274.54 
285.14 
291.73 

4 300 89 
310.05 
319.21 
328.37 
337.53 
346.69 
355.85 
365.01 
374.17 
383.33 
392.49 
401.65 

s 41: 43 
421 20 
430 96 
440 75 
450 53 
460 30 
470 08 
479 85 
489 63 
499 40 
509 18 
518 95 

WrnTER 
~ TREATUEKl S DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ! 

Jaiuary 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
I September 

October 
November 

I December 

May 

I 
I 

I 8.05 
16.09 
24.14 
32 18 
40.23 
48.27 
56.32 
64.36 
72.41 
80.46 
88.50 
96.55 

I 8.61 
li.23 
25.84 
34.45 
43.06 
51.68 
60.29 
68.90 
77.51 
86.13 
94.74 
103.35 

I 209.13 
218.37 
227.61 
236.84 
246.08 
255.32 
264.55 
273.79 
283.03 
292.27 
301.50 
310.74 

4 320 60 
330 59 
340 51 
350 43 
360 36 
370 28 
380 20 
390 13 
400 05 
409 97 
419 90 
429 82 

4 440.50 
451.18 ~ 

461.85 I 

472 53 
483.21 
493.89 
504.57 ~ 

515.25 ~ 

525.92 i 
536.60 
547.28 ~ 

557.96 ~ 
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i SSWPALM TERRACE 1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10-6 

COtlMISSIOIv APPROViC 

WPSTMATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 i 

i January I 0 . 4 3  I 0.48 I 11.36 I 17.73 I 24.79 ~ 

I February 0 86 0.95 11.89 18.31 25 43 
~ March 1.28 1.43 12 .41  18.90 26.08 

Apri 1 1 . 7 1  1.90 12.94 19 .48  26.73 ~ 

June 2.57 2 85 13.99 20.64 28.02 
! July 2.99 3 33 14 .52  21.23 28.67 

August 3.42 3.80 15.04 2 1 . 8 i  . 29.31 
3.85 4 .28  15.57 22.39 29.96 : September 

October 4 . 2 8  4 .75  16.10 22.97 30.60 ~ 

November 4.71 5.23 16.62 23.56 31.25 ~ 

! December 5 .13  5.70 17.15 24.14 31.90 I 
I 

2 . 14  2.38 13.47 20.06 27.37 ~ 

1 
May 

~ 

i 

, 
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1 SSLVPALMS MOBILE HOME PARK 
i ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED I SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  I 

CDMMISSiON APPROVED 1 

--1 

MER I I 
1 TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

- 
! 

January S 0.60 S 7.88 S 15.73 S 24.19 I 33.35 1 
February 1.21 8.53 16.43 24.95 34.17 i 

March 1.81 9.18 17.13 . 25.71 34.98 j 
Apri 1 2.41 . 9.83 1; i:: 26 47 35.80 
May 3.01 16.48 IC 5 2  27.23 36.62 
June 3 62 11 13 i5  2.. 27.98 37 44 
July 

A u g u s t  
September 
October 

~ November 
December I 

4 . 2 2  11 78 19.93 28.74 38.26 
4.82 12.43 20.63 29.50 . 35 06 
5.42 13.08 21.33 30.26 39 89 
6.03 13.73 22.04 31.01 40.71 
6.63 14.38 22.74 31.77 41.53 
7.23 15.03 23.44 32.53 42.35 
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I 3 
I 

SSU/ PINE RIDGE U T I L I T I E S  
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

I 

SCHEDULE IO-A 1. 
CcMnlSSION APPROVED I 

I 
UATER I 

*Ool i TRANSHISSION 6 DISTRIBLITION 1997 1998 1999 2000 

~ 

January I 11.26 I 147.40 S 295.48 S 456.65 I 632.22 
February 22.53 159.65 308.81 471.17 648.05 ! 
March 33.79 171.90 322.14 .485.69 663.86 1 
Apri 1 45.05 184.15 335.47 500.21 679.71 
May 56.31 196.40 348.80 514.73 695.54 
June 67.56 208.65 362.13 529.26 700.00 
July 78.84 220.90 375 47 543 78 700.00 ~ 

August 90.10 233.15 388.80 558.30 . 7 0 0 . 0 0  i 
September 101.37 245.40 402.13 572.82 700.00 
October 112.63 257.65 415.46 587.35 700.00 ~ 

November 123.89 269.90 428.79 601.87 700.00 ~ 

December 135.15 282.14 442.12 616.39 700.00 ~ 

I 
~ 

I 
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i i SSU/ P INEY WOODS 
1 

ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE I O - A  , 

COnMlSSlON APPROVED ~ 

I 

1 
WATER I 1 TRANSMISSION h DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 

I 3.82 I 49 99 I 100.20 I 154.88 I 214 45 ~ 

i 
January 
February 7 .64  54.14 104.73 159.80 219.82 

March 11 46 58.29 109.25 164 73 225.20 
Apri 1 15.28 62.45 113.77 169.66 230.57 ~ 

! Hay 19.10 66.60 118.29 174.59 235.94 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

22.92 70.76 122.82 179.51 241.31 
26.73 74.91 127.34 184.44 .246.69 
30.55 79.07 131.86 189.37 252.06 
34.37 83.22 136.38 194.30 257.43 
38.19 87 37 140.90 199.22 262.80 
42 01 91.53 145.43 204.15 268.18 
45 83 95 66 149.95 209.08 273.55 
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I 

j ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
! SSUi POINT O'WOOOS SCHEDULE 10-A 

COMMISSION APPROVED 
! 

WATER 
'IRANSHISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1599 2000 zoo1 . I 

1 

i I 
I 
I 
! 

January I 1.16 I 15.13 s 30.14 I 46.28 s 63.68 
February 2.31 16.37 31.47 41.72 65.24 

March 3.47 17.61 32.81 49.16 66.79 
A p n  1 4.63 18.86 34.15 50.60 68.35 

M Y  5.79 20.10 35.48 52.04 69.90 
June 6.94 21 34 36.82 53.49 71.45 
Julv 8.10 22 59 38.16 54 93 73 0; - 

August  
September 
October 
November 
December 

9 26 22 83 39.49 56.37 . 74 56 

11.57 26.31 42.17 59.25 77.67 
12.73 27.56 43.50 60.69 79.23 ~ 

13.89 28.80 44.84 62.13 80.78 ~ 

10.41 25.07 . 40.83 57.81 76.12 ~ 
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~ SSU/ POINT O'WOODS 
i ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
I 

i 
SCHEDULE 10-8 1 

COMMISSION APPROVED ~ ' UASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 i -~ 
~ January 

February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 

! October 
~ November 

December 

I 
I 

I 11.37 
22.74 
34.11 
45.48 
56.85 
68.22 
79.59 
90.96 

102.33 
113.69 

I 12.25 I 296.64 
24.50 309.85 
36.75 323.07 
49.00 336.28 
61.24 349.50 
73.49 362.71 
85 74 375.93 
97.99 389.15 

110.24 402.36 
122 49 415.58 

I 456.29 S 628 82 
470.57 644.27 
484.85 659.72 
499.13 675.17 
513.41 690.62 
527.69 706.07 
541.97 721.52 
556.25 736 97 
570.53 - 752.42 
584.81 767.87 

125 06 134 74 428.79 599 09 783 32 
136.43 146 99 442 01 613.37 798 77 

wmm i TREAlHEKTbDISWSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ' 

i- ~~ 

January 
February 

March 
Apn 1 
May 

~ June 
July 

August 
I September 

October 
November 
December 

i 
I 

I 5.47 I 
10.93 
16.40 
21.87 
27.34 
32.80 
38.27 
43.74 
49.21 
54.67 
60.14 
65.61 

6.02 
12.05 
18.07 
24.10 
30.12 
36.15 
42.17 
48.19 
54.22 
60.24 
66.27 
72.29 

I 144.54 
151.17 
157.81 
164.45 
171.08 
177.72 
184.36 
190.99 
197.63 
204.27 
210.90 
217.54 

I 224.85 
232.16 
239.47 
246.78 
254.08 
261.39 
268.70 
276.01 
283.32 
290.63 
297.94 
305.25 

I 313.30 ~ 

321.35 j 
329.4C 
337 45 ~ 

345.50 : 
353.55 I 
361.60 ~ 

369.65 I 
377.70 ! 
385.76 I 
393.81 
401.86 1 
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I 

i ssu/ POMONA PARK 
i ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

t I 

1 MER 1 TRANSMISSION B DISTRIWTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

, 
I 

January I 0.83 I 10.91 I 21.84 J 33.70 I 46.58 j 

March 2.50 12.72 23.81 35.83 48.89 
i Apri 1 3.34 13.63 24.79 36.90 50.05 

May 4.17 14.53 25.77 37.96 51.21 
I June 5 .00  15.44 26.75 39.03 52 37 

Ju ly  5.84 16.34 27.73 40.09 53.52 ~ 

February 1.67 11.82 22.83 34.77 47.74 j i 

Augusi 6.67 17 25 28.71 41.16 . 54.68 
i September 7.51 18.15 29.69 42.22 55 84 i 
1 October 8.34 19.05 30.67 43.29 57.00 
i November 9.17 19.96 31.65 44.35 58.16 ~ 

i December 10.01 20.86 32.64 45.42 59.31 
i 
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SSU/ POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10 -A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER TREATMENT 
1 -  I 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I January I 2 36 I 30 80 I 61.27 I 93 97 $ 129 10 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

A u g u s t  
September 

October 
November 
Decemoer 

4.71 
7.07 
9.43 
11.78 
14.14 
16.49 
18.85 
21.21 
23.56 
25.92 
28.28 

33.32 
35.85 
38.37 
40.90 
43.42 
45.94 
48.47 
50.99 
53.52 
56 04 
58.57 

63.98 
56 69 
cl: .40 
7: :: 
73.€1 
7 j  :-, 

80.23 
82.93 
85.64 
88.35 
91.06 

. i L  

96 88 
99 78 
102 69 
105 60 
!X 51 
: : 1  42 
114 33 
117 24 
120 15 
123 06 
125 97 

132 24 
135.37 
138.51 I 
141.64 ~ 

144.77 i 
147.91 I 
151.04 
154.18 
157.31 
160 45 
163.58 

, 
MER I 

TRANSMISSION 8 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

I 

I 5.41 I 70.76 I Id! F C  S ?!8.63 I 302.29 ~ 

March 16.22 82.50 152 .4 '  232.47 317.35 , 
309.82 

January 
February 10.82 76.63 14: G >  ~ 2 . 5 5  

, -  

A p r i  1 
Hay 
June 
July 

Augus t  
September 

October 
November 
December 

21.63 88.36 
27.04 94.23 
32 45 100.10 
37 86 105 96 
43.27 111.83 
48.67 117.70 
54.08 123.56 
59.49 129.43 
64.90 135.30 

16G. 77 239.40 
167.14 246.32 
173.50 253.24 
179.87 260.16 
186.24 267.08 
192.61 274.00 
198.98 280.92 
205.34 287.84 
211.71 294.76 

324.88 
332.41 
339.94 
347 47 
355.00 
362.53 
370.06 
377.59 
385.12 
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1 SSU/ QUAIL RIDGE j ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  

COMMISSION APPROVEC 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION 6 DISTAIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I -  
I January j February 

March 
I Apri 1 
! May 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
Novwnber 
December 

i 
i 
I 

I 0.26 
0.53 
0.79 
1.05 
1.32 
1 .58  
1.85 
2.11 
2.37 
2.64 
2.90 
3.16 

I 3.45 I 6.91 I 
3.74 7.22 
4.02 7.53 
4.31 7.83 
4.59 8.14 
4.88 8 45 
5.17 8.76 
5.45 9.07 
5.74 9.38 
6.03 9.69 
6.31 10.00 
6.60 10.31 

10.64 
10.98 
11.32 
11.65 
11.99 
12.32 
12.66 
13.00 
13.33 
13.67 
14.00 
14.34 

I 14.70 
15.07 
15 43 
15.80 
16.16 
16.53 
16.89 

. 17.26 
17.62 
17.99 
18.35 
18.72 
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j SSU/ R I V E R  GROVE 
~ ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMnISSlON APPROVED i 

I 

UATER TREATMEKT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January i 

i February 
March 

~ 

I Apri 1 
may 
June 

I 
I 
i July 
i August 

September 
October I 

November 
i December 

i I 1.01 I 13.22 
2.02 . 14.29 
3.04 15.36 
4.05 16.43 
5.06 17.50 
6.07 18.58 
7.08 19.65 
8.10 20.72 
9.11 21.75 

10.12 22.86 
11.13 23.94 
12.14 25.01 

S 26.15 
27.29 
28.43 
29.56 
30.70 
31.84 
32.98 
34.12 
35.26 
36.40 
37.54 
38.68 

S 39.89 I 54.51 
41.10 55.80 
42 31 57.05 
43.52 58.39 
44.74 59.68 
45.95 60.97 
47.16 62.26 
48 37 . 63.55 
49.58 64.84 
50.80 66.13 
52.01 67.43 
53.22 68.72 

I 

WTER I 
I 

i TWNSMISSION 6 OISTRISUTION 
- I 

j 
January J 
February 

I March 
i i Apri 1 
1 May 

~ June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 

October 
I November 
i December 

i I 
i 

1997 

1.97 
3.95 
5.92 
7.89 
9.86 

11.84 
13.81 

1998 

S 25.80 I 
27.94 
30.07 
32.20 
34.34 
36.47 
38.61 

1999 2000 

51.58 S 79.50 I 
53.89 82.00 
56.20 84.51 
58.51 87.01 
60.82 89.51 
63.13 92.02 
65.44 94.52 

2001 

109.76 
112.47 
115.19 
117.90 
120.62 
123.34 
126.05 ~~ 

15.78 40.74 67.75 97.02 128 77 
17.75 42.87 70.06 99.53 131.48 i 

21.70 47.14 74.68 104.54 136.91 1 
23.67 49.27 76.99 107.04 139.63 ~ 

19.73 45.01 72.37 102.03 1 3 . 2 0  ' 
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1 SSUl  ROSfHONT/ROLLING GREEN 
! ALLOklANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

- 
I 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

1 

I 
I WATER .. 

2001 -l- TRANSHISSIDN & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 
~ 1 ,~ 

I January I 3.82 s 50.01 s 100.22 s 154.87 I 214.36 I 

February 7.64 54 . i7  104.74 159.79 219.75 
March 11 .46  58.32 109.26 164.72 225.11 ~ 

ADri 1 15 .29  62.47 113.38 169.64 230.47 

i 
~ 

May 
June 
July 

! August 
September 
Dct obe r 
November 
December 

i 

! 

19.11 66 .63  

26 75 74.93 
30.57 79.09 
34.39 83.24 
38.22 87.39 
42.04 91.55 
45 86 95 70 

22.93 78.78 
118.30 

127.35 
131.87 
136.39 
140.91 
145.43 
149.95 

122.83 

~~ 

174.56 235.83 
179.48 24i .2C 
184.41 246.56 
189.33 '251.95 
194.25 257.29 
199.17 262.65 
204.10 268.01 
209.02 273.37 
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SSU/ SALT SPRINGS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

I 
SCHEDULE 10-A j 

COMMISSION APPROVED ~ 

UATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIMION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 5.74 I 75.12 I 150.44 I 232 27 I 321.27 
February 11.48 81.35 157.21 239 63 329.29 

March 17.22 8 i .  58 163.98 '246.99 337.30 
Apri 1 22.96 93.82 170.75 254.36 345.32 
May 28.70 100.05 177.51 261.72 353.33 
June 34.45 IO€ 28 184.28 269.08 361.35 
July 

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

40.19 112 51 191.05 276 44 369.36 
45.93 118.74 197.82 283.81 . 377.38 
51.67 124.97 204.59 291.17 385.33 
57 41 13l.20 211.36 298.53 393.41 
63.15 137.43 218.13 305.90 401.42 1 
68.89 143.67 224.90 313.26 409.44 ~ 
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I SSUI SALT SPRINGS j ALLOWANCE FOG FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10-8 

COMMISSION APPROVED 
I 

YASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 7.76 
15.52 
23.28 
31.03 
38.79 
46.55 
54.31 
62.07 
69.83 
7:. 59 
85.34 
93.10 

I 8.32 
16.65 
24.97 
33.29 
41.62 
49.94 
58.26 
66.59 
74.91 
83.23 
91.55 
99.88 

I 201.93 
210.87 
219.82 
228.76 
237.71 
246.65 
255.60 
264 55 
273.49 
282.44 
291.38 
300.33 

I 309.96 
319.58 
329.21 
338.84 

.348.47 
358.09 
367.72 
377.35 
386.98 
396.60 
406.23 
415.86 

S 426.24 
436.62 
447.00 
457.38 
467.76 
478.14 
488.51 
498 89 
509.27 

. 519.65 
530.03 
540.41 

i 
WASTEWATER I 

I 

TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 j i 
I 

January S 5.78 S 6.13 S 149.45 I 228.15 I 312.03 
February 11.56 12.27 155.97 235.10 319.46 

March 17.33 18.40 162.49 242.05 326.88 
Apri 1 23.11 24.53 169.02 249.00 334.30 ! 

May 28.89 . 30.66 175.54 255.95 341.73 
June 34.67 36.80 182.06 262.91 349.15 , 
Ju ly  40.44 42.93 188.58 269.86 356.57 

August 46.22 49.06 195.11 276.81 364.00 
?ptember 52.00 55.19 201.63 283.76 371.42 
k t o b e r  57.78 61.33 208.15 290.71 378.85 
ovember 63.55 67.46 214.68 297.66 386.27 
mecember 69.33 73.59 221.20 304.61 393.69 
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b 

1 SSU/ S ILVER LAKE ESTATES/WESTLRN SHORES 
~ ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
i 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  ~ 

CCMMISSION APPROVED j 

~ U A T E R W T F t E N T  1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

January 1.52 I 19.84 I 39.50 I 60.63 I 83.38 j 
February 3.03 21.46 41.25 62'. 52 85.41 j 

I i 
March 4.55 23 09 43.00 6 4 4 0  87.44 1 
Apri 1 6.07 24.72 44 75 66.28 89.47 i 

7.59 26.35 46 50 68.17 91.51 May 
June 9.10 27.98 48.25 70.05 93.54 ~ 

Ju ly  10.62 29.61 50.00 71.93 - 95.57 
August 12.14 31.23 51.75 73.82 97.60 

September 13.66 32.86 53.50 75.70 
15.17 34.49 55.25 77.58 
16.69 36.12 57.00 79.47 103.69 , October 

November 
December 18.21 37.75 58.75 81.35 105.72 ! 

