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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

I n re : Application for a rate increase 
i n Citrus, Martin, Marion and 
Charlotte/Lee County by SOUTHERN 
STATES UTILITIES , INC . ; in Collier 
County by MARCO ISLAND UTILITIES 
(DELTONA) ; in Marion County by MARION 
OAKS UTILITIES (UNITED FLORIDA) ; and 
in Washington County by SUNNY HILLS 
UTILITIES (UNITED FLORIDA) 

DOCKET NO . 900329- WS 

ORDER NO . 24071 

ISSUED : 2- 6- 91 

Pursuant to notice , a prehearing conference wa9 held on 
January 22 , 1991, before Commissioner Gerald L . Gunter, as 
Prehearing Officer, in Tallahassee, Florida. 

APPEARANCES: B. KENNETH GATLIN and WAYNE 
Esquires, Ga tlin, Woods, carlson 
1709-D Mahan Drive 
Tallahassee, Florida 32308 
On behalf of Southern States 
Deltona Utilities . Inc. , and 
Utilities Corporation 

L. SCHIEFELBEIN , 
& Cowdery 

Utilities . Inc . . 
United Florida 

JACK SHREVE and HAROLD McLEAN, Esquires , vffice of 
the Public Counsel , Auditor General Building, Room 
810, 111 West Madison Street, Tallahassee , Florida 
32399-1400 
On behalf of the Citizens of the State of Florida 

PATRICK K. WIGGINS, Esquire and ROBERT SCHEFFEL 
\iRIGHT, Class B Practitioner, Wiggins & Villacorta , 
P.A., 501 East Tennessee Street, Suite B, Post 
Office Drawer 1657 , Tallahassee , Florida 323C2 
On behalf of Cypress and Oak Villages Assoc+ation 

ROBERT J. PIERSON , ANN DAVIS, AND l1ATTHEW FEIL, 
Esquires, Florida Public Service Commission, 101 
East Gaines Street, ?allahassee, Florida 32399- oarJ 
on behalf of the Commission staff 

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

I. case Background 

On September 28 , 1990, Southern States Utilities, Inc., 
Deltona Utilities, Inc . , and United Florida Utilities Corporation 
(hereinafter collectively referred to as "Utility'' ) completed tho 
minimum filing requirements for a general rate increase and that 
date was established as the official date of filing. The approved 
test year for this proceeding is the projected twelve month period 
ending December 31, 1991 . 

On July 25, 1990, the Office of Public Counsel (OPC} served 
notice of 1.ts intervention in this proceeding pursuant to the 
provisions of Section 350.0611 , Florida Statutes . OPC's not ice of 
intervention was acknowledged by this Commission by Order No. 
24 396 , issued September 17, 1990 . By Order No. 23860 , issued 
December 11, 1990, this Commission suspended the Utility ' s proposed 
rates and granted a n interim water a nd wastewater rate increase, 
subject to refund. 

This case is scheduled for an admin istrative hearing on 
February 11 through 15, 1991. 

I • Pretile4 Testimony end Exhibits 

All parties and the staff of this Commission (Stdff} have 
prefiled the tes timony ot all witnesses that they intend t o 
sponsor , with the exception of six members of Staff who m OPC and 
the Utility have subpoenaed . During the hearing, all profiled 
testimony will be inserted into the record as though read after the 
witness has taken the stand a nd affirmed the correctness of the 
testimony and associated exhibi t s . All testimony remains subject 
to appropriate objections. Each witness will have the opportunity 
to orally summarize his or her testimony a t the time he or she 
takes the stand . Upon insertion of a witness' testimony, exhibits 
appended thereto may be marked for identification. After all 
parties a nd Staff have had the opportun ity to object and 
cross-examine, the exhibit may be moved into the record . All other 
exhibits may be similarly identified and e ntered into the record at 
tho appropriate time during the hearing. 

Witnesses are reminded that , on cross-examination , responses 
to questions calling for a simple yes or no answer shall be so 
anowercd first , after which the witne~s may e .:plain his or her 
answer . 