I 

E: i 
UATER I 

TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 
i 

January I 2.01 I 26.26 I 52.57 I 81.15 I 112.23 
February 4.01 28.43 54.93 e3.72 115.02 

March 6.02 30.61 57.30 86.29 117.82 
Apri 1 8.03 32.79 59.66 88.86 120.61 

May 10.03 34.97 62.03 91.43 123.41 
June 12.04 37.14 64.39 94.00 126.21 
J u l y  14.05 39.32 66.75 96.57 129.00 

August 16.05 41.50 69.12 99.14 131.80 
September 18.06 43.67 71.48 101.72 134.60 
October 20.07 45.85 73.85 104.29 137.39 
November 22.07 48.03 76.21 106.86 140.19 
December 24.08 50.21 78.57 109.43 142.98 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1086 

SSU/ SILVER LAKE OAKS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
CDMMISSION APPROVED 

I 
UATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 , 

January I 1.59 I 20 74 I 41.21 S 63.15 S 86 66 
Februarr 3.17 22.43 43.03 65.10 88.75 

I March 
Apn 1 
May 
June 

~ July 
August 

September 
j October 

November 

I 
4.76 
6.35 
7.93 
9.52 
11.1: 
i2.69 
la. 28 
15.87 
17.45 

24.13 
25.82 
27.52 
29.22 
30 91 
32 61 
34 30 
36.00 
37 69 

44.84 
46.66 
48.48 
50.30 
52.11 
53.93 
55.75 
57.57 
59.38 

67.04 
68.99 
70.94 
72.89 
74.83 
76.78 
78.73 
80.68 
82.62 

90 85 
92.94 
95 03 
97 12 
99 21 

101 30 
. 103 4C 
105 49 
107 58 

December 19 04 39 39 61 20 84 57 109 67 

! 
~ ~~ 

i ~~ 

UAER 
mANSHISSION & DISTRIWIDN 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

January I 13.09 S 171.33 I 343.14 I 529.87 I 700.00 ~ 

February 26.19 185.55 358.59 546.67 700.00 ~ 

March 39.28 199.76 374.04 563 48 700.00 
A D r i  1 52.37 213.98 389.49 580,28 7OC. OC 
May 65.47 228.19 404.93 597.08 700.00 
June 78.56 242.41 420.38 613.88 700 O l i  

I July 91.65 256.62 435.83 630.69 700.00 ~ 

August 104.75 270.84 451.28 647.49 700.00 i 
September 117.84 285.05 466.72 664.29 700.00 1 I 
October 130.93 299.27 482.17 681.09 700.00 1 .  November 144.03 313.48 497.62 697.90 700.00 ! 

I 

1 

1 December 157.12 327.70 513.07 7oo.00 7oo.00 j 
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I i SSU/ SILVER LAKE OAKS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

I WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

~ , January 
I February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
J u l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

, 

I 2.92 
5.85 
8.77 

11.70 
14.62 
17.55 
20.47 
23.40 
26.32 
29.25 
32.17 
35.09 

I 3.15 I 
6.30 
9.44 

12.59 
15.74 
18.89 
22.03 
25 18 
28 33 
31.48 . 
34.63 
37.77 

76.26 
79.65 
83.04 
86.44 
89.83 
93.22 
96.61 

100 O G  
103.39 
106.79 
110.18 
113.57 

I 117 23 
120.89 
124.55 
128.21 
131.87 
135.53 
139.19 
142.85 
146 5:  
150.17 
153 63 
157.49 

I 161.45 
165.40 
169.36 ~ 

173.32 
177.28 i 
181.23 
185.19 
189.15 

197 06 
201.02 
204.97 

- 193.10 

! 

! 1 
WTEWATER 1 

'TREATMENT b DISPOSAL ' 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 i 
I 
I 

i 
January 
February 

1 Marcn 
! Apri 1 
I May 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
1 September 
i October 
1 November 
I December 

I 17.56 I 18.81 
35.11 37.61 
52 67 56 42 
70 22 75 22 
87 78 94 03 

105.33 112.83 
122.89 131.64 
140.45 150.44 
158.00 169.25 
175.56 188.05 
193.11 206.86 
210.67 225.66 

I 456.51 I 700.19 I 962.15 
476.69 721.89 985.51 
496.88 743.58 ***le** 

517.06 
537.24 
557.42 
577.60 
597.78 852.03 e****** 

617.96 
638.14 895.42 ******* 
658.32 917.11 ***** 
678.50 938.80 tffttft* . 

765.27 *****T-* 
786.96 t * t t *x. tr  

808.65 t*ttt**l 

830.34 t******t , 
873.73 t*r***** 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1088 

SSU/ SOUTH FORTY r ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
I 

SCHEDULE 10-B I 
CCMM!SSIOh APPROVED 

I 

COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 

j January 
February 
March 
A p n  1 

i 
i 

I 
i 
I 

! 

nay 
June 
July 

August 
September 

! October 
November 
December 

! 

I 36.25 
72.50 
108.74 
144.99 
181.24 
217.49 
253.73 
269.98 
326.23 
362 48 
396.73 
434.97 

I 38.96 
77 92 
116 88 
155 84 
194 80 
235 76 
272 73 
311.69 
350.65 
389 61 
428 57 
467 53 

I 944 45 I 1.300.00 
986.39 1.300 00 

1.028.33 1.300 00 
1.070 26 1.300.00 
1.112.22 1.300.00 
1,154.16 1.300.00 
1,196.11 1.300.00 
1.238 05 1.300 00 
1.279.99 1.300 00 
1,300.00 1.300.00 
1.300 00 1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300.00 

.. - 
I 1.300 00 I 
1.300 00 
1.300.00 I 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 I 
1.30O.OG 
1.300 00 
1.300.00 
1.300 90 
1.300 OC : 
1.300.00 i 
1.300 00 , 

I 
TREATMEhl & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 , I UAsTEUAm 

i 
January S 42.82 I 45.52 I 1.108 57 I 1.300 00 I 1 , 3 0 0 . 0 0  
February 85.64 91.04 1.157.06 1.30C, OC 1.300 00 
March 126.46 136.56 1.205 55 1.300 00 1.300.00 I Apri 1 171.26 182.08 1.254.03 1.300.00 1.300.00 

1 Mar 214.10 227 60 1.300.00 . 1.300 00 1.30C O C  
June 
July 
August 

September 
October 
November 
December 

256 93 273 12 1 300 00 1 300 00 1 300 OC , 
299.75 318.64 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 
342.57 364.16 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 
385.39 409.68 1.300.00 1.300.00 1300 00 , ~ ~~ ~~ 

428.21 455.20 i;joo.oo i.30o.00 1.300 00 
471.03 500.71 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300 00 
513.85 546.23 1.300.00 1.300.00 1,300.00 ~ 

I 
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I SSUl  SPRING GARDENS 1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUOENTLY INVESTED 
1 

i 

COMMISSION APPROVED I 

SCHEDULE 10-A 

UATER 
TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

r -  

I January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 

~ June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 
1 

J 0.78 
1.56 
2.35 
3.13 
3 . 9 1  
4.69 
5.48 
6.26 
7.04 
7 .82  
8.60 
9.39 

S 10.23 
11.07 
11 91 
12 75 
13 58 
14 42 
15 26 
1E 10 
16 94 
17 78 
18 62 
19 46 

J 20.36 
21.27 
22.17 
23.07 
23 98 
24 88 
25.78 
26.69 
27.59 
28.49 
29.39 
30.30 

I 31.27 
32.24 
33.22 
34.19 
35.16 
36.13 
37.11 
38.08 
39.05 
40.02 
41.00 
41.97 

I 43.02 
44.07 
45.12 
46.17 
47.22 
48 27 
49.32 

. 5C.37 
51.42 
52.47 
53.51 
54.56 
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I 
SSU/ SPRING GARDENS SCHEDULE io-a 1 

ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COnnISSION APPROVED 1 
i 

WASTEMTER COLLECTION 1997 . 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 2.45 I 2.59 I 63.20 I 96.19 I 131.17 
February 4.90 5.17 65.93 99.09 134.25 I 

March 7.35 7.76 68.67 101.99 137.33 ~ 

A p r i  1 9.81 10.35 71.40 104.89 140.41 
May 12.26 12.93 74.14 107.79 143.49 ~ 

June 14.71 15.52 76.88 110.69 146.57 
July 

I A u g u s t  
September 
October 
Novemoer 
Decembe- 

17.16 18.11 79.61 113.59 149.65 
19.61 20.70 82.35 116.49 152.73 
22.06 23.28 85.08 119.39 . 155 81 
24.51 25.87 , a7.e.2 122.29 158 90 
26.96 26.46 90.56 125.19 161.98 
29 42 31.04 93.29 128.09 165.06 
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~ S S U i  ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
! ALLONANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY :INVESTED 

SCYEDULE 10-A  
COMMl 88: ON APPROVED 

UATER i lRANSHISSIW 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
F e b r u a r y  

March 
A p r i  1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September  
October 

November 
December 

I 0.57 
1 . 1 5  
1 72 
2.29 
2.86 
3 44 
4.01 
4.58 
5.15 
5.73 
6.30 
6.87 

I 7 49 
8 11 
8 73 
9 35 
9 97 

10 59 
l i  21 
1; 83 
12.45 
13.07 
13 69 
14 31  

s 14 98 
15 65 
16 33 
17 00 
17 67 
18 34 
19 02 
19 69 
20 36 
2: L?3 
21 -i  _ _  2; 

s 23 11 
23 84 
24 56 
25 29 
26 02 
26 75 
27 48 
28 21 
28.93 
29 66 
30 39 
31 12 

s 31 91  
32 7C 
33 45 
34 29 
35 08 
35 87 
36 66 
37 45 
38 24 
39 03 
39 82 
40 62 
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I 
SSUi STONE MOUNTAIN SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMl SS 1 ON APPROVED I 

WATER 
WMISSION b DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 m o o  zoo1 

, 
~ January 
j February 
1 March 
I npri 1 

May i 
June 
July 

August 1 
! September 
! October 

November 
December 

S 0.93 
1.86 
2.78 
3.71 
4.64 
5.57 
6.49 
7.42 
8.35 
9.28 

10.21 
11.13 

'6 12.14 S 
13.14 
14.14 
15.14 
16 14 
17.15 
18.15 
19.15 
20.15 
21. I 6  

. 22.16 
23.16 

24.25 I 37.37 
25.33 38.55 
26.42 39.73 
27.51 40.91 
28.59 42.08 
29.68 43.26 
30.76 44.44 
31.85 45.62 
32.94 46.60 
34.02 47.97 
35.11 49.15 
36.19 50.33 

J 51.61 
52.86 
54.16 
55.43 j 
56.71 

.59.26 
60.53 
61 .a1 
63.08 
6 4 3 6  
65.63 

57.98 

L 
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1 SSUi SUGAR MILL  1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10-A 

C0MM:SSION APPROVED 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 4.79 I 62.55 I 124.11 I 189.86 S 260.21 ~ 

I 

I I February 9.57 67 65 129.55 195.69 266.46 , 
March 14.36 72.75 135 00 201.52 272.70 1 
Apri 1 19.15 77 85 140.45 207.34 278.95 ~ 

May 23.94 82.95 145.90 213.17 285.19 ~ 

i June 28.72 88.05 151.34 219.00 291.44 I 
i Ju ly  33.51 93.15 156.79 224.83 297.68 , 
! August 38.30 98.25 162.24 230.66 303.93 I 

September 43.09 103.36 167.69 236.49 . 310.17 i 
October 47.87 108.46 173.14 242.31 316.41 1 
November 52.66 113.56 178.58 248.14 322.66 
December 57 45 118.66 184 03 253 97 328.90 

i 
! 

WATER i I TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ! 

January $ 0 2 2  S 2 8 6  $ 5 7 0  I 8 7 6  $ 1 2 0 5  
February 0 44 3 10 5.96 9.04 12 35 

I March 
~ Apri 1 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

~ ! 

0.66 3.33 
0.88 3.57 
1.09 3.80 
1.31 4.04 
1.53 4.27 
1.75 4.51 
1.97 4.74 
2.19 4.98 
2.41 5.21 
2.63 5.45 

6.21 
6.46 
6.72 
6.97 
7.22 
7.48 
7.73 
7.99 
8.24 
8.49 

9.31 12.64 
9.58 12.93 
9.85 13.23 

10.13 13.52 
10.40 13.81 
10.67 14.11 
10.94 14 4G 
11.22 14.70 
11.49 14.99 
11.76 15.28 
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' SSU/ SUGAR MILL  i j ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10.8 I 

COMMISSION APPROVED 

WEWATER 
TREATllENT & DISPOSAL 200L L 

1 
1997 1998 1999 2000 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 5.41 
10.81 
16.22 
2 i  63 
27.04 
32 44 
37 85 
43.26 
48.66 
54.07 
59.48 
64.89 

I 5.78  
11 56 
17.35 
23.13 
28.91 
34.69 
40.47 
46.25 
52.04 
57.82 
63.60 
69.38 

I 140.46 
146.66 
152.85 
159.05 
165.25 
171.44 
177.64 
183.83 
190.03 
196.22 
202.42 
208.62 

I 215.26 
221.91 
228 56 
235.21 
241.86 
248.51 
255.16 
261.81 
268.45 
275.10 
281.75 
288.40 

1 295.55 I 
302.69 
309.84 
316.99 
324.14 
331.28 
338.43 
-345.58 : 

352.72 
359.87 ~ 

367.02 1 
374.16 j 
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SSU/ SUGARMILL WWDS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1C-C ' 
COMMISSION APPROVED 'r UATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 1.98 I 25.89 I 51.70 I 79 58 I 109.73 
February 3.96 28.03 54.00 82 08 112.44 

March 5.94 30.17 56.31 84 57 115.14 
A D r i  1 7.92 32.30 58.62 87 07 117.84 

i 
I , 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December , 

9.90 
11.86 
13.86 
15.84 
17  82 

21.78 
23.76 

ig .ao 

34.44 
36.57 
38.71 
40.84 
42.98 
45.12 
47.25 
49.39 

60.93 
63.24 
65.55 
67.85 
70.16 
72.47 
74.78 
77.09 

89.56 
92.06 
94.55 
97.05 
99.54 

102.04 
104.53 
107.03 

120.55 
123.25 ~ 

125 95 ~ 

128 65 
131.36 
134.06 : 
136.76 
139.47 ~ 

i 
MER j 

I 
I msmrssrm 6 ormIBtrrm 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
~ July 
i Augus t  

September 
October 
Novwnber 
December 

~ 

May 

i I 
~ 

I 2.94 
5.88 
8.82 

11.76 
14.70 
17.64 
20.58 
23.52 
26.46 
29.40 
32.34 
35.27 

I 38.48 
41.69 
44 90 
48.11 
51.32 
54.53 
57.74 
60.95 
64.16 
67.37 
70.58 
73.79 

I 77.29 
80.80 
84.31 
87.81 
91.32 
94.83 
98.33 

101.84 
105.35 
108.85 
112.36 
115.87 

I 119.70 
123.53 
127.36 
131.19 
135.03 
138.86 
142.69 
146.52 
150.35 
154.19 
158.02 
161.85 

I 166.04 
170 23 I 
174 42 
178.61 I 
182.60 
186.99 ! 

191.18 
195.37 
199.56 

212.13 
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1 SSU/ SUGARMILL WOODS I ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10-8 1 

COMMISSION APPROVED ~ 

1 ~~~ WASTEWTER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 5.13 
10.27 
15.40 
20.53 
25.67 
30.80 
35.93 
41.07 
46.20 
51.33 
56.46 
61 60 

I 5.60 
11.21 
16.81 
22.41 
28.01 
33.62 
39.22 
44.82 
50.42 
56.03 
61.63 
67.23 

I 134 95 
141 07 
147 19 
153.31 
159.43 
165.55 
171.67 
177 79 
183.91 
190.03 
196.15 
202 27 

I 208.95 
215.64 
222.33 
229.01 
235.70 
242.38 
249.07 
255.76 
262.44 
269.13 
275.81 
282.50 

S 289 81 
297 12 
304 43 
311.74 
319 05 
326 36 
333 67 

. 340 98 
348 29 
355 60 
362 92 
370 23 

! 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

4 3.04 I . 3.25 I 
6.07 6.51 
9.11 9.76 

12.14 13.01 
15.18 16.26 
18.21 19.52 
21.25 22.77 
24.28 26.02 
27.32 29.27 
30.35 32.53 

36.42 39.03 
33.39 35.78 

78.94 
82.43 
85.92 
89.41 
92.90 
96.39 
99.88 

103.37 

110.35 
113.84 
117.33 

106.86 

I 121.09 
124.84 
128.59 
132.34 
136.09 
139.85 
143.60 
147.35 
151.10 
154.86 
158.61 
162.36 

1 166.40 
170.44 
174.48 
178.52 
182.56 
186.61 
190.65 
194.69 
198.73 
202.77 
206.81 
210.85 
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I SSUI SUNNY HILLS 
~ ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
! 

SCHE3UiE 10-A 
ICOMViSS I Oh APPROVED 

, 
I 1 

WATER TREATnENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 2.05 I 26.82 I 53.01 I 80.74 I 110.19 
February 4.11 29.00 55.31 83.18 112.78 

March 6.16 31.17 57.61 85.62 115.38 
Apn 1 8.22 33.34 59.91 88.06 117.9@ 

Ma v 10.27 35.51 62.20 90.50 120.58 
June 
July 

Augus: 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 
I 

I 
I 

12.33 37 68 64.50 92.94 123.17 
14.38 39.85 66.80 95.38 125.77 
16.44 42.02 69.10 97.83 .128 37 
18.49 44.20 71.40 100.27 130.97 
20.54 46.37 73.70 102.71 133.56 
22.60 48.54 76.00 105.15 136.16 : 

24.65 50.71 78.30 107.59 138.76 1 

I-- ~ 

UATER I ' TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 
January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

I September 
October 
November 
December 

I 
I 

i August 

i 
I 

I 3.62 
7.25 
10.87 
14.49 
18.11 
21.74 
25.36 
28.98 
32.60 
36.23 
39.85 
43.47 

I 47.41 
51.35 
55.29 
59.23 
63.17 
67.11 
71.04 

78.92 
82.86 
86.80 
90.74 

74.98 

I 95.03 
95.32 
103.60 
107.89 
112.18 
116.47 
120.76 
125.04 
129.33 
133.62 
137.91 
142.19 

I 146.86 
151.53 
156.20 
160.87 
165.54 
170.21 
174.88 
179.55 
184.22 
188.89 
193.56 
198.23 

I 2C3 32 
208 41 
213 50 
218 59 
223 68 
228 77 I 
233 86 ~ 

238 95 1 

244 03 
249 12 
254 21 
259 30 , 
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ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED CMIISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
Dc t ober 
November 
December 

I 371.62 
380.65 
389.68 
398 71 
407.75 
416.76 
425.81 
434.84 
443.87 

'452.90 
461.93 
470.96 

WTEWATER 
lREAl?lEhl h DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 zoo0 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
Dctober 
November 
December 

I 6.01 I 6.33 S 154.78 I 235.23 I 320.26 
12.03 12.66 161.46 242.28 327.73 
18.04 . 18.96 168.13 249.33 335 20 
24.06 25.31 174.80 256.38 342.66 
30.07 31.64 181.47 263.43 350.13 
36.09 37.97 188.14 270.48 357.60 
42.10 44.30 194.81 277.53 365.07 
48.12 50.62 201.49 284.58 372.54 
54.13 56.95 208.16 291.64 380.01 
60.15 63.28 214.83 298.69 387.47 
66.16 69.61 221.50 305.74 394.94 
72.18 75.94 228.17 312.79 402.41 
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1 SSUi SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
~ ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  1 
C W I S S I O N  APPROVED ' 

YATER lRE&l?lEHT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 
January I 0 79 I 10 25 I 20.28 I 30.91 I 42 21 
February 1.57 11 08 21.16 31 84 43 20 I 

I March 2.36 11.92 22 04 32 78 44 20 
I 

Apri 1 3.14 12.75 22.92 33 72 45.20 
May 3.93 13.58 23.80 34 65 46 19 ~ 

July 5.50 15.24 25.56 36.53 48 19 ~ 

August 6.28 16.07 26 45 37.46 49.18 
September 7.07 16 90 27.33 38 40 . 50.18 ~ 

~ October 7 85 17 74 28 21 39.34 51.18 
November 8 64 18.57 ' 29.09 40.27 52.17 ! 
December 9 42 19.40 29 97 41 21 53.17 

June 4.71 14.41 24.68 35.59 47.19 ~ 

~ 

1 

1 
j 
i 

YATER 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ! 

I I TRANSHISSION 6 DISTRIBVTION 

January 
February 
March 
npri 1 
May 
June 
July 

September 
October 

I November 
December 

i 
i August 
! 

I 31.39 I 40.61 
62.79 44451 
94 18 478 41 
125 57 512 31 
156 96 546 20 
188 36 580 10 
219 75 614 00 
251 14 647 90 
282 53 681 80 
313 93 700 00 
345 32 700.00 
376.71 700.00 

I 700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
70C 00 
700 OC 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 

I 700 DO I 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700.00 
700.00 

70G 00 
700 00 
700 00 I 

700 00 ~ 

700 00 
700 00 
700 00 ' 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 1 

700 oa I 
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~ SSU/ SUNSHINE PARKWAY SCHEDULE 10.8 ~ 

COMMISSION APPROVED 1 
I 
I 

ALLWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

YAmYATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

! 

January 
February 
March 
Apr? 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

.. -_ 
I 53.98 $ 705.63 I 1.300 00 I 1.300 00 I 1.300 00 ~ 

107 96 763.52 1.300.00 1,300 00 i.300 00 , 
161 94 821 40 1.300 00 1.300 00 1.300 00 
215 92 879.29 1.300 00 1.300 00 1.300.00 ~ 

269 89 937.17 1.30000 1.300.00 1.30000 ~ 

323.87 995.06 1.300.00 1.300.00 1,300.00 , 
377.85 1,052.94 1,300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 ! 

431.83 1.110.83 1.300.00 1.300.00 1.300.00 
485.81 1.168.71 1,300.00 1.30C.00 1.3CC.OC 
539.79 1.226.60 1.300.00 1.3OO.OC .I ,300 00 
593.77 1.284 48 1.300.00 1.300.00 1 300 00 ! , ~~~ ~ 

647.75 i.joo.oo i.joo 00 i.30o.00 1.300 oc 

~ 

YASTEUATER 1 I TREATMENT hDISWSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 

January 
February 
March 
April 

June 
July 

September 
October 
November 
December 

Hay 

August 

$ 48 76 
97 52 
146 28 
195 04 
243 79 
292 55 
341 31 
390 07 
438 83 
487 59 
536 35 
585 11 

I 636.95 
688.80 
740.64 
792 40 
e44 33 
896 18 
948 02 
999 87 

1.051 71 
1,103 56 
1.155 40 
1.207 25 

I 1.262.49 I 1.300.00 I 1.300.00 ~ 

1.300.00 1.300 00 1.300 00 : 
1.300.00 
1.300 00 

1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 

1.300.00 . 

1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300 00 
1.300.00 

1.300 00 1.300 00 ' 
1.300.00 1.300 00 
1.300.00 1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300 00 
1.3oo.00 1.300.00 j 
1.300.00 1.300 00 ! 
1.300 00 1.300 00 1 
1.300.00 1.300 OC 
1.300.00 1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300.00 i 
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SSU/ TROPICAL ' ALLONANCE FOR i 
ISLES 
FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COnMISSION APPROVED ' 

1 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 

October 
November 
D e c m r  

s 3.16 s 3.43 s 82.87 I 127.87 s 176.78 , 
6.33 6.86 86.59 131.92 181 18 
9.49 IO. 29 90.32 135.96 185.59 
12.66 13.72 94.04 140.01 189.99 ~ 

15.82 li.16 97.76 144.06 194.39 
18.99 20.59 101.49 148.10 198.79 I 

22.15 
25.32 
28.48 
31.65 
34.81 
37.97 

~ ~~ 

24.02 
27.45 
30.88 
34.31 
37.74 
41.17 

~~~ . 

105.21 
108.93 
112.66 
116.38 
120.10 
123.83 

~ ~ ~. 

152.15 
156.20 
160.24 
164.29 
168.33 
172.38 

I 
.~~ ~ 

203.19 
207.59 
212.00 ,: 
216.40 i 
220.80 
225.20 j 

I 

I WASTEWATER ! 
TREAWNT i3 DISPMAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 

January I 11.75 I 12 60 5 305.69 
February 23.49 25.20 319.22 

I March 35.24 37.80 332.75 
Apri 1 46.99 50.40 346.29 

May 
June 
J u l y  

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

58.74 63.00 359.82 
70.48 75.60 373.35 
82.23 88.19 386.89 
93.98 100.79 400.42 
105.72 113.39 413.95 
117.47 125.99 427.49 
129.22 138.59 441.02 
140.96 151.19 454.55 

5 469.12 
483.68 
498.24 
512.81 
527.37 
541.93 
556.49 
571.06 
585.62 
600.18 
614.75 
629.31 

S 645 00 
660.70 
676.39 
692.09 ~ 

723.48 
739.17 i 
754.86 I 
770.56 j 
786.25 I 
801.95 ~ 

817 64 I 

707.78 I 
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I j SSU/ TROPICAL PARK 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED I 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

i 
I WTER ' TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIEUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 i 

January 
February 
March 
A p n  1 

June 
July 

Mar 

I Augusi 
1 September 

October 
November 
December 1 

f 5.03 I 65.79 f 132.02 I 204.30 I 283.22 
10.05 71.26 138.00 210.83 290.35 
15.08 76.74 143.98 217.35 297.48 
20.10 82.22 149.96 223.88 304.60 
25.13 87 70 155.93 230.41 311.73 
30 15 93.18 161.91 236.93 318.86 
35.18 98.65 167.89 243.46 325.99 
4t. 20 104.13 173.86 249.98 . 333.12 
45.23 109.61 . 179.84 256.51 340.25 
5G. 26 115.09 185.82 263.04 347.37 
55.28 120.57 191.80 269.56 354.50 ~ 

60.31 126.05 197.77 276.09 361.63 ~ 
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1 ssui UNIVERSITY SHORES 
I 

I 
' ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 G - A  
COHMISSlON APPROVED 

i ~ 

1 WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1599 2000 2001 , 

January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 0.23 
0.46 
0.69 
0.92 
1.15 
1.38 
1.61 
1 85 
2.08 
2.31 
2.54 
2.77 

I '  3.01 
3.26 
3.50 
3.75 
4.00 
4.24 
4.49 
4.73 
4.98 
5.22 
5.47 
5.71 

I 5.98 
6.24 
6.50 
6.76 
7.03 
7.29 
7.55 
7.81 
8.07 
8.34 
8.60 
8.86 

I 9.14 
9.42 
9.70 
9.96 
10.26 
10.54 
10.81 
11.05 
11.37 
11.65 
11.93 
12.21 

1 12 51 
12 81 
13 10 
13 4C 
13 70 
14 00 
14 30 
14 59 
14 89 
15 19 
15 49 
15 78 1 

~ 

MER 1 

2001 1 
1 

mANSHISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 

January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 

I July 
August 

September 
October 

1 November 
December 

! 
i 

I 
I 

I 2.99 I 39.17 I 78.30 I 120.67 I 166.58 
2.99 3.24 81.80 124.47 170.71 

8.98 9.71 88.82 132.07 178.96 
5.99 6.48 85.31 128.27 174 a3 

11.98 
14.97 
17.97 
20.96 
23.95 
26.95 
29.94 
32.94 

12.95 
16.19 
19.43 
22.67 
25.90 
29.14 
32.38 
35.62 

92.32 
95.83 
99.34 
102.84 
106.35 
109.86 
113.36 
116.87 

135.87 
139.67 
143.46 
147.26 
151.06 
154.86 
158.66 
162.46 

183.08 
187.21 
191.33 
195.46 
199 58 
203.71 
207.83 
211.96 
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SSUi UNIVERSITY SHORES SCHEDULE 10-B  , 

ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED '' 

I i 1 WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ~ I ! 

r- 
January . S  6.45 $ 6.94 I 168.05 I 258.37 J 355.8E 
February 12.89 13.87 175.53 266 44 364 60 

Apn 1 25.78 27.74 190.48 282.58 382.05 
~ May 32.23 34.68 197.96 -290.65 390.78 ' 

June 38.67 41.62 205.44 298.72 399.50 
Ju ly  45.12 . 48.55 212.91 306.79 408.23 I 

August 51.56 55.49 220.39 314.87 416.95 
September 58.01 62.42 227.87 322.94 425.68 I 

December 77.34 83.23 250.30 347.15 451 .86 

March 19.34 20.81 183.00 274.51 373.33 ' I 
1 

October 64.45 69.36 235.34 331.01 .434.41 ~ 

November 70.90 76.29 242.82 339.08 442 13 
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1 SSU/LAKE/VALENCIA TERRACE i ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10-6 

COMMISSION APPROVED ' 
i ! 
i 

I UfUTEWATER 
TREATtaKT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 MOO 2001 

I 
January 

F e b r u a r y  
M a r c h  
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

A u g u s t  
S e p t e m b e r  

O c t o b e r  
November 
December  

I 1.48 
2.97 
4 45 
5 .93  
7 .41  
8.90 

10.38 
11.86 
13.35 
14.83 
16 .31  
i 7 . 7 5  

I 1 . 5 9  
' 3.17 

4.76 
6 .35  
7.94 
9.52 

11.11 
12.70 
14.28 
15.87 
17.46 
19.05 

I 38 54 
40 24 
41.94 
43.65 
45.35 
47.05 
48.75 
50.45 
52.16 
53.86 
55.56 
57.26 

I 59.09 
60.92 
62.75 
64.57 
66.40 
68.23 
70.06 
71.89 
13.72 
75.54 
77.37 
79.20 

I 81.17 ~ 

83.13 1 
85 10 
87.07 
89 03 
91.00 
92.97 

. 94.93 ~ 

96.90 : 
98.87 ~ 

100.83 I 
102.80 
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1 SSU/ VENETIAN VILLAGE 1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

~ 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION b DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 0.16 
0.32 
0.48 
0.64 
0.80 
0.96 
1.12 
1.27 

I 2.09 S 4.18 I 
2.26 4.37 
2.43 4.55 
2.61 4.74 
2.78 4.93 
2.95 5.11 
3.13 5.30 
3.30 5.49 

6.44 
6.64 
6.85 
7.05 
7.25 
7.46 
7.66 
7.87 

~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~~ 

I 8.90 
9.12 
9.34 
9.56 
9.78 

10.00 
10.22 
10.44 

1.43 3.47 5.68 8.07 - 10.66 
1.59 3.65 5.86 8.27 10.88 
1.75 3.82 6.05 8.48 11.10 
1.91 3.99 6.24 8.68 11.32 1 

I i 
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I ssui VENfTIAN VILLAGE 
I ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
1 

SCHEDULE 10-B 
CCMMISSION APPROVED 

1 WUTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 
March 

I Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
Dc t ober 
November 
December 

1 

i 
I 7.67 

15.35 
23 02 
30.69 
38.37 
46.04 
53.71 
61 38 
69.06 
76.73 
84.40 
92.08 

f 8.16 
16.32 
24.48 
32.64 
40.80 
48.96 
57.12 
65.28 
73.44 
81.60 
89.76 
97.92 

5 198.69 
201.38 
216.08 
224.77 
233.46 
242.16 
250.85 
259.54 
268.24 
276.93 
285.62 
294.32 

5 303.60 

322.16 
331.45 
340 73 
350.01 
359 29 
368.57 
377.85 
301.14 
396.42 
405.70 

312. 8a 
I 415 63 

425 56 
435 49 ' 
445 42 
455 35 
465 2E 
475 ZG 
485 13 
495 06 
504 99 
514 92 
524 85 
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, 
SSU/ WELAKA/SARATDGA HARBOUR 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A I 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

I WTER TREATMEKT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 
i 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 2 47 I 32.24 f 6425 f 98.73 
4.93 34.89 67.11 101.80 
7.40 37.54 69.96 104.88 
9.86 40.19 72.82 107.96 
12.33 42.84 75.67 111.03 
14.80 45.50 78.53 114.11 
17.26 48.15 81.38 117.19 
19.73 50.80 84.23 120.26 
22.19 53.45 87.09 123.34 
24.66 56.10 89.94 126.42 
27 13 58.75 92.80 129.49 
29.59 61.40 95.65 132.57 

I 135.89 
139.22 
142.54 
145.86 
149.18 
152.51 
155 83 
159 15 

- 162.47 
165.80 
169.12 
172.44 

t 
I WTER 

I 
I TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION . 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 2.3P I 31.10 f 62.27 I 96.13 I 132.93 
February 4.75 33.68 65.07 99.18 136.25 

March 7.13 36.26 67.87 102.22 139.56 
Apri 1 9.51 ' 38.84 70.68 105.26 142.88 
May 11.89 41.42 73.48 108.31 146.19 
June 14.26 44.00 76.28 111.35 149.51 
July 16.64 46.58 79.08 114.40 152.82 , August 19.02 49.16 81.88 117.44 156.14 

September 21.39 51.73 84.68 120.49 159.45 
October 23.77 54.31 87.48 123.53 162.77 

i November 26.15 56.89 90.29 126.58 166.08 
i December 28.52 59.47 93.09 129.62 169.39 
1 
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SCHEDULE 1 G - A  ' 
1 , SSU/ WDDDMERE 

ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

WTER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 1.39 I 18.16 I 36.03 I 55.13 I 75.54 
February 2.78 19.64 37.62 56.82 77.36 

March 4.17 21.12 39.20 58.51 79.17 
Apri 1 5.56 22.60 40.78 60. 2G 80.98 
May 6.95 24.08 42.36 61.89 82.80 
June 8.34 25.57 43.94 63 58 84.61 
J u l y  9.73 27.05 45.53 65.27 86.42 

August 11 12 28.53 47 11 6 t .  9' 88 2 3  
September 12.51 30. 01 48.69 68.66 9C. 05 
October 13.90 31.49 50.27 70.35 91.86 
November 15.29 32.97 51.85 72.04 93.67 
December 16.68 34.45 53.44 73.73 

95.49 i 
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I 

SSU/ WOOTENS SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMl SS ION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBLlTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 , 

i January I 0.36 I 4.68 S 9.36 S 14.42 I 19.91 1 

I February 0.72 5.07 9.78 14.88 20.41 ; 
March 1.07 5.46 10.19 15.33 20.90 i 
npri 1 1.43 5.84 10.61 15.79 21.39 ' ! 

1 1.79 6.23 11.03 16.24 21.88 ~ May 
June 2.15 6.62 11.45 16.69 22 3E I 

I Ju ly  2.51 7.00 11.87 17.15 22. 8 i  
August 2.87 i . 3 9  12.29 17.60 . 23 36 

i September 3.22 7.78 12.71 18.06 23.86 ~ 

! October 3.58 8.16 13.13 18.51 24 25 ~ 

~ 

i 

November 3.94 8.55 13.55 18.97 24.84 
December 4.30 . 8.94 13.97 19.42 25.33 

! I 
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r 

1 SSU/ ZEPHYR SHORES 1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED , 
SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  

CMlMISSlON APPROVED 

I WATER 1 Tw\NsHISSION 6 DISTRIBWION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I January $ 0.62 S 8 . 1 2  S 16.24 S 25.05 5 34.61 
I February 1.24 8.79 16.97 25.84 35.47 

March 1.86 9.47 17.70 26.63 36.33 ! 
; 
! Apri 1 2.48 10.14 18.43 27.42 37.19 

May 3.10 10.81 19.16 28.21 38.05 i 
I 

June 3.73 11.48 19.88 29.00 38.91 
July 4.35 12.15 20.61 29.79 39.77 

August 4.97 12.82 21.34 30.59 - 40.63 
September 5.59 13.50 . 22.07 31.38 41.49 
October 6.21 14.17 22.80 32.17 42 35 

6 .83  l A  84 23.53 32.96 43.21 
December 7.45 15 51 24.26 33.75 44 .07  
November 

I 

I 
1 
i 
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SSU/ ZEPHYR SHORES SCHEDULE 10-8 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION PLAKT 1997 1998 1999 2000 .. 2001 

January I 5.29 I 5.68 I 137.72 I 211.51 S 291 03 
February 10.57 11.36 143.83 218.09 298.14 

March 15.86 17.04 149.94 224.61 305.24 
Apri 1 21.15 22 72 156.05 231.26 312.35 
May 26.44 28.40 162.16 237.84 319.45 
June 31.72 34.08 168.27 244.43 326.55 
Ju ly  37.01 39.76 174.38 251.01 333.66 

August 42.30 45 44 180.43 257.59 34C. 76 
September 47.59 51.12 186.59 264.18 .34T. 87 
October 52.87 56.80 192.70 270.76 354.97 
November 58.16 62.48 198.81 277.35 362.08 
December 63.45 68.16 204.92 283.93 369.18 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT b DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 0.92 I 0.99 I 23.94 I 36.74 I 50.51  
1.84 1.97 25.00 37.88 51 73 
2.76 2.96 26.06' 39.02 52.96 
3.60 3.94 27.12 40.16 54.19 
4.60 4.93 28.18 41.30 55.41 
5.52 5.92 29.24 42.44 56.64 
6.45 6.90 30.30 43.58 57.87 
7.37 7.89 31.36 44.72 59.09 
8.29 8.88 32.42 45.86 60.32 I 
9.21 9.86 33.48 47.00 61.55 ~ 

10.13 10.85 34.54 48~. 14 62.7) j 
11.05 11.83 35.60 49.28 64.00 I 



Soulhen Slates UblilK)a Inc 
Unacmunlnd For Wsler Mluslmenl lor Vanable Elrpentes 

Plant N8ms P u W r c h  Penenl Gallons GIYons Water P-r Chrmksh Vadable PerllWO Cos1 Purchase Purchase Chem. 

UNFORY PUNTS 

Atbchnunl A 

Gslloni *UFW E x c e n  Em cess Purcha8dPurchaa.d +ffl TOW 1006COSI EKCaSS ADJUSTMENTS 

pplll IOWSI IWS) Water P m r  

I *mllaIahnd 
2 Apsche Shores 
3 Enchefs Polnl 
4 CsMon Villnge 
5 cihus springs 
6 Dellona 
7 D ~ l d  H i m  
8 Fountains 
9 Golden Terrace 

IO noWy H I S  
I I Holiday Haven 
12 Intarcession City 
13 Inledsdmn LakWPk M. 
14 Keystone Heights 
15 Laiaure Lskas 
16 Oak Fwesl 
17 Palm Port 
18 Palm Terrace 
19 Pimola Island' 
20 Poinl 0 Wwda 
21 PomonaPatk 
22 Skyuesl 
23 SI. Johna Hihlsnds 
24 Stone Mountain 
25 Tropics1 Palk 
26 Werlmonl 

419,359 
5,555 
7.928 

14,102 
203,885 

3,038,871 
45.456 
3.898 
5,423 
7.442 
6,057 

21.472 
14,Mu 

122,042 
8,804 

16,722 
6.215 

78.533 
13,454 
24.889 
13.439 
8.567 
4.821 
2.645 

36,764 
13.854 

ll.(18Y 

7.63% 
9.80% 
7.88% 

4.20% 
3.83% 
7.57% 
1.78% 

11.74% 
12.31% 
14.85% 
1.70% 
4.71% 

16.07% 
2.36% 

i.m% 

1.58% 

I 88% 
7 30% 
6 21% 
8 37% 
7 14% 

29 20% 
48 77% 
3 29% 
190% 

27 -n 309.614 2856% 
UNIFORM TOTAL 4,454,675 

48.736 94.63 
1 03 0.20 
eQ5 1.15 

1.m 2.86 
16.085 3056 
47.403 Rl.19 

1 .m 3.63 
145 0.28 
411 0.78 
131 0.25 
71 1 1.35 

2.643 5.03 
2.181 4.15 
2.172 4.13 

415 0.79 
2.687 5.11 

147 0.28 
1.538 2.93 

093 1 119 ... 
1,546 2.94 
1,125 2.14 

612 1.16 
1,437 2.73 
1.388 2.64 
1,210 2.30 

n s7 

$0 
$0 

P5.404 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

17.773 
$0 

$17.452 
Io 

$36.620 
$792 
$552 

$2.761 
$21,076 

$364,1W 
$6,408 
$1,105 

$0 
$994 

$0 
$1.381 

$12.973 
$518 

$0 
$261 

$1,467 
$136.691 

$4.071 
$293 

$0 
$98 
$0 

5585 

$49.593 
$1.310 

P5.956 
$3.022 

$22.543 
$520.791 

$10.477 
$1.398 
$7.773 
$1.092 

$17,452 
51.968 

$0 12 
$0 24 
$3 27 
$0 21 
$0 I1 
$0 17 
Io 23 
$0 35 
SI 43 
$0 15 
$2 MI 
sow 

$0 $2,320 $2.288 $4.608 $031 
$0 $18.268 $2.880 $22.257 $006 
$0 $1.105 $1.595 $2.700 $031 
$0 $1.911 $287 $2,198 $013 
M -7 11 761 SO28 

$97.013 
$2.307 
$4.077 
$3.371 
$1.589 
$1,505 
$1,081 
$9,951 

Sl8AOQ 
$39.088 

875.276 

NON UNIFORM PUNTS 
28 BWnavmhm Lskes 624.873 350% 21,671 4161 $0 164,018 $12.882 $76.800 

30 Keystone Club Eaklna 13-56. 2 64% 358 068 $0 $1,878 $122 U,WO 

32 Rmmngton Forest 11.057 547% 605 115 $0 $1.546 $141 $1.687 

32.492 3974% 12,912 2457 $0 $5,214 $298 $5,512 34 Temce 
NONUNIFORM TOTAL 1.188.623 55,070 $0 $149.187 $110,320 $259,507 

TOTALS 5,641,298 282,478 $164.818 $680.490 $289,474 $1.134.783 

'Actual kurcenkpss am mducsd by Connnbslon's a p p m d  scc.pt.bh kval of 10 prcenL 

29 Geneva Lake Ealstaa 13.585 722% 881 1 87 $0 $1.857 $1.210 $2.867 

31 Lshlph 482.837 383% 17.520 3333 $0 $73,557 $95,602 $188.159 

33 Spnng Gardens 8.416 979% 824 157 $0 $1.317 $65 $1.382 

$1.24 
$0.17 
$0.16 
$0.25 
$0.19 
$0.31 
$0.38 
$0.27 
$1.33 
10.13 

$5.882 
$24 

$1,980 
$209 

$1,776 
8 .124  

$440 
$51 
Sm 
$19 

P.049 
$242 
sew 
$386 
$127 
$353 
SA1 

s1.901 
$I 70 
$253 
$282 
$113 
$439 
$527 
$327 
$364 

$11,164 
$30.620 

Nonm 
$0 

None 
$0 
SO 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$588 
W 

$2.049 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$1.829 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
Io 

$81 
$364 
Nons 

$4.912 

$0.12 $2.692 $0 
$0.21 $207 $0 
$0.15 $53 $0 
$035 $6.140 Nona 
SO 15 592 M 

None 
$15 

NOM 
$273 

s1.661 
$5.992 

$269 
$40 
$0 

$17 
$0 

E170 
$345 
u 4 3  
$52 

$307 
$21 
$69 

$163 
$221 
P I 0  
$108 
$215 
$485 
$153 

$0 

$72 0 

v $339 
$53 

$46 

1 

$75 % 
$20 $3 2 
17 

512 
$73 
$7 

$225 
$42 
$94 
$0 

NOM NOM 
$11.127 $3.556 

$2,241 $451 
$120 8 7  
s50 $3 

NOM None 
5.35 YI ~ - -  .. .~~ .~ 

$0.16 $135 $0 $129 $6 
$0.17 $2.190 NOM None Nons 

$11,510 Io $2.623 $556 

$50.130 $4.912 $13.750 $4.112 
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DOCKEI'NO. 960496% 
SSU -WATER SYSTEMS WITH GROUND STORAGE 

AVG FIVE MAX DAY EEWND (ASMOD. 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTEPFOR-WATER (apm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TASMDD) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (auonS) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW @pm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO OF ERCS. 1996 
AVERAGE NO OF ERCS. 1097 (1.OYR MRI 
AVERAGE NO, OF ERCS. 1997.5 [I 5 YR MRI 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 6 PUMPING 

W M U M  SUPPLY W E U  (gpn 
I996 TOTAL CAPACllY (m 

suppsl- 