, 
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III . Order ot Witnesses 

The following is a list of wi tnesses that ha v e been identified 
by the parties a nd Staff . I n the i nterest of admi n istrative 
efficiency, when each witness t ake s the stand , all of h is or her 
t estimony , whethe r d i r ect, r ebuttal or s upplement al rebuttal, will 
be taken togethe r. 

Witness 

Bert T. Phillips 

Forrest L . Ludsen 

Richard P. Ausman 

Bruce K. Ganqno n 

Scott w. Vierima 

Rafael A. Terrero 

Charles L . sweat 

Gerald c. Hartman 

John F. Guastella 

Appearing for 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

Ut ility 

Utilj ty 

Utility 

Utility 

Issues Nos. 

109 , 111 

15 , 18, 43, 46, 
1 76 , 182 , 183, 
190, 192 , 193, 
200 , 205 , 206 , 
209, 2 10 

8 , 
97 , 
104 , 
108, 
114 , 
188 , 

9, 48, 68, 
100, 1 02 , 
105 , 106, 
110 , 112, 
115 , 118, 

2 11 

120, 
184 , 
198, 
208 , 

87, 
103, 
107, 
113 , 
120 , 

13, 14, 50, 98 , 1 0 1 , 
121, 122 

97 , 98 , 1 05 

4 7, 143 

1, 6 , 4 9, 
14 4 1 14 5 1 
174 , 175 

1 35 , 
1 51 , 

136, 
152 , 

5, 6, 7, 20 , 33, 3 4, 
35, 62 , 70 , 80 , 9 1, 
153, 154, 167, 1 68 , 
201, 202 1 212 

2 , 3 , 4, 11, 1 2 , 52 , 
53, 54, 55 , 99, 2 1 2 
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Witness 

Charles K. Lewis 

Frank Seidman 

John D. Russell 

Robert c . Nixon 

John R. Shea hen 

F. Marshall Deterding 

Charles E. Wood 

Appearing for 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

Utility 

41., 

Issues Nos. 

14, 2 1 1 37, 56, 63, 
71, 76, 77, 79 , 811 
82, 83 , 84, 85 , 92 , 
124, 166 , 169, 170, 
171, 172, 182 , 184, 
186, 190 , 194 , 195, 
196, 197 , 199, 203, 
204, 206, 210 

72 , 73 , 74, 75 , 86, 
88, 89, 93 , 94 , 95, 
96, 124, 159, 160, 
161 , 162 , 163, 164 , 
165, 170, 173 , 177, 
178, 179 , 180, 181, 
184, 187, 189, 197, 
206, 210 

44, 45, 57, 58 , 59, 
60, 124 , 1 39 , 14 0 1 
141, 142, 146, 147 , 
148, 14 91 184, 197, 
206, 210 

15, 26 , 31, 3 6, 38, 
39, 4 0 I 41, 42, 64, 
65 , 67, 124, 131, 
132 , 133 134, 137, 
138, 150 , 155, 156 , 
157 , 158, 184, 185, 
197 , 206 , 207 , 2 1 0 

22, 23 , 24, 25, 124, 
125, 126, 1 27 , 128, 
129 , 130 , 184, 197 , 
204 , 206 , 210 

116, 117, 118, 119 

9, 10, 16, 17, 26, 
27 , 28 , 29 , 30 , 45, 
4 " I 77, 86 
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The Utility has also subpoenaed the 
Staff, indicated by asterisk, as witnesses. 
Staff motion to quas h and for a protective 
this matter. 

Wi tness Appearing for 

*Charles Hill Utility 

*Marshall w. Willis Ut ility 

*Bob Crouch Utility 

*N. D. Walker Utility 

*Frank Doud Utility 

•Jim Todd Utility 

Harry DeMeza OPC 

Ralph c. Smith OPC 

Hugh Larkin, Jr . OPC 

following members of 
There is curre ntly a 

order which addresses 

Issues Nos . 