~~~ ~ 

loOg RELIABLE CAPACITY r& 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WlTH 1.5 YR. MI 

ttial€sav*.punm 
MAXIMUM HIGH SERWCE PUMP @p 

1- TOTAL CAPACITY (opn 
1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY @prr 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WlTH 1.5 YR MI 

WATER TREATMENT PLANT 
1996 TOTAL CAPACITY b n  .. 

1 S% RELIABLE CAPAClPl bPlI 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5YR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
FmlrkdWaterStnnwLH~yho#urn(leTY*r 

1996 TOTAL W P A C m  f o l  
19% RELIABLE CAPACITY & 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5 YR MI 

. _  - ~ ~ 

NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1% 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1- 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. lW[l.OYR MRI 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WlTH 1.OYR M 

AlTACBMENT B 

AMELIA APPLE BEACON BUENA- BURNT 
tSWD VALLEY HILLS VENTURA STORE CHULUOTA 
2110.842 9W.m 2.849.200 2,753.Wo 239,040 488,oOO 

1.486 667 1.979 1.912 166 3% 
1,727;071 m,w 2.4n;sa z.610;400 1 9 4 , s ~ ~  ~52.400 

7s8 941 1.188 I01 0 
94.63 0.00 0.00 41.61 . 0.00 0.W 

3,454142 1,473,800 4.955.0g) 5,pO,800 589,376 704,BOo 
18O.m 72.- 1Bo.m 3moOo 150.m 72.m 

1 ,m 800 1.500 2,500 1.250 bw 

21m 1.001 3,491 7.075 724 892 
2.449 1 ,xi 3,749 7.506 967 721 
2583 1 .os4 3,862 7,731 1 ,OB0 735 
2- 1,074 4,- 7.846 1,150 742 

1 ,400 250 500 
2800 1.100 3,850 4,700 750 1,500 
1.400 500 2350 2,200 500 8w 

100.w% 100.oOu 100.m 94.28% 527296 4542% 

950 
2400 5.67s 7.400 2.4OO 1.950 

64s 4.000 4.400 900 1,450 
NIA 100.m 66.44% 1w.m 100.ow NIA 

378 
378 

NIA NIA NIA NIA -73% NIA 

1,m.oOo 100.m 423,600 1,208,oOo 500,wo 15o.m 
ooo,m 00.WO m.240 1,085,400 450,oOo 135.WO 
100.00% 100.m 100.m 1m.m 84.68% loo.w% 

1,513 g(n 3 . m  7287 4.58 66¶ 
1 .an 882 3 . m  7.506 488 682 
1 :&a 1 .OM 31451 7.731 Q1 6% 
2461 1 :&a 3,178 61725 4.347 1,055 

6a .a  bLo29( 100.001 100.oQy 11.99% e5.88% 
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DOCKET NO. 95049GWS 
SSU -WATER SYSTEMS WlTn GROUND STORAGE 

llamDgcriDtion 
W M U M  DAY, 1994 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (rrwn) 
AVO. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMOD. orl) 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (Ppm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR VAWDD) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (auau) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW 

A M R A G E  NO OF ERCS 1994 . . _. - . . - - - 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS; 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1097 I1 .O YR MRI 
AVERAGE NO, OF ERCS. 1997.5 [1.5 YR MR1 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY & PUMPING 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL @pn 
1- TOTAL CAPACITY @pn 

1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY W 
COMMISSION APPROVED U&U WITH 1.5 YR MI 

s-WJLr 

H10151v*.PMpf10 
MAXIMUM HIGH SERVICE PUMP (gpn 

1996 TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 
1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY (apn 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 5 YR MI 

WATERTREATMEATPUM 
1998 TOTAL CAPACITY lam 

1996 RELIABL~ CAPACITY T i  
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5 YR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DlSTRlBVnON 
F h o h . s W ~ s r m g . & V T m l m  

WWTOTAL CAPACIN@ 
1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY [n? 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 .S YR MI 

lRANwlsIm~ DIrnBlmONLQ(ES 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 16% 
NO, OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1996 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1997 [l.OYR MR] 
NO OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6UWKH 1.OYR MI 

A l T A C m  B 

CITRUS DELTONA DOL RAY DRUID FERN 
SPGS LAKES MANOR HILLS PARK FOUNTAINS 
1.384.800 15,881.oOo 68.m 299,oOo am 86.1w 

982 11,098 48 208 64 45 
37,820 9e0,zoO 15.xD.m 57,120 240.800 80.m 

. 
18o.m 3oo.oOo a R,WO 0 m w  

1 ,500 2,500 0 m 0 500 

1 .m 24.895 75 Pl 182 30 
2.418 28.119 79 531 183 40 
2.135 28,w 7s Pl 183 47 
2.184 27,278 75 331 183 51 

xw, 27s 560 259 
1,500 17,230 525 !Ea 259 3 0  
I .CUI 14,pO 250 m 0 Bo 

l w . m  84.75% 1 w . m  1 w . m  loom 1 o o . m  

1,500 2100 250 250 250 500 
4.500 23.m 500 500 250 1.500 
3 , m  zl.m 250 0 1 .ooo 

84.27% 1w.m 37.- 1 w . m  lW.001 57.64% 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

500,lm 7,oQO.oOo 8.wO 30,Wo 17,oOo 20,oOo 
4SO.lm 6.300.WO 7200 27.OW 15.300 18 .m 
lW.W% l w . m  1w.m 1 m . m  1 w . m  1 w . m  

1 .Bu) 23.327 247 177 32 
1 .= 23,852 59 257 177 38 
1,944 24.537 59 247 178 4s 

11,667 34.w n 33s 208 84 
16.68% 70.23% 78.62% 73.736 85.W 55.57% 
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DOCKET NO. 9bO496-WS 
SSU -WATER SYSTEMS WlTH GROUND STORAGE 

mmMm 
MAXIMUM DAY, I994 (sib) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1984 (ppm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (A5MDD. p.l) 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTE~FOR-WATER 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (rASMDD) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW fdb) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW &Ti) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1094 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1998 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1907 11.0 YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1907.5 [I .5 YR MRI 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 6 PUMPING 
su?@yw* 

W M U M  SUPPLY WELL (gpn 
1988 TOTAL CAPACtlY (gpm 

1998 RELIABLE CAPACITY (wm 
COMMISSION APPROVED U W  WIT4 1 .S YR. MI 

w-RmFho 
MAXIMUM HIGH SERVlCE PUMP WIT 

1986 TOTAL CAPACITY @m 
1998 RELIABLE CAPACITYhIT 

COMMISSION APPROVED W U  WITH 1.5 YR MI 

WA-fERmTMENT 
1998 TOTAL CAPACITY ( g p  

1998 RELIABLE CAPACllY (ppm 
COMMISSION APPROVED UaU WITH 1.5 YR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DlSTRlBWON 
F n v a h e d W z # s t m p . 6 ~ T r r l p  

1998TOTALCAPACtlY(p. 
1998 RELIABLE CAPACITY f P .  

COMMISSION APPROVED W U  WITH 14YR MI 

TRINsMtssloNANoo1sTIu~~s 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1905 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1- 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1997 I1 .O W? MRJ 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 .O YR MI 

ATI'ACHMENT B 

FOX HERMITS INTER- LAKE w(E LAKE 
RUN COVE LACHEN MAY BRANTLEY HARRIEH 

89,000 80.800 101,400 105,070 41,000 140,000 
48 56 7a 73 21) 07 

78.380 97,514 31,800 115,800 57,051 48.400 

0.00 0.00 4.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 
1 14.1 14 es.800 152,720 195,Cm ' BJm 231,203 
60.000 0 0 60.000 0 72.000 

500 0 0 500 0 500 

98 1 76 250 89 67 280 
107 1 76 258 120 67 283 
111 176 262 136 88 285 
113 li7 264 144 6a 286 

500 110 180 100 800 
850 110 340 2w $00 800 
360 0 1 0  100 0 0 

100.001 100.00% 56.501 100.00% lW.W% 100.001 

350 120 160 100 400 
850 240 jP 100 400 
500 im 160 0 0 

100.001 94.05% NIA 100.00% 100.0MI 100.00% 

503 
4€5 

1 m . m  NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

50.000 23.000 15.000 
45,000 2o.m 27.49 13,500 7.200 P.500 

iw.001 i 0 o . m  ioo.001 1 m . m  100.00% IW.W% 

105 175 250 98 67 
107 178 255 111 67 ZLn 
111 1 76 262 125 60 285 
109 550 M 100 73 302 

100.oOU 50.29% 67.70% 100.00% 93.15% 93.71% . 
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DOCKFT NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - ~  
ssu .WATER SYSTEMS WITH GROUND STORAGE 

I t e I l l D r a i ~  
MAXIMUM DAY, 1- (@W!S) 
MAXlMUM DAY, lSW(Pffn) 
AVG. FIVE Muc DAY DEMAND ( W D D .  W) 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (ppm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR GTASMDD) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW @dlC+lS) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (ppm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1- 
~~ 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS: isse 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 11 .O YR MRI 
AVEPAGEN0,OFERCS. 1997.5(1.5YRMR] 

M M U M  SUPPLY WELL (apn 
1998 TOTAL CAPACllY (apn 

1998 RELIABLE CAPACVY IaPn 
COMMISSION APPROMD U6U Wrm 1.5 YR. M 

HOhS*VLFIp=@l!J 
MAXIMUM HIGH SERVlCE PUMP (opl 

1998 TOTAL CAPACVY @f 
1998 RELIABLE CAPACVY @I 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U Wrm 1.5 YR M 

IS8 RELIABLE CAPACVY (W 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U Wrm 1.5 YR M 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
hnskd Water Stom086 - T e  

1998 TOTAL CAPACITY (a 
1998 RELIABLE CAPACVY [PL 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U W H  1.5 YR MI 

TRuIs)BssIQN AND D l s T W m  U M S  
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1998 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 189TH.OYR MRI 
NO, OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISSION APPROMD U6U WITH 1 .O YR MI 

A'IT'AC- B 

LEISURE MARC0 MARC0 MARION MEREDITH 

1,711,axI 66,wO Il.qC,aW, 479.966 l.oy).Mo 400,300 

1,661 ,200 50,200 9 ,924 ,a  403,171 898,oOO 357,280 

W l G H  LAKES ISLAND SHORES OAKS MANOR 

1,188 46 8 2 4  331 735 278 

55.55 0.79 0.m o.m 0.m 0.m 
3,322,400 im.4oo i9,~.200 m,wz 1.m.m 714.520 

2,- 500 4.500 750 2500 500 

916 4 . m  94 3e5 

240.m w,m 1.080,m 18O.m m,m 0 

244 13.W 432 2.644 734 
9.254 249 14,708 . 5 i 8  2,871 734 
8,898 

9.44 250 14,943 574 2.- 734 
9,- 251 15,oBo 537 3,041 734 

zm 5 . m  1 .zm 600 800 
1,150 

1.250 
400 22,700 2700 $230 

350 
4.250 
3,000 200 17,700 1 ,500 600 

1m.m 1m.m i m . m  80.m t0o.m 100.0% 

1 .m 6 . W  500 
11758 6,914 sm 

71 3 1  % NIA 1m.m 92.15% NIA NIA 
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DOCKET NO. 96049&wS 
SSU -WATER SYSTEMS Wmc GROUND STORAGE 

IhmDacrip(ian 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (@Wts) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (ppn) 
AVO. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD. 010 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (opn) 
'CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (rASMDD) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (ploorp) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW(gpn) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1- 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1996 
AVERAGE NO, OF ERCS, lW[ l .OYR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1W.S [1.5YR MRI 

W M U M  SUPPLY WELL @Frf 
1998 TOTAL CAPACITY (ppn 

1996 REUABLE CAPACITY I& 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5YR. MI 

~ s r u c 1 P u n p h o  
W M U M  HIGH SERVlCE PUMP (pp 

t996 TOTAL CAPACITY (pp 
1996 R E W L E  CAPACKYTy(ppl 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 5 YR MI 

WATER TREATMENT PUNT 
1908 TOTAL CAPACITY (pp 

1986 RELIABLE CAPACITY b 7  
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5 YR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DlSTRlEUTlON 
F i e k d W . b r S t o r g . & H ? U d M  

1896TOTALCAPACITYb 
1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY 

COMMISSION APPROVED U&U WITH 1.5YRM 

TRANsMISSIMANftOUTWBUTKJNUWES 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED. (Do6 .. ~~~ 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1- 
NO.OF LOTsCONNECTED.lQ07[1.0MI~ 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISSION APPROVED W U  WlTH 1.0 YR M 

A'ITACRMENTB 

PALM PINE PINEY REMINGN RIVER SILVER 
PORT RIDGEEST. wooos FOREST GROVE LKOAKS 

4 l . m  1 2 4 W  112967 87,780 e i m  15,700 
29 88 78 61 34 11 

32,580 w.780 ssdoo 77.540 4,133 8.727 .. .. - 
028 0.m 0.00 1.15 ' 0.W 0.m 

85.120 197.518 109,Sw 155.080 =,a% 17.454 
0 6Q.m 0 0 0 0 
0 500 0 0 0 0 

98 212 167 - 8 6  104 26 
1 M  223 170 82 104 26 
110 z3 171 92 104 26 
112 BE 171 97 104 26 

100 525 Joo 4) fJs 40 
100 685 440 48 125 40 

0 360 140 0 0 0 
1 m . m  =.es% 1 m . m  1 w . m  1 m . m  1 m . m  

60 250 100 580 180 70 
120 500 200 600 320 140 
80 250 0 za 160 70 

i w . m  tm.m 1 m . m  1 m . m  am 31.15% 

NIA NIA NIA . NIA NIA NIA 

18.000 1 5 . m  4s.m ls.m 1 5 . m  12ooO 
16300 13.500 40,500 13.500 13500 10.800 

1 m . m  1 m . m  9 g . s ~  1 m . m  1 m . m  53.61% 

106 a7 im 104 28 
110 227 171 1M 28 
137 zcz 215 87 11s 53 
80m ?7.74% 79.53% l w . m  87.391 48.06% 
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DOCKET NO. 9 6 Q l S S ~  
SSU -WATER SYSTEMS Wrm GROUND STORAGE 

Itom DaMm 
MUOMUM DAY, 1094 (P.lW) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1094 (ppm) 
AVO. FNE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD. W 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (Will) 

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (g.uonr) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVFRACF NO OF ERCS 

. CALCULATED P U K  HOUR (TA5MDD) 

. . . _. - . . -. . -. . . . , . . . 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1988 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1097 [l.OYR MR) 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. lS7 .5  [l.SYR MR] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 6 PUMPING 

W M U M  SUPPLY WELL (gpn 
1 gg(l TOTAL CAPACKY (opl 

109B REWBLE CAPACITY (ppn 
COMMISSION APPROVED ULU WKH 1.5 YR. M 

SWY* 

tiigk-p=@W 
MAXIMUM HIGH SERVICE PUMP fgpM 

1998 TOTAL CAPACKY fgpM 
I S 8  RELIABLE CAPACKY (ppl 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH I S Y R  M 

WAsERmummM 
1988 TOTAL CAPACKY (nn 

1% RELIABLE CAPACKY (nn 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5 YR M 

TRANsussIoNAltD~~(STWBUIIOXUWEG 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1995 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1SSE 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1097[1.OYR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAJLABLE 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 .OW M 

ATTACHMENT B 

SILVER LW ST. JOHNS SUGAR SUGARMILL SUNNY SUNSHINE 
W. SHORES WLANDS MILL WOODS HILLS H I S  PARKWAY 

i.m.200 42,800 m.om z808,om 3 i i . m  1m.sw 
1,290 30 139 1949 21 6 130 

1,796,7ZU 32.907 1S.W 2,479,400 289.400 118,740 
0 731 0 

0.00 275 0.W 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 
3,58s,440 85.814 316.WO 4,958,800 5 3 5 . 0  237.480 

gOM0 0 3Q).WO 6m.WO 60.m 27o.OOo __.... 
750 0 z m  1,500 m 2.w 

1,508 82 642 4.920 602 62 
1,586 85 672 5 - 5 3  602 62 
1.61 1 m ea3 5,619 w2 89 
1.624 m 609 5.w 602 92 

75 6m 1w0 

828 60 1,050 f,ZM 2OO Boo 
4.m 120 2250 3 . m  500 3.400 
3;4io 60 1 ,zoo 2400 300 2.600 

NIA 1m.m NIA NIA 1m.m ~ 4 . 9 5 ~  

Jso 
WA NIA u).ooY NIA NIA NIA 

5o.m 16.000 500.04) 5m.000 60,04) 108,WO 
46.04) 14.400 450.04) 450.04) 54.WO 97200 

1m.m ioo.m w . 3 1 ~  i o 0 . m  1 m . m  1m.m 

1% 4% 13 
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I(wn Dcsaim 
W M U M  DAY, 1994 (pllonr) 
MAXIMUM DAY. 1994 U p )  
AVG. F M  Muc DAY DEMAND (A5MDD. rpl) 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTEDFOR-WATER (opm) 

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (glllonr) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1- 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 [l.OYR MRI 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 [l .S YR MRI 

.CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (1ASMDD) 

D O C U T  NO. 960496WS 
SJU -WATER SYSTEMS Vyrm GROUND STORAGE 

U N W  WOOD. 

1.658.800 55.000 1,479.000 
1,152 38 1 .on 

1 .=,880 38.m l,sgS,mO 
654 5Bb) 
0.00 0.00 16823 

3,119,fp 77.880 2,796,000 
240,mO 0 270,000 
2.m 0 1,500 

3,7a 135 1.404 
4,287 138 1.470 

4.648 1 4 0  1,- 

SHORES WELAKA MERE 

4.521 139 1,512 

t)1ohsrro.f-lm@ 
MMMUM HIGH SERVlCE PUMP (opm 

1098 RELLABLE CAPAClTy (opnl 
1996 TOTAL CAPAClTy (opn) 

1908 TOTAL CAPACITY (gpm 5.100 2% 3,000 
1098 RELIABLE CAPACITY 3,800 110 1 ,000 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5 YR. M 100.001 36.01% 93.84% 

4.000 150 1,100 
7,- 500 3.100 
3,mI 1 5 0  2000 

lS96 REWBLE CAPACITY 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5 YR WA WA WA 

ATI'AC- B 
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DOCKETNO. 960496WS 
WU -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAOE 

Itmoasamim 
W M U M  DAY, 1994 @.uonr) 
W M U M  DAY. 1994 @pm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (AWDD. cpr) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpn) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR @WOO FOR 1- 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW Wla) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW UPm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1- 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1898 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1907 [I .O YR MRI 
AVERAGENO.OFERCS.Igs1.5[1.5M(MR] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 6 PUMPING 
swtY-6punpirg 

MAUMUM SUPPLY WELL (opr 
TOTAL CAPACITY I m  

RELIABLE CAPACm (PDlr 
CWISSION APPROVED WU WITH 1 5 YEAR MI 

TOTAL CAPACITY (opr 
RELIABLE CAPACITY (IDm 

COMMISSION APPROVED UUJ WlTH 1.5YEAR MI 

HYDRO TANK CAPACITYIIES 
COMMISSION APPROVED USL 

muNE 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 19B5 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1- 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1W I1 .O YR MRI 
NO OF LOTS AVAIUBLE 
COMUISSION APPROVED M U  WrrH 1 .O YE4R MI 

ATTACHMENT B 

APACHE BAY LAKE BEECHERS CARLTON CITRUS CRYSTAL 
SHORES ESTATES POINT. V l U G E  PARK RIVER 

24.000 W.WO 0 €4,000 15s.m 46.ooo 
17 42 0 e5 108 

2om S.WO 0 88,oOo 142840 
020 0.00 1.15 266 0.m 

33 83 0 131 216 
0 
0 

153 
153 
f53 
153 
153 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

69 94 128 248 
m ICQ 137 34a 
72 110 147 352 
74 116 157 351 
74 I19 162 35s 

im m zoo 148 
150 m 2s 

32 
38.600 

0.00 
64 
0 
0 

72 
74 
76 
70 
79 

2 4  
390 

50 0 100 I 37 150 
66.27% 1w.oM NIA 1m.m 1m.m 4s.n~ 

29 
S.?a% NIA NIA NIA NIA 100.oM 

12,xD 3.000 10,oOo 4 , m  2000 
1m.m 1m.m NIA 1m.m 1 m . m  1m.m 

153 m 49 137 34s 74 
153 72 52 I47 ?SI 76 
153 74 55 IS 555 70 
283 1m 85 f43 335 91 

SML 74.m a m %  45.77% 1 m . m  s m %  

PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOC= NO. 96049b.W 
U N  .WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STMUOE 

MAXlMUM DAY, lS4(gpm) 
AVG. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD, ar) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTEPFOR-WATER @pn) 
CALCULATED PEAKHOUR (TMDD FOR 1908) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW m) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW W) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, lS4 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 19% 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. lSS6 
AVERAGENO.OFERCS.lOB7[l.OYRMR~ 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. lS97.5 [I .5 YR MR] 

OF SUPPLY & PUMPING 

TOTAL CAPACITY (spr 
RELIABLE CAPACTY (nWr 

COMMISSION APPROVED U&U WITH 1.5YEAR MI 

R E W L E  CAPACITY (spr 
COMMlSSlON APPROMD U6U Wrm 1.5 YEAR MI 

HYDRO TANK CAPACITY(IES 
COMMISSION APPROVED lkl 

TI0 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, lSS 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1998 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. lW(l .OM1 MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED M U  WITH 1.0 YEAR M 

0 
0 

0.00 
0 

N d  Shorm 
750 

0 
0 

0.00 
0 

NIA 
0 

37 
45,740 

0.00 
74 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0.00 
0 

A T I ' A C W  B 

DEEP DAETWR E.MHARRIS ENIER- FERN F l S W N  
CREEK' SHOREF FRIENDLYC PRlSF TERRACE HAVEN 

0 0 0 e 3 . a  58.700 

0.00 

59 
41 .W 

79 
0 
0 

8J 
79,300 

0.00 
134 

0 
0 

3.479 132 1% 550 124 136 
3*7* 131 197 270 127 136 
3,918 131 190 2e3 128 136 
4 , m  131 200 297 134 137 
4,178 191 m 304 131 138 

200 180 100 
300 im 100 
loo 0 0 

WA 1 m . m  NIA 100.00% 100.00% w 

NIA WA NIA NIA NIA WA 

6.500 3 . m  10.m 
NIA NIA 1 m . m  WA 100.00% 100.00% 

3.186 1 24 195 p5 125 138 
3.317 1 24 197 236 127 136 

124 190 248 128 1 37 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOC- NO. 96M9SW 
UlLl- WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAGE 

MAXlMUM DAY. 19B4 (ppm) 

EXCESS UNACCOUNTEDFOR-WATER (ppn) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR QMDD FOR 19%) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (0.Uom) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW @Pn) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
A M R A G E  NO OF ERCS. 19% 

. AVG. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD. a0 

~, 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 19%' I1 .O YR MRI 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1697.5 11.5 YR MRI 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 8 PUMPING 
supply-a 

UPP (opl 
TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 

RELLABLE CAPACTW &! 
COMMISSION APPROVED ULU Wrrn 1.5 YEAR M 

WATERTREllTMENT 
TOTAL CAPACTW (ppn 

RELIABLE CAPACTW [pe 
COMMISSION APPROVED ULU WITH 1.5YEAR M 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
HYDRGPN~TtCTAM(S 

HYDRO TANK CAPACITYOE! 
COMMISSION APPROVED uai 

TfD Ms 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1998 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1SS7 [l.OYR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAIIABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED ULU WITH 1.0 YEAR M 

A'ITACHMEWT B 

GENEVA GOLDEN GOSPEL GRAND HARMONY HOBBY 
LAKEEST. TERRACE' ISLAND TERRACE HOMES HILLS 

tLM500 0 7,000 99.500 59.000 49,350 
73 0 5 69 41 34 . -  

0 5.800 (15.800 38,360 42.540 
1.87 0.78 0.m 0.m 0.m 0.25 
115 0 10 130 82 59 

00.5.u) 

0 Q 0 BOOOO 0 0 
0 0 0 500 0 0 

112 119 6 110 61 98 
115 119 9 139 6l % 
120 120 9 151) 61 96 
1 24 120 10 1H 61 97 
128 121 10 188 .sl 97 

im 50 800 Joo 175 
260 50 do0 Joo 325 - 
100 0 0 0 150 

1OO.m NIA 1m.m 1m.m 1m.m 48.001 

29 
0 

NIA NIA 1m.m NIA NIA NIA 

3,000 600 6.000 5.000 3,000 
1m.m NIA im.m 1m.m 100.m 100.001 

90 105 9 139 61 % 
95 108 9 151) 61 % 

97 61 % 10 1H 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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ItsmDesawhl 
MAXlMUM DAY, 1094@d!uls) 

AVG FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (ASADD. or) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (opm) 
CALCUUTED PEAK HOUR WMDD FOR lss8) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gal&) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (ppn) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1094 

DOCIIETNO. 960496WS ATTAC- B 
UN -WATER SYSTEMS WOW STORAGE 

I HOLIDAY HOLIDAY IMPERIAL INTERCN JUNGLE KEYSTONE 
HAVEN' HEIGHTS 

0 33.w 
0 23 
0 29.603 

1.35 0.00 
0 46 
0 8o.m 
0 XQ 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, lQS6 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 l1.OYR MRI 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1W.S [1.5YR MR] 

114 52 
115 52 
115 52 
115 52 
116 52 

TERRACE 
103.m 

72 
86.ooo 

C l p l  
13S,l€fJ 

95 
11 0.540 

DEN' 
0 
0 
0 

CLUB" 
126,wO 

-88 
1 %.am 

.. 