1, 2, 5 , 6 , 7, 20, 
33 , 34, 3 5 , 52 , 53 , 
54 , 55, 62, 70 , 7 9, 
801 91 , 135 , 136, 
144, 145, 151, 153, 
167, 168, 1 97, 212 

10, 11, 12 , 15, 
17, 18 , 22, 2 :J , 
38 , 39 , 4 0 , 41, 
4 5 , 4 6 , 47, 48 , 
57 , 64, 72 , 75 , 
82, 8 6 , 87, 93 , 
106 , 143 , 184, 
210 

3, 
24, 
108, 
113, 
121, 
186, 
211 

11, 18, 22 , 
102 , 106, 
1091 1101 
114, 119 , 
14 3 1 1641 
188, 209, 

1 6 , 
24, 
4 2 , 
50, 
77, 

103 , 
209 , 

23, 
1 07 , 
111, 
120, 
184, 
210 , 

OPC has also s ubpoenaed the following members of Staff , 
i ndicated by asterisk, as witnesses . There is currently a Staff 

I 
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motion to quash and 
matter. 

Witness 

*Charles Hill 

*Marshall w. Willis 

*Bob Crouch 

*N. D. Walker 

*Frank Doud 

•Jim Todd 

Buddy L. Hansen 

Clarence Anderson 

Roberto c. An sag 

Robert P. Barker 

William E . Darling 

ecce Featheringill 

Robert D. Glenn 

David G. MacColeman 

Gregory T . O'Connell 

Francisco J . Perez 

John H. Pope 

for a protective 

Appearing for 

OPC 

OPC 

OPC 

OPC 

OPC 

OPC 

COVA 

Staff 

Staff 

staff 

Staff 

Staff 

Staff 

Staff 

Staff 

Staff 

Staff 

order which addresses 

Issues Nos. 

103, 116, 117 

3 , 8. 9 , 11, 18 , 
113, 184 

2, 6 , 7, 35 , 
174, 175, 184 

50 , 88, 89, 
121, 161 , 162 , 
177 

50, 88, 89 

1, 2, 10, 16, 
27, 28, 30 , 33, 
3 5 1 36, 39, 
137, 182, 183, 
192, 193, 195, 
206 , 208 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

this 

99, 

167 , 

118, 
176, 

26, 
34, 

106 , 
190, 
196, 

., 
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Witness 

Robert R. Reining, Jr . 

William J. Thiel 

Wesley B. Upham 

William T. Washburn 

Gregory L. Shafer 

Appearing tor Issues Nos. 

Staff 1 

Staff 1 

Staff 1 

Sta ff 1 

Staff 4 

rv. Basic Positions 

UTILITY: The Utility ' s basic position is that the Commissio n 
should establish permanent uniform cross county rates to 
be applied to the various systems that are t .he subject of 
this docket consistent with the categories set forth in 
Sec t ion I of its Second Amended Application for Rate 
Increase and the rate schedules set forth in the Revised 
Addendum to Volumes I-VII of the MFRs. I n the 
alterna tive, the Utility requests that permanent county 
uniform rates be approved. In any event, the Utility 
r equests that permanent rates designed to generate the 
revenue requirements for the various systems , as 
identified in said application and the MFRs, be approved. 

~: The rates sought by the Utility are exc essive be c ause, if 
gra nted, they would provide an e xcessive ret~rn on 
investment. The Utility seeks to recove r expenses which 
it d i d not i ncur, which it should not have inc urred, and 
wh i ch it will not -incur in a typical operating per1od . 
The Utility ove rstates the level of investment which is 
used and useful in the provision of service to t he 
public. Finally, the Utility advocates a rate d esign 
which, if approved, would occasion a heavy flow of 
economic be nefit and detrime nt among the customers of the 
various systems in the filing. The Utility has incur r ed 
and will i ncur excessive rate case expense by neglecting, 
on the o ne hand, the availability of staff assisted rate 
cases for the many systems which were eligible the refor. 
On the other hand, the Utility has incurred excessive 
rate case expense because it insisted the Commission not 
process its application under the Propose d Agency Acti on 
procedure authorized by Cha pter 120 , Florida Statutes. 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 24071 
OOCK£T NO. 900329-WS 
PAGE 8 