0.00 
143 
0 
0 

243 
245 
246 
247 
248 

5.m 
189 

0 
0 

0.00 
0 
0 
0 

2% 
262 
267 
m 
m 

113 
113 
113 
113 
113 

0.66 
115 

0 
0 

160 
163 
169 
174 
177 

8,wo 
WA 1000096 

PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOCKET NO. 96049SW9 
W -WATER SYSTEMS WOIlt STORAGE 

nm ~paim 
W M U M  DAY. 1994 (plllonr) 
W M U M  DAY. 1PY @Pm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD. p.I) 
WCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (ppn) 
CALCULATED PEAKHOUR (IMDD FOR fOgb) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (g.uom) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (ppm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1- 
A M R A O E  NO OF ERCS 19% , . - . . - - 
AMRAGE NO. OF ERCS: 1997 [ I  0 YR MRI 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 [1.5 YR MRI 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY & PUMPING 
.SUplrvW*LRmpco 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL (pp 
TOTAL CAPACITY bPn 

RELIABLE CAPACITY &l 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WN 1.5 YEAR M 

wmERTRE4?MEwpwn 
TOTAL CAPACITY @p 

RELIABLE CAPACITY (awl 
COMMISSION APPROVED M U  WlTn 1.5 YEAR M 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
HYDROPNEL%WJGTW 

HYDRO TANK CAPACITYOEI 
COMMISSION APPROVED U&\ 

TJnUN€s 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1- 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 19% 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED. is 11.0 YR MRI 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED ULU W N l . O Y E A R  M 

KEYSTONE KJNGS LAKE 
HEIGHTS WOOD. CONWAY LAKESIDE 

0 0 %,om 
378 

65s.wO 
4!50 0 0 

543.400 
4.13 
91 1 

1173 

11% 
l l g D  

0 0 298,800 

0 0 756 
0 NIA 8wm 
0 0 500 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

A'ITAC- B 

61 84 87 
61 84 90 
61 84 92 
61 84 s5 
61 84 97 

LAKEvlEw 
VILLAS LElLANl 

7,800 381.500 
5 zb5 

7 , m  252,540 

11 5JQ 
0 mom 
0 500 

0.00 0.00 

12 
12 ~ 

12 
12 
12 

391 
2 s  
335 
386 
387 

550 1wO 25 370 
1230 1400 25 470 
680 400 0 im 

1 m . m  NIA NIA 1 m . m  imcw 1w.m 

383 
a4 

NJA NJA NIA im.cw NIA NIA 

IO.  2o.oao 
1 m . m  NIA NIA 1 m . m  1 m . m  i m m  

sm 61 84 90 12 393 
990 61 84 92 12 335 
Ss7 61 84 €5 12 386 

1613 68 89 252 23 41 3 
-.soy asmu w.38~ 3 7 . m  5z.m 1 m . w  

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOCgFP NO. 96049&WS 
UN - WAlER SYSTEMS W U T  STORAGE 

ltwnDgonPbx 
MAXIMUM DAY, lW @ a h )  
M M U M  DAY, 1984 @pm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD, gal) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER @pin) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR DMDO FOR 199s) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (g.lkn) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO OF ERCS. 1- 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1936 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 [I 0 YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO OF ERCS. 1937.5 [I .5 YR MR] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 6 PUMPING 

TOTAL CAPACIPI (OW 
RELIABLE CAPACllY (apn 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WKH 1.5 YEAR MI 

TOTAL CAPACITY [apn 
RELIABLE CAPACIW ( P i  

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5 YEAR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
HYDROPNRl)rtATICTW 

HYDRO TANK CAPACIlY(IEI 
COMMISSION APPROVED U61 

TI0 im€S 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1- 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1907p.OYR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH I .O YEAR MI 

A lTACEMZXT B 

MORNING OAK OAK- PALMSMH PALM 
VIEW FORREST WOOD. PALISADES PARK TERRACE 

28,900 140,mO 0 148,mO 12890 185,800 
20 97 0 101 9 128 

17,540 lll,B00 o iz,im ’ 10.m 151.880 
0.00 5.1 1 0.00 0.00 o.m 295 

40 194 0 ;*a 18 85 
0 0 0 W,wO 0 W.Oo0 

500 5oa 0 500 0 500 

46 1 47 201 51 59 1,204 
48 149 203 60 59 1 .a4 
48 151 m 73 59 1 .m 
47 153 209 86 59 1,208 
47 154 21 0 92 59 1 .as 

425 8Jo Em 1 s  160 
0 150 0 0 0 

1m.m 10o.m WA 10o.m 1 m . m  1 m . m  

87 
50 

NIA NIA WA WA i m m  NIA 

4.500 1, 
im.m% 10o.m NIA i0o.m 1 m . m  im.oo.6 

36 143 ;*a 40 99 1,181 
36 145 ;*a 48 59 1.185 
36 147 57 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOCKET NO. 96019kWS 
W - WATER SYSTEMS WOW STORAaE 

Itm- 
W M U M  DAY, 1- m) 
MAUMUM DAY. 1994 @pm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND ( m O D .  
=CESS UNACCDUNTED-FOR-WATER @PIN 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR @MDD FOR Isgg) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (p lb)  
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW @pm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1894 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1095 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1998 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1001 11.0 YR MR) 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1897.5 (1.5 YR MRI 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 6 PUMPING 

ww**a ““WMUM SUPPLY WELL (opn 
TOTAL CAPACITY i& 

REUABLE CAPACIW i& 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 .S YEAR MI 

WATERTREATMENTPUNT 
TOTAL CAPACITY @ptl 

RELIABLE CAPACITY h 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5 YEAR M 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
HYUROPNNuATlc TA)(Ks 

HYDRO TANK CAPACITYOEI 
COMMISSION APPROVED WI 

rm uN€ 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1985 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1- 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, IS97 [l.OYR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U Wmc 1 .O YEAR M 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 

A’ITAC- B 

PALM PlCClOLA PINE POINT POMONA POSTMSTR 

0 =,io0 m,m i=,ooo 84,800 114,500 
VALLEY’ ISLAND RIDGE OWOODS PARK VILLAGE 

0 58 551 92 58 80 
0 78.420 m,mo 12o.m 62.740 112,540 

0.m 1.88 0.m 2.94 214 0.m 
0 115 1,101 1SS 118 159 
0 0 1- 4ooo 0 0 
0 0 1500 750 0 

zm 135 1415 341 162 
235 135 1574 358 la 
242 140 1732 367 180 
250 ia 1W 375 191 
zy 144 1- 30 193 

0 

155 
158 
161 
165 
15 

175 800 750 60 200 
275 1150 1250 % 400 
im 550 500 35 200 

MA 1m.m im.oox 1m.m 1m.m 85.1% 

xu _. . 
1% 

NIA NIA NIA 1m.m NIA NIA 

5.000 16,000 10,OQ) 5.000 8.000 
NIA 1m.m 1m.m 1m.m 1m.m i m m  

zD9 135 743 568 169 158 
21 6 137 817 36? 172 161 
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ItmlJevxwm 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (puOm) 
,MAWMUM DAY, 1994(gpm) 
AVG. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD, 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER @Fin) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TMDD FOR lggg) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gluonr) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

DOCKET NO. 960496m 
UN -WATER SYSTEMS WYWT STORAGE 

QUAIL ROSE- SALT SAMlRA SKY- SPRING 
RIDGE MONT SPRINGS VILLAS CREST GARDENS 

27.m 155,oOo 202.oOo 8.900 61.700 55.050 
19 108 140 6 43 JB 

22,200 140,m rra,m 4,847 83.810 18,5Jo 
0.m 0.m 0.m 0.m 1.16 1 .a 
30 21 3 281 12 86 78 

dwoo 0 40,oOo 0 m,m 0 
500 5M) 7s 0 500 5M) 

AlTACIIMENT B 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, l9B4 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 19% 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1- 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 11 .O YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997.5 11.5 YR MR] 

15 
P 
26 
?m 
32 

124 162 13 114 
129 162 13 116 
131 164 13 117 
134 185 13 119 
135 1 s  13 139 

lP 
126 
lr) 
123 
135 

IW.Q)SL im.m 1m.m 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 19% 

' PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOCKETNO. 960496WS 
UN -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAGE 

IhmDeauwon 
MAXIMUM DAY, lW4(JpuoII) 

EXCESS UNACCOUNTEDFOR-WATER (opm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR WMDD FOR Ises) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (@&) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpn) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1988 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 11.0 YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 11.5 YR MR] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 6 PUMPING 

MAXlMUM SUPPLY WELL 
TOTAL CAPACITY (gprr 

RELlABLE CAPACITY fm 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 5 M A R  MI 

W A - f E R l R E 4 T M E P K M  
TOTAL CAPACITY fm 

RELIABLE CAPACITY & 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 .S YEAR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DlSTRlBUTlON 
HYOROPNEWlATlC TANKS 

HYDRO TANK CAPACITY(IES 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6L 

f f D  M S  
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 15% 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED; iges 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1997 [ l .OYR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U W  WITH 1.0 YEAR MI 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 

A'ITAC- B 

STONE SUNNY TROPICAL VALENCIA VENETIAN WEST- 
MOUNTAIN HILLS PARK TERRACE VILLAGE MONT 

24,QKI l0,mo 187,rn 251.m Ss.m 0 
17 13 130 174 48 0 

20,028 8,400 151,980 3 8 O . a  u.m 0 
2.64 o.m 230 24.57 0.00 0.52 

34 m m1 548 91 0 
0 mo.mo 0 W.WO 0 NIA 
0 5m 0 500 0 0 

7 4 54s 323 135 130 
7 4 549 323 la, 134 
8 4 550 323 142 137 
8 4 551 323 145 141 
8 4 562 323 147 142 

210 
im zoo 30 1,im 310 

0 0 im 350 im 
1 m . m  1 m . m  i m . m  1 m . m  1oo.001 WA 

WA WA NIA NIA tUA NIA 

1 .mo 7.w 1o.m 5 . m  4 . m  
1m.oM 1m.m 1 m . m  1 m . m  1 m . m  NIA 

7 4 532 323 139 134 
8 4 533 323 142 137 
8 4 5y 323 145 141 
P 401 671 340 m 167 

36.= ~ D O I  79.- i 0 o . m  85.m w.u% 
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DOCKET NO. 960496WS 
UN -WATER SYSTEMS WOW STORAGE 

MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gpm) 

UCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (epn) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR VMDD FOR lggs) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallonr) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1- 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1- 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 [ l . O y R  MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 [1.5YR MRI 

~ AVO. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD, gal) 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY & PUMPING 
supp)yw*~purpng 

W M U M  SUPPLY WELL (PPr 
TOTAL CAPACrrY (PPI7 

RELIABLE CAPACrrY (PPI7 
COWISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 5 YEAR MI 

WATERTREATMEMPIANT 
TOTAL CAPACrrY (OW 

RELIABLE CAPACrrY fQW 
COWMISSION APPROVED U&U WITH 1 SYE4R MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
HYOROPNEVWW TANKS 

HYDRO TANK CAPACrrY(1EI 
COMMISSION APPROVED U&l 

TRt M S  
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1996 
NO, OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1997[1.0Mt MRI 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.0 YEAR M 

WIND ZEPHYR 
SONG WOOTENS SHORES 

44.840 8.120 121.000 
31 6 84 

J5.m 7,792 89.600 
0.00 0.00 0.00 

82 11 180 
0 0 0 
0 0 500 

log 22 508 
107 24 513 
109 25 51 7 
109 27 m 
110 27 5z? 

180 25 120 ~~ 

i m  is 120 
0 0 0 

1 0 0 . m  1 0 0 . m  1 0 0 . m  

NIA NIA NIA 

4.000 500 7.500 
1 0 0 . m  1 0 0 . m  1w.m 

106 24 495 
107 25 490 
109 n x)2 

ATI'ACBMPPT B 

.. .. - 

- PLANT PURCHASES WATER 



Item Ons- 

PERMTTED PLANT CAPMITV~ 1998 

EFTLUENT MSF'OSM CAPACITY - 1890 

AMRAOE W L Y  FLOW. uu( MONTH. 1084 

AMRAOE ANNUAL DULY FLOW. 1 M  
(AKF.ha*nwhnp*mrb.mMskwl 

AuouNTOFo(cESSfdEl6l 
EXCESSM INFLTRATDN 6 WLOW (QM) 

AMELIA APACHE APPLE BEACON BEECUER'S BUENA- BURNT 
lsuND SHORES VNLEY' HILLS POINT MMURA STORE CHVLUOTA 

s50.000 17,000 NIA 036,000 1 5 . m  1 , m . m  2 5 0 , ~  1 m . m  

sso.000 17.000 M A  W,000 1 5 , m  1,830.000 250.000 100,000 

wm 12,wo MA 783,323 0.194 1,614,039 135.888 42,226 

w.3m 1,420,858 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

im.mn 70.59% EYA m o o n  54.63% 02.07% 80 02% 4L.m 
EMunt Dhpoad 

C W S S K W  APPRWED W U  WmC 1 .S YUR M 

M w. 
? M E  E: E &s. z 
AMRAOE NO. OF ERCS. 1880 
AMRAGENO.OFERCS.~W li.omm1 
AMRAGENO.OFFS. 1@97.5[1.5W?MR1 

I 

45 7,010 554 1 33 ip15 111 161 3 , 2 2 8  
575 134 2,071 111 180 3.307 e 7307 

2203 111 100 3,4m e 7.508 825 135 
2.335 111 101 3.m e 7.860 676 130 
2.401 111 1 02 3.783 4s 7 . m  mi 137 

NO. OF LOTS COMECTED. 1885 

* . w r  WMES WASTEWATER TREATMENT 



DOCKET NO. S60496WS 
SSU .WASTEWATER SYSTEMS 

ken Dorcrlptlm 

PERMlTTEDPLANTWAClTY-1098 

EFFLUENT DlSPOSAl CAPAcllY~ 1898 

AVERAGE M~LY FLOW. MAX m a n .  iw 

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAKY FLOW. 1994 
(MDFlhor*n*hnpnnlbanWk 

AMOUMOFEXCE.SSR#E 
EXCESSNE HflLTRATlON 6 M O W  (GM) 

N E  NO. 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1898 
AVERAGE NO. OF EqCS. 1887 (1 .O YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO.OF E m .  1887.5[l.SYRWJ 

A V E ~ N O . Z : % E  

Wast.miu TrUbnn( Ami 
COMMSSDN m o M D  ULU WITH 1.5 MAR 

NO. OF LOTS COMECTED. 1885 
NO. OF LOTS CONYECTED, 1990 
NO.OF LOTSMNNECTED.l897[1,OYRUR] 
NO W LOTS AVALABLE 

~ D N A p p R o M D  Mum1 J YEAR 

ATTACHMENT a 

CITRUS CITRUS DEEP DELTONA ENTER- F I S W W  FL. CENT. FOX 
PARK SPRtNGS CREEK' M S  PRISE' HAVEN COMM.PK RUN' 

04.m 200,000 NIA 1,200,000 NIA 25,000 mow NIA 

04.m 200,000 NIA 1.mpw NIA 25,000 wow NIA 

48.323 134.033 NIA 1.102.710 NIA 17.487 58267 NIA 

4.153 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

264 704 3.612 5.M5 141 157 07 
285 m 7  3,016 5.061 141 181 102 
288 71 1 4.112 SP95 141 107 10B 
272 715 4.308 5.139 141 213 108 
214 717 4.407 5.161 141 221 111 

73.22% 80.25m NIA 100.00% NIA (18.87% 0337% NIA 

73.22% m . 2 ~  NIA 83.10% NIA 69.07% 83.37% WA 

203 600 3,251 4,610 141 51 1 02 
267 B(u 3,414 4.654 167 141 55 100 
270 887 3,577 4499 161 141 60 108 
387 1 .OM 7,205 5,000 220 144 71 109 

04.51% 100.00% 73.57% 03.38% 40.1on 83.MU 70.3816 00.m 

 PUNT PURCHASES WASTEWATER TREATMENT 



WCKET NO. 960496yYS 
SSU .WASTEWATER SYSTEMS 
- 

b m  m-n 
PERMITTED PUNT CAPAclTy - 1- 
EFFLUENT MSPOSAL CAPAclM~ 1- 

AVERAGE DAYY FLOW, MAX MONTH, l9B4 

AITACHMENT B 

H W M Y  JUNGLE LEISURE m c o  WRCo mmN 
HAVEN DEN LEWOH L E M  LAKES ISUND SHORES OAKS 

25pW 25.000 2.100.000 150.OW 50,000 3,500,000 80.000 215,OW 

25,000 25MxI Z.lW.000 150,WO 50.ooo 3.5wp000 WMlO 215,000 

18.700 18,013 1,773,710 1 n,aa 18.129 2,438,000 BZ.m 170.129 

EXCESSNE iwnTwim 4 INFLOW (GAL) 
AMOUNT OF EXCESSNE ILI 

XwZRmFNo. 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1SW 
AVERAQENO.OF ERCS,1987 [l.OYRMRJ 
AMFUGE NO. OF ERGS. im~.s lism wq 

AVERAGE No. : EL2 :", 

14.773 13.493 I AVERAGE LNNUM M Y Y  FLOW. 1004 
W.hanwhm~lmudm*Jlllow) 

1,714 3.625 0 0 0 0 0 0 

m 117 307 230 5,108 314 1.w 

m 118 7.380 388 2% 5,142 450 1,407 
m 117 ;:z 380 233 5.125 400 1.583 

00 118 7.540 400. 237 5.1% SM) 1.421 
m 119 7A24 4 1  238 5,166 547 1.428 

10,195 1.782.158 46,886 

Waslsmlw Trubnenl plul 
CoMMlSSloNAPPROMD WUWHl.5YEARMR 52.23% 38.81% ~ . 7 8 . *  i w . w n  37.52% 51.78% 91.00% 83.56% 

No. OF LOTS CONITCTED. 19s5 
No. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1- 
NO. DFLOTSCONNECTEQ 190711.0yRuRJ 
No. OF LOTS AVAKABLE 

C O M M L S S K W b P P t 7 W E D ~ l  .oYEu?wq 

I 

Y 117 4,342 250 233 1.970 4m 1.323 
84 118 4,498 398 235 1,876 450 1,337 
Y 118 4.654 4m 237 1 Pe2 500 1550 

1,810 188 1% 5,982 413 385 1.334 584 
w.mn anin 77.07% 1oO.oQn 81 58% 1 w . m  85.62% 63.85% 

'. PUNT PVRCHASES WASTEWATER TREATM3Jl 
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- 

I*m D.wrlp(lon 

PERMITTEOPUNTCWACITYTY. 1886 

EFFLUENT DISPOSAL CAPACITY - 1888 

AVERAGE ONLY FLOW. MU MONTH, 1894 

AVERAGE ANNVAL M Y  FLOW. 1004 
I M D F S h w h n ~ b W l U l I S W  

S P R W  SUGAR- SWARMILL SUNNY SUNSHINE TROPlCAL W V Y  scum 
FORTY GAROENS MILL WOODS HKLS PARKWAY ISLE SHORES 

5o.m m,WO 27Moo 5M)oo 5wM 150.OOO 50.000 1,145,000 

50.m 20.m 27WW SOWOO 5My)o 150,WO M,OW 1.145,WO 

87,200 ISWM 201194 29419 118,833 35,033 1 .wO.226 35.m 

EXCESSWE INFILTRATON 6 INFLOW (GM) 
AUOUNT OF EXCESSWE &I 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1095 
NO. OF LOTS CONMCTED. 1W 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1888 
AVERAGENO. OF E N S .  1897 [l.OYR MRI 
AMRAGE NO. OF.ERCS! 1997.5 [IS MI #MJ 

Waslewalu Truhm( Plmd 
COU)(ISSKNAPPROMD VIUWlTHl5YEARMR 

E M w n l W  
COMMISSKNAPPROIIED uIUWITH1.5yMRLIR 

67 129 680 5.386 180 Bo 275 3.810 
80 133 672 591s 180 85 280 4,018 
Bo 136 879 5,738 181 80 288 4,123 

76.02% tW.W% 8 3 . 8 7 ~  62.81% s8.m 7 7 . m  si.oo% iw.wn 

7 7 . m  8iwn 1 w . m  7 8 . 0 2 ~  ~ M . W Y  8%87% 62.01% 59 50% 



DOCKET NO, 9ML4S6-WS 
SSU -WASTEWATER SYSTEMS 

Item Delcrlpllon 

PERMITTED PLANT CAPACITY - 1gSS 

EFFLUENT DISPOSAL CAPACITY - 1890 

AVERAGE DAILY FLOW, MAX MONTH, I994 

AVERAGE ANNUM DAILY FLOW. 1994 
(m ahom whn prmY baud on tMa na 

EXCESSM WNFLTRATI'W 6 INFLOW (GM) 
W N T  OF EXCESSM I 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1890 
AVERAG€ NO. OF ERCS. 1997 11.0 YR MRI 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 11.5 YR MRI 

. 
~ T ~ a A P W  
WYV.,loml* TI..(mnt U.M 

COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1 5 YEAR L 

Elllusnt Dlopoul 
COMMISSION APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5YEMI L 

No. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
No. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1996 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1997 11 .o YR MRI 
No. OF LOTS AVAlUBLE 

- _ _ _ _ _  
VMENClA. IENETIAN WOOD ZEPHYR' . 

,. TER.RAA_.. VILLAGE M E R L  ..... SHORES- 
9 9 . m  38,m 5oo.m 4 0 . W  

9 9 . m  38.m 5oo.m 40.000 

78.452 35.581 466,228 27.258 

0 0 0 0 

323 87 1,343 505 
323 89 1.350 510 
323 90 1,391 514 
323 92 1,425 518 
323 92 1,442 520 

79.24% 100.00% 1W.W% 70.17% 

79.24% 100.00% 1W.W% 70.17% 

323 89 1.128 492 
373 90 1.154 496 
323 92 1.183 499 
340 1 07 1;189 647 

lW.00% 85.98% 1cm.m 77 13% 

ATTACHMENT BW 'duo 0 

rJz8 

o n u  

P+3 

a0. 

*.PLANT PURCHASES WASTEWATER TREATMENT 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1137 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 9 W 6 - W  
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FOR THE WATER GALLONAGE CHARGE 

FROM THE 
715W6 AGENDA 

COMMISSION- 
APPROVED 

GALLONS BEFORE 

38S.950.652 
CDNSERVAnON 

3.450.738 

128.359.211 

6.763381 

509.512.484 

8,932,720 

87,172,302 

13.147.694 

63,749,854 

26,039,016 

155,027,125 

6.570.796 

15,603,222 

2,743,951,696 

13,710,453 

38,571,042 

5,627,978 

17.015.046 

. 12,943,122 

9,749.825 

ATTACHMENT C 

FPSC APPROVED FPSC APPROVED 
ADJUSTMENTS PROJECTED 

TO GALLONS DUE TEST YEAR - OAUONS 
386.950.652 

(61 1,457) 

3450.738 

126.359.21 1 

6,763,381 

509.512.484 

6.932.720 

87.in.302 

15,147,894 

63.749.858 

zB.839.016 

155.027.125 

6.570.796 

15.803.222 

2.743.951 .ass 

13.098.sm 

38.571.842 

5.627.978 

17,015,846 

12,943,122 

9.749.825 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTIUTIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 95049CWS 
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FOR THE WATER GALLONAGE CHARGE 

SYSTEM 

FOMbhl  

FOX Run 

NAME 

FrlendiyCenter 

Gddm T e m p  

GosplwIndEaL 

Gnnd Temw 

Harmony noma 

Hennlb Cove 

Hobby Hlh  

Holiday Haven 

Hdlday *ha 

ImpeM M O W  Ten. 

-cltv 

Interlrshrr UolParkMa.nor 

Jmgb D.n 

-Hew- -- 
Lake Nay Est. 

Lake ennmy 

Lake C a r n y  Park 

FROM THE 
7f l lM AGENDA 

COMMISSION- 
APPROVED 

GALLONS BEFORE 

3,140,726 

t i.174.3a3 

1,421,162 

4,741,215 

651.590 

12,131,627 

6,613,595 

6,317,476 

8,547,531 

4327.697 

5,509,480 

13.454.692 

16,091,073 

12,693,768 

2,630,149 

105,448.ooO 

3,651,442 

16.269.457 

6.219.584 

7.700.138 

A'ITACHMENT C 

F FPSC APPROVED FPSC I WED 
ADJUSTMENTS PROJECTED 

TO OAUONS DUE TEST YEAR - GALLQM 
3.140.726 

11,174,383 

- 1,421,162 

4,741.215 

651.590 

12,131,627 

6.613.595 

6,317,476 

8,547,531 

4,527,697 

5.509.480 

13.454.692 

16,091,073 

12.693.768 

2.62Ue149 

105,448,800 

3,651,442 

16,269.457 

6,219,584 

7.700.13a 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
DOCKET NO. 9 W c w S  
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FORTHE WATER GALLONAGE C M G E  

ATTACHMENT C 

FROM THE 

COMMISSION- 
APPROVED 

GALLONS BEFORE 
mMEwAnw 

7D1M AGENDA: 

25,383.98 

795.840 

43,558,153 

7.291.405 

25.530.508 

189,108,132 

72.587.134 

4.046.901 

12,185,272 

10.4P.BO2 

28,230.77e 

5,459,938 

64,093,272 

1.61 5.690 

11.137,M)o 

154,712,075 

22,005,934 

17,307,382 

19.972.792 

11.291.978 

FPSC APPROVED FPSC APPROVED 
ADJUSTMENTS PROJECTED 

TO GALLONS DUE TEST YEAR - SALLQus 
25.383.568 

795.840 

43.5m. 153 

7,291.405 

25,538,566 

189.108.132 

72.5U7,134 

4,046.901 

12.385.272 

10.422.602 

27,933,476 

5,459,933 

61,093,272 

1,615,690 

11.137,M)o 

154.712.075 

22,w5.934 

t7.307.382 

19,972.792 

11,291.978 

(305.300) 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 9 b o 4 9 5 - ~  
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FOR THE WATER GALLONAGE CHARGE 

ATTACHMENT C. 

FROM THE 

COMMISSION- 
APPROVED 

GALLONS BEFORE 

14,671,468 

r n m  AGENDA. 

CDNSERVATlON 

2,120,304 

7,790,550 

19,482.199 

33.018.619 

921,520 

226,465,064 

1,969,705 

6,998,671 

2.807.727 

1.277.287 

26.213,981 

uu).329.986 

29,069,637 

31,164,194 

32.343.582 

472,472,690 

8,836,826 

5.576.528 

12.929.953 

(1 50.935) 

(13,833,681) 

m701.954) 

FPSC APPROVED FPSC APPROVED 
ADJUSTMENTS PROJECTED 

TO GALLONS DUE TEST YEAR - s4Auuis 

1,989,369 

7,790.550 

19,482.199 

33.016.619 

921,520 

212,631,983 

1,869,785 

8,996,671 

2,881,727 

1,277,207 

28,213,981 

357.628.012 

29,069,637 

31,164.184 

32,343,582 

472.472.698 

8.858.626 

5,578,528 

12.929.953 

14.671.468 
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SOUTHERN STATES Ul lMES.  INC. ATTACHMENT C __. ~ 

DOCKET NO. SSM05-WS 
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FOR THE WATER GALLONAGE CHARGE 

FROM THE 
7/31/98 AGENDA 

COMMISSION- FPSC APPROVED FPSC APPROVED 
APPROVED ADJUSTMENTS PROJECTED 

SYSTEM GALLONS BEFORE TO GALLONS DUE E S T  YEAR 

NAME 
Wlndsnnp 

wuwYmQu- WIuSbls 
8,072,980 8,072.990 

190.688.134 

863.782 

11.289.621 

190.686.1 34 

863.782 

11.289.621 

!372.9(13.769 

236,540,886 

11.6gS.401 

12.220.w 

7.174.6(10 

422,074.099 

2,218,503,459 

17,461,765 

12.89841 

7 . m . w  

25,633.068 

572.983.769 

236.540.808 

ii.6m.401 

12.220.984 

7.174.680 

422.074.099 

(53.W.841) 2,103,445,618 

17,461,765 

12.622.841 

7,208,384 

25,633.M)O 

1 Subtot FPSC Nomnn 3,562,120,356 (59,051,841) 3,509.082.515 1 

I (90,661,160) io.izz.w.w i TOTAL FPSC 10.313.287.715 



Allachmanl C 

1.1 1'4 Irl M 111 14 IPI 
1098 

In1 
1m Bill 

I 1  
10% Blll Canmb8lon Cmmlsalon 

PI 
lWS 

I~P+BUII m w  Proj.cUon Projectad Proleellon Proleeiad Proleclad Pmj.ct.d 

-1 m I'd1 ElclpI ma In'll w""" elnll lw 
17.425 328,1187,107 18.760 8.W% 18.958 8.M% 20.627 386,950,652 31.554 

1.823 

11,397 

834 

20.481 

520 

4.596 

1.512 

7.963 

4.220 

21.537 

878 

1.503 

274.120 

713 

2.982 

2,074 

2.166 

1.472 

1.071 

348 

3.450.738 

122,074,074 

0.3M).Mx) 

483,243,625 

6,372,870 

47.3M.108 

11.187.1W 

81,W,305 

25,7U6,711 

145.139.870 

0.023.980 

15.803.222 

2,821,442128 

13,395,172 

38,671.M2 

5,531314 

16,817,582 

12.720.817 

8,428,216 

2.697.160 

1.893 

10,711 

7.650 

13,254 

12.258 

10.292 

7.399 

7,765 

0.111 

0.739 

0.1181 

10.514 

9,563 

18.787 

12,935 

2.867 

7,811 

8,642 

5.642 

7.750 

0.00% 

1.74% 

2.96% 

0.18% 

4.30% 

35.75% 

8.41% 

1.54% 

2.02% 

3.35% 

4.44% 

0.00% 

2.31% 

1.17% 

O.W% 

0.87% 

0.29% 

0.87% 

2 00% 

7 91% 

1.823 

11.585 

859 

38.714 

E42 

6.239 

1,039 

8.m 

4.305 

22.258 

817 

1.503 

280.452 

721 

2.982 

2.092 

2.172 

1.485 

1,704 

376 

O.W% 1.823 3.450.730 1.823 

1.74% 11,797 126.359.21 1 12.522 

2.96% 884 6,763,301 884 

6.18% [ 38,443 m.512.484 43.769 

4.3w 568 8,832,720 1.150 

35.75% 8,470 87,172,302 16,019 

8.41% 1,777 13,147,884 1.784 

1.54% 8.210 63,749,858 8.574 

2.02% 4,392 28,839,016 4.410 

3.35% 23.W4 155,027,125 25.305 

4.44% 958 6.570.796 958 

O.W% 1,503 15,803,222 1.607 

2.31% 288.831 2,743,851,896 313.053 

1.17% 730 13,710,453 809 

O.W% 2.962 20.571.842 3.908 

0.87% 2.110 5.627.978 2.128 

0.29% 2,179 17.015.846 2.245 

0 87% 1.498 12.?43.122 1.510 

2.00% 

' 7.91% 

1.728 

405 

9.749.825 1.728 

3.140.726 424 
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242 

1.2?4 

m 
1.317 

762 

ZOW 

1,157 

1,328 

630 

2.894 

3.039 

2.054 

1,355 

11.814 

741 

1.016 

795 

1,022 

S.s(M 

149 

i . 3 m . m  

4.674.6m 

851.500 

1 1 . ~ , 0 1 0  

6,591,166 

8,317,476 

8.547.531 

4.527.897 

5,474,720 

13.4W.360 

15.795.003 

12,515,410 

2,830,149 

103.017.115 

3.83SC29 

13,774,1107 

6.117,610 

7,644,895 

25.206.831 

795.840 

5.747 

3.869 

6.787 

9.101) 

8.765 

3.023 

5.859 

3.m 

8.600 

4,633 

5.198 

4.237 

1.941 

8.771 

4 . m  

13.556 

7,895 

7.480 

7.456 

5.341 

1 . m  

0.71% 

0.00% 

1.34% 

0.17% 

O.W% 

0 . m  

O.W% 

0.32% 

O.W% 

0.83% 

0.71% 

O.M% 

0.80% 

0.22% 

9.10% 

0.63% 

0.36% 

0.35% 

0.00% 

245 

1.263 

OB 

1,335 

753 

2.wO 

1,157 

1,326 

032 

2.894 

5.087 

2.975 

1.355 

11.918 

743 

1.109 

M2 

1,026 

3,392 

149 

w 
w m  
u l n o  

0 71% 1.292 4,741,215 1 , M  0 1  
P W  

O W %  m 651.500 86 W U l  
ul l  
1 r  

10% 247 1.421.182 247 

1 34% 1.332 12,131,627 1,332 i2: 
0 17% 755 8.813.585 755 0 

-I 
0 

O W X  2.090 8317.478 2.w 

9 

I 

O W %  1,157 6,547,631 1.157 I 

O m  1.328 4,527,697 1.346 

0 32% 634 5.508.480 634 

O M %  I 2.904 13,454,602 2,926 1 
0 93% 3.096 18.081.073 3.149 

0 71% 2.9% 12.893.760 3.044 

000% 1,355 2,630,148 1,355 

0 ea% 12,023 105,448,Kkl 14.284 

0 22% 744 3.851.442 744 

9 19% 1.2W 16,268,457 1.297 

0 83% 801) 6.219.5114 801) 

0 36% 1.029 7.7W.138 1,029 

0 35% 3.4m 25.38.7.508 3,421 

0 00% 149 795.840 149 
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PI 14 

l?lMt lBm!mu 

l d h n l  tidpht. 4.887 

Lel*un Lakn (Covend Blldo*) 2.915 

Marc0 Shorn 3,481 

Mubn Oak8 30.165 

m n d l h h n o r  ISl 7,774 

Yornlngvhw 430 

Oak Fomt 1.712 

oalnrwd I41 2,441 

P&.d..covnlEyclub m 
P.hn Port 1.192 

pahn Terns. 

Patml Moblk Honw Park 

Pkcloh Idand 

Plm Rldgr 

PIM Rldw U L  141 

P l W  Wood. 

Polnt OWoodi 

Pomonm Park 

Postmaster Vlhw 

await RWW 

Rlver Gmv. 

14.228 

101 

1.505 

7.905 

2.547 

2.001 

4.131 

2.004 

1.870 

1 76 

1.254 

M lh1 

mnQ8bM- 
IfW 

4,012.4W 9.177 

7.209.047 2,501 

24.038.ssO 8.808 

109.967.280 5.635 

72,587,134 8,lSI 

3,W,036 8.177 

12,024,218 7.w4 

10.144.187 4,150 

11,810,150 28,335 

5.W7,W 4.271 

83,897,134 4,477 

1,815,880 2,305 

io.rn5.37~ 8.918 

109,749.6W 13.7U 

20,039,011 7.668 

17,204,003 8.590 

18,0311.303 4.- 

10,878.oU 5.428 

14.297.321 7.646 

1.7611.680 10,049 

7.m.550 6.213 

UI 
IS96 Blll 

Projaclbn 
Ea!2tw 

0.83% 

0.01% 

3.07% 

5.48% 

0.00% 

1.27% 

1.4% 

2.27% 

53.98% 

3.49% 

0.31% 

0.00% 

0.78% 

18.73% 

8.32% 

0.30% 

2.43% 

1.89% 

1.30% 

9.49% 

0.00% 

14 
10996 

Pmlwcbd 

3 7 R  
2.915 

3.588 

31.818 

7.714 

435 

1.730 

2,496 

625 

1.234 

14.272 

101 

1.597 

9,481 

2.759 

2.007 

4.231 

2,042 

1.894 

183 

1.254 

lpl If1 lU1 
1896 Conmhdon Commhslon 

EadRI RIM# 3BWWnm -a 
In'll Io'hl 

0.63% 4.746 43.550.153 4.746 

In1 l o r n  Blll 
PmlacUon PmJ0ct.d Pmjeclwd ProJecUd 

0.01% 2.916 7,281,405 2.916 

3.0% 3.698 25.5S6.556 5.521 

5.48% 33.582 189.im.132 35.667 

0.oOX 7.774 12,697,124 8.957 

1.27% u 1  4,046,901 510 

1.49% 1,163 12,385,272 1.829 

2.2796 2.5011 10,422.602 2.508 

53.88% 063 28,2311,776 1.636 

3.49% 1.277 5,458,836 1.211 

0.31% 14.316 64.083272 14,580 

0 . m  701 1,615,690 701 

0.18% 1,610 11.137.099 l.W 

18.73% 11 ,258 15.1.712.075 24.226 
~~~~~~ 

8.32% I 2.797 22.MH.934 2.853 I 
0.30% 2,013 17,307,362 2.013 

2.43% 4.334 19,912,782 4.335 

1.89% 2.m 11.291.978 2.273 

1.30% 1.919 14,671,488 1.919 

9.49% 211 2.120.304 211 

' 0.00% 1.254 7.790.550 1.154 
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SauUlam Slates Ulililies. Docket No. 95M95.WS Commission's lMi6 GrWh Calcul.tions for Waul1 Anpchmenl C 

1,- 

24 

16,143 

314 

1.381 

OM 

M 

7.446 

28.948 

5.112 

124 

6,511 

40,576 

1,628 

1414 

1,570 

1.252 

i ~ . m 7  

255 

5.005 

32.m.749 

921,520 

210.268.330 

1.787.250 

6,925,047 

2,805,770 

1,173690 

25.510.194 

325,789,938 

28.317.131 

24.436.401 

32.016.1&( 

410.754.288 

8,557,302 

5,402.272 

12.178.260 

8,072,990 

183.tKU.449 

747,320 

11.289.621 

23,092 

30.397 

13.025 

5.724 

5.076 

2.851 

13.973 

3.428 

12.089 

5.539 

197,cBB 

4,917 

10.123 

5.256 

3.347 

7.757 

6.397 

13.075 

2.931 

1.945 

1.57% 

0.00% 

3.78% 

4.mw 

0.51% 

1.45% 

4.32% 

1.37% 

8.05% 

1.32% 

12.93% 

0.51% 

7.25% 

1.63% 

1 .m 

0.00% 

3.16% 

7.51% 

0.00% 

1,408 

24 

16.753 

329 

1.371 

990 

88 

7.548 

29.117 

5.179 

140 

6 9 4  

43.518 

1855 

1,640 

1.6P 

1,262 

14,439 

274 

5.805 

1 57% 

0 00% 

3 78% 

4 69% 

0 51% 

1 45% 

4 32% 

1 37% 

8 05% 

132% 

12 93% 

0 51% 

7 25% 

1 63% 

1 ea% 
3 04% 

0 -  

1,430 

24 

17.386 

w 
1.378 

1.013 

91 

7,651 

31.461 

5.248 

156 

6,578 

46.673 

1.682 

1.666 

1.667 

1.262 

33,018,618 

921.520 

226.465.W 

1,969,785 

6.996.671 

2.887.727 

1,277,287 

26,213,961 

380329.968 

29.069.637 

31.164194 

32.343.582 

472,472,690 

8.838.626 

5.576.528 

12.929.953 

8.072.990 

TI 
l.g(u WCO 

mnn 
156 0 8 

P W  
21.507 w m  

c n l  
* P  

CON 
1.378 0 

344 s w  

I 
9 
0 w 

7.953 m 

1,013 

91 
& 

69.277 

7.503 

882 

6.780 

53,522 

1.m2 

1.683 

1,667 

1.280 

316% I 14.583 190,666,134 17.240I 

7 51% 295 883.782 295 

000% 5 805 11.289.621 6,017 
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Id1 Ir) IM 111 lUl 
Commlaalon Commb8lon 

lPl 
l 9 W  

[nl 
1098 Bill 

111 
1996 

UI 
19s6 8111 

ProJ.EUon Pr0j.ct.d PmbcLion Projasbd Projecbd Projackd 

o'dl C'II Ip*hl 
cj I3cm Ru* E l a l l  BIlll -- r 2 :  

2 3 ?  
(Uq 

m 

'd 
W r n  
mnn 
0 1  

W O I  

@b. FPSC Juh Unlfon 663.720 6,232,939,176 8.381 366% 887.901 335% 711,021 6.751.167.359 844 .M I 
Bwnavmbm b l u a  Is1 108.723 554.411.wO 5,195 O W n  106.723 3.35% I 110.290 572,903,769 115.379 

D n p C m h  35,428 2 1 9 ~ m . w o  8,198 3.01% 36.778 3 81% 36.179 236,540.866 44,616 S I W  

1,048 10.982.269 

1.828 11.482.855 

972 6.717.W 

i o z m  ~ m . w . 2 m  

10,478 3.20% 1.082 U l l  
I P  

3.20% 1,116 11.696.401 1.434 

6.287 3.12% 1.885 3.12% 1,944 12,220,884 2 . m  
0 

q 
6.011 3.56% 1.005 1.16% 1 1.038 7.174.600 1.038I I 

2.84% 105.799 2.84% 108.803 422.074.0s~ 116.672 0 3.879 

Yaffio bbnd J6Jl 88.539 2.112.629,013 30,824 2 89% 70,520 2 89% 7 2 . W  2,236,503,458 179.945 

PalmValby I41 2,476 16.88o.W 8.853 1 07% 2.502 107% [ 2.548 17,461,765 2.8511 

RamhptonForrl I41 770 9,309.950 12,Wl 23 04% 947 2304% 1,044 12.622.Ml 1.058 

Vabmlr Twnca 4.115 23.980.272 5.632 3246% 4.253 3.35% I 4.385 25,833,088 4.e45 

Sprlna Gardana 1.506 6,748,651 4,481 1.15% 1.556 3.36% [ 1.608 7.2-30384 1.7&3] 

[Sub. FPSC NonUnlfon 326.282 3.371.838.115 10.334 207% 333.050 3 15% 343.533 3.582,120.358 471FWl 
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Soulhem S l a m  Utiliia . llc&el No. SSMBSWS Comrnisskn'e 198(1 O M  c.kulaha for Wastawaler Anachmenl C 

1.1 [dl I f l  P1 ti1 19 In1 [PI Ill 14 
19% Bill 19% Commissloa Commiirlon 1995 Bill 1995 

1991C.lk.r Projrlion Projetled Pmjrl ioa Pmjecled Projected Projected 
F l c l ! x B u l r  Flcl!x Dim Ipeh(;rtlpnr- 

121 In'll 13hl  
( w p d  u w )  I U 4  

111 111 121 li'dl 
Ameli8 Island 15.338 191.869.662 12,509 6.71% 16.367 6.71% 17,465 218.482.447 24,883 

Apache Shores 17'1 

Apple V d k y  

Burno Hills 14.7'1 

Ikeeber's Polnf 

Bum1 Slore 

CbUlUOl8 . 
Cilrns Park 

Cilrur springs 

Dtlt0.a 

Flsberm8n'r H8ven 14.71 

FL Cenlrml Comm. Park 131 

For Run 

Holld8y H8ven 

Jumgle Den 

hilami Heights 

hisure Lakes (Covered Bride 

rnmrco shorer 

AVGMWW WK4 

1.348 

2.003 

35,220 

I 93 

3,979 

1,609 

3.197 

8,233 

55,405 

1.727 

412 

1,176 

1.100 

1,396 

4,671 

2.753 

3,036 

2,028,256 

9,678,367 

218,870,252 

1,893,980 

27,436A75 

6bM.971 

13,472.031 

27.155957 

26 1,288,380 

6.772.146 

18,662.633 

6.123681 

3,086,287 

2.697989 

24,784,802 

6,600,619 

11,942,688 

1,505 

4,932 

6.214 

9,813 

6,895 

4,121 

4.214 

3.383 

4,716 

3,921 

45.298 

5,207 

2.806 

1,933 

5,306 

2,398 

3.934 

0.00% 

0.12% 

5.93% 

0.35% 

39.08% 

0.65% 

0.9Ph 

0.40% 

1.10% 

0.35% 

2.67% 

2.91% 

0.00% 

0.48% 

0.24% 

O.Ol% 

2.32% 

1,348 

2,005 

37,309 

I 94 

5.534 

1,619 

3.228 

8.266 

56,014 

1,733 

423 

1,210 

1.100 

1,403 

4,662 

2,753 

3.106 

_-__ 
0.00% I 1.348 2,028,256 1,344 

0.12% ZOO8 9,902,089 2.065 
_ _  

5.93% I 38.136 236,991.367 40,2io I 
0.35% I 94 I ,907.26 I 482 

39.08% 7.697 53,071,050 13,459 

0.65% 1,630 6,717.454 1,630 

0.97% 3,259 13,734.656 3.277 

0.40% 8,299 28.079.250 8,422 

I.IO% 56,631 267,068,340 6 1,064 

0.35% I 1.721 6,776,067 1,739 

2.67% 434 19.672.522 I I ; 7 n  

2.91% 1,245 6.485.165 1,245 

0.00% 1.100 3,086.287 1.1 I8 

0.48% 1.409 2.723.952 1.409 

0.24% 4,693 24,901,912 4,777 

0.01% 2,754 6.601.939 2.754 

2.32% 3,179 12.503.257 3.850 



14 

Marlom O8lu 

Meredllb Mmor 

Moralmgvkw 171 

Palm Pori 

Palm Terrace 

Park Manor 

POlOl o'wooda 

s.11 Sprlay' 

Silver Lake O a k  

Sarrlk F&y 

Sugar Mill 171 

sly.rmm wads 

Sunny HIIIs 

Swsblw P8rkway 

U n l n n l t y  Shows 171 

V M d h  V h g S  171 

W d m e w  

zcphy SLWW 

14 lhl til 111 
1995 811 1995 

[dl 

lppuirllpu Pmjrctlon ProJeclcd 
(capped usage) IW I w O r B i l l r  

111 111 121 li'dl 
15.984 55,684,012 3,484 1.46% 16.217 

341 2,377,150 6,971 1.30% 345 

432 2,087.620 4,832 0.65% 435 

1,192 4,392,414 3.685 3.54% 1,234 

12.338 39,423,698 3.195 0.31% 12.376 

341 2,638,920 7,583 0.78% 35 I 

1.655 5,147,630 3,110 3.33% 1.710 

1,349 12,965,744 9.61 I 

312 1.132.820 3,631 

395 8.013.269 20,287 

7.375 22,984,401 3,117 

26,274 I 3  1,250.8 I4 4,995 

2.130 7.569.362 3,554 

IO5 21,639,431 2p6.090 

37,955 270.368.929 7.123 

1,034 4.423,522 4,278 

13,459 103.230.286 7,670 

5.781 10,574,641 1,829 

0.83% 1.360 

1.77% 318 

7.1 I% 423 

1.55% 7,489 

7.88% 28,344 

0.49% 2.140 

1.61% I14 

7.24% 40,703 

1.62% I.05I 

2.56% 13.804 

0.00% 5,781 

Att.chnwnI C 

[nl [PI 111 14 T J W O  
1996Bill 1996 Commisslaa Commluloa P O W  

Ensm Bulp lPPhWLpu- 
ProJecllon Projecled PmJeclrd Projrcled 

e 2  121 In'll ID'hl 

$ 8 ?  1.46% 16,454 57,321,855 17,041 

1.30% 350 2,439,350 406 W 
Uci j  

0.65% 438 2.1 14,847 438 0 ,  
an 
d1u7 
1d6 
L n l  
I P  
E W  m u  

3.54% 1.278 4,708,901 1.278 

0.31% 12,415 39,668,504 12,415 - 
0.78% 353 2,680,248 

3.33Ya 1,767 5,4%,170 

0.83% 1.371 13,181,869 

" 
402 1 

1,767 

1,827 

I .77% 323 1,173,277 323 

7.11% 453 9,193,265 874 

1.55% I 7,605 23,702,439 7.816 

7.88% 30,578 152.750.936 31.643 

0.49% 2.151 7,643,723 ' 2.151 

8.61% I24 25.526.159 953 

724% 1 43,648 310,922,487 48.192 

1.62% 1 1,068 4,568,005 1.068 I 
2.56% 14,157 108,583,330 16,220 

0.00% 5.781 10,574.64 I 5.993 
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Projrctiin Projected Projection Prolcctd Pmjrcled Projected # E $  
E.rlnrm euku Bulr 14p6c.upu lp46EBc1 r c 3  

121 In‘ll fp*hl P Z  
WM u s w )  lW 

111 111 121 b’dl 
* Z O  

Ti 

378.587.51 I 191 0 1  

326.3121 ID 0 ’ 
- bub. FPSC J U ~ S  Uniform 211,255 1,547,799,839 5,706 4 14% 182,492 3 91% 193.524 1.102.9%34 

85.443 427,486,000 5.003 000% 85,443 3.68% I 88.587 443,117,485 91.3691 W O  Buensvrmtrrm Lakes 15.81 

w m  36.035 213,726,766 5.93 I 4.17% 37,538 4.17% 39,103 231,923,226 45.642 , 
I b J  
9 w 

205,355.956 191 

Z G  81.476 173,372,414 3,355 2.85% 83,798 2.85% 86.186 289,176.688 92,052 0 

4 
49,546 0 

606.099.4S7 191 9 
0.42% 23,076 0.42% 23,172 628,695,429 Mama Island 13.5.7l 11,919 623.447.473 27,131 

SpringCwdeas 181 1,506 5,114530 3.3% 3.68% 1,561 3.68% [ 1.619 5,497.563 1,791 1 
Troplcd Ides 171 1,619 0 0 13.SlK 2,992 13.82% 3,406 0 3.406 

Vakncla Trrnrr 16.81 4.115 17.161.(95 4.171 3.68% 4,266 3.bSV* I 4.423 18,448,252 4,675J 

l4.880.341 191 

[Sub. FPSCNon-UolTorm 234,183 I,560,308.778 6,663 1.92% 138.674 3.28% 246,497 1.616.958.643 288,481 I 
I .499.597,547 

Tofd FPSC 505,438 3.108.108.617 6.149 3.11% 521.166 3.62% 540,021 3,319,944,027 614,7931 

3.201.582.931 
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ORDER NO. PSC-56-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950455-WS 
PAGE 1157 

Southern Stater Utilities, InL 
Docket No. 950495Ws 

Comparison OCBillr at 6,000 Gdloru 

Sugar Mill Woods 
Burnt Store 
Spring Gardens 
Amelia Islnnd 
Marc0 Island 
Beacon Hills 
Meredith Manor 
VaIencir Terrace 
Apple Valley 
Leisure Lakes 
Buenaventura L a b  

Attachment C 

Palm Terrace 
Salt Springs 
Leilani Heights 
Lebigh 
University Shores 
Deep Creek 
Sugar Mill 
Venetian Village 
Woodmere 
Citrus Springs 
Citrus Park 

107% 
106% 
103% 
102% 
98% 

1moA 
102% 
106% 
102% 
101% 
100% 
86% 
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Attachment H 
Page 1 of 2 

Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
Schedule for Determining Interim Refund 
Test Year Ended December 31,1996 (Final) I December 31,1994 (Interim) 

TOTAL - 920199 PLANTS 17,090,272 15,424,615 1,665,657 10.80% 

85 DEEP CREEK 1,842,642 1,491,339 351,303 23.56% 
86 ENTERPRISE 0 0 0 0.00% 

16.85% 
10.43% 
5.73% 

90 MARC0 ISLAND 9,531,702 8,418,448 1,113,254 13.22% 
91 PAtMVALtM 273.487 259,625 13,862 5.34% 
92 REMINGTON FOREST 38,280 33,484 4,796 14.32% 

TOTAL - OTHER PLANTS 14,268,318 12,639,392 1,628,926 12.89% 

TOTAL- ALL PLANTS 3,294,583 11.74% 
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Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
Schedule for Determining Interim Refund 
Test Year Ended December 31,1996 (Final) I December 31,1994 (Interim) 

Attachment H 
Page 2 of 2 

TUTAL * 920499 PLAN 89 12,326,346 814,343 14.72% 

37 DEEP CREEK 1,849,566 1,322,973 526,593 39.80% 
38 ENTERPRISE 0 76,522 (76,522) -100.00% 
39 LEHIGH 2,760,498 2,927,180 (1 66,682) -5.69% 

-27.53% 
15.85% 

-a 34% 

TOTAL- ALL PLANTS 21,390,325 20,235,654 . 1,154,67t 5.71% 
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SERVICE AVAlLABlL ITY CH ARGE ANAL YSlS 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE 1 OF 2 

APPROVED SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE PER ERC 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
NET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

MINIMUM SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE PER ERC 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
NET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

MAXlMUM SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE PER ERC 
LEVEL OF C.LAC. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
rNET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

1,379.00 
61.73% 

51 ,El 1.805 

401.55 
37.37% 

31,370,022 

1,911.72 
75.00% 

62,952,755 

GROSS BOOK VALUE 168,506,115 
LAND - 10,864,091 
DEPRECIABLE ASSETS 157,642,024 
ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION TO DATE 46,023,742 
ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION AT DESIGN CAPACITY 84,569,109 
NET PLANT AT DESIGN CAPACITY 83.937,006 

TRANSMISSION 8 DlSTRlBUTlONlCOLLECTlON LINES 
MINIMUM LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. 

C.I.A.C. TO DATE 

62,976,282 
37.37% 

45.1 23,748 
ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF C.I.A.C. TO DATE 11.1 18,311 
NET C.I.A.C. TO DATE 34,005,437 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. TO DATE 27.76% 
ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 22,151,609 

FUTURE CUSTOMERS (ERC) TO BE CONNECTED 23,859 

COMPOSITE DEPRECIATION RATE 
COMPOSITE C.I.A.C. AMORTIZATION RATE 

2.88% 
2.88% 

NUMBER OF YEARS TO DESIGN CAPACITY 8.49 
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SE R VlCE AVAILABILITY CHARGE ANAL YSlS 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TESTYEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

APPROVED COMBINED SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGES PER ERC 1,950.00 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACIN 45.77% 
NET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 41,674,535 

MINIMUM SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE PER ERC 0.00 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACIN 37.86% 
NET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 35,113,641 

MAXIMUM SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE PER ERC 9,862.38 
LEVEL OF C.1A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACIN * 75.00% 
NET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 68,296,215 

WASTFWA TER 

GROSS BOOK VALUE 
LAND 
DEPRECIABLE ASSETS 
ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION TO DATE 
ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
NET PLANT AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

TRANSMISSION 8 DISTRIBUTION/COLLECTION LINES 
MINIMUM LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. 

C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF C.1.A.C TO DATE 
NET C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

FUTURE CUSTOMERS (ERC) TO BE CONNECTED 

COMPOSITE DEPRECIATION RATE 
COMPOSITE C.I.A.C. AMORTIZATION RATE 

NUMBER OF YEARS TO DESIGN CAPACITY 

147,561,420 
4,026,028 

143,535.392 
44,673,919 
56,499,800 

. 91,061,620 

55,861,226 
37.86% 

56,094,844 
16,359,549 
39.735295 

38.62% 
20,981,203 

3.515 

3.85% 
3.05% 

2.14 