~: The Utility's proposals for rate increases, for county
wide or cross-county rates, and for rate structure 
changes fail to recognize the unique history, situation, 
and c haracter of the Sugarmill Woods community served by 
the Utility in Citrus County. Allowing the Utility to 
imp lement its proposals would force Sugarmill Woods 
customers to s ubsidize other Utility customers i n Citrus 
County if county-wide rates were implemented, or in other 
counties where the Utility serves if cross-coun y rates 
were implemented. The Utility has not shown that either 
county-wide rates or cross-county rates will result i n an 
improved match between cost-causation and revenues paid , 
nor has it shown that the benefits, if any, of adopting 
county-wide or cross-county rates will be fai rly 
apportioned to the customers of its various operating 
divisions . Considered either individually or in the 
aggregate , the Utility has not provided the information 
necessary for the Commission to assure that cro$s
subsidization does not occur as a result of implementing 
county-wide or cross-county rates . Accordingly, these 
proposals should be rejected . 

The Utility has a ttempted to make numerous inappropriate 
or erroneous calculations in its computations of used and 
useful percentages of water plant, water t ransmission and 
distribution lines, and sewer collection lines. Use of 
both a projected test year and a "margin rese rve" 
allowance is inappropriate and should not b~ approved in 
this case. The Util i ty has attempted to use an 
inaccurately low number of potential equivalent 
residential connection s (ERCs) i n calculating used and 
useful percentages, resulting in overstated used and 
useful percentages ; the correct number is 9, 054 EBCs . 
The Utility has incorrectly applied Citrus Co~y 
Ordinance 86-10, resulting in an overstated used •nd 
useful percentage for w ter plant; the ordinance s hoald 
be applied correctly in calculating this percentage. ~e 
Utility has claimed in rate base a proposed sewer pLlnt 
that is planned to serve Sugarmill Woods. This plant is 
not needed at this t i me a nd will, in any event, not be in 
service before 1992 : it s hould therefore not be alla.ed 
in r te base i n this proceeding. Additionally, the 
Utility has a poor track record of making actna l 
expenditures i n accordance ~ith it s budgets , and it is 
therefore inappropriate to rely on its budgets tor 
sett1ng rates i n this case. 
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STAFF : 

Finally , the Utility ' s proposal to increase the cap on 
gallonage charges for sewer service provided to its 
Sugarmill Woods customers from 6, 000 gallons per month to 
8,000 or 10,000 per month is inappropriate. 

The information gathered through discovery and prefiled 
testimony indicates , at this point, that the Utility is 
entitled to some level of increase . The specific level 
cannot be determined until the evidence presented at 
hearing is a nalyzed. 

V. Issues an4 Positions 

QUALITY 'OF SERVICE 

ISSUE: Is the quality of service provided by each of the 
utility systems satisfactory? 

I 

POSITIONS I 
VTILITX: Yes. (Sweat) 

~: No position at this time. (DcMeza) 

~: As to Sugarmill Woods, the Utility' s quality of 
service is generally adequate except ~hat there 
have been and continue to be water shortages, and 

he Utility ' s well construction proq ram i s behind 
schedule and off-budget. (Hansen) 

STAFF: No position at this time . (Anderson, Ansaq, B .rker, 
Featheringill , Glenn, MacColernan, O'Connell , Perez , 
Pope, Reining, Thiel, Upham, Washburn} (HQI£ - This 
issue will be broken down by system and/or by 
county in Staff ' s final analysis.) 

I 
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RATE BASE 

ALL COUNTIES 

2. 

3 . 

ISSUE: Should a margin reo rvo be included in the 

calculations of used and useful plant? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : Xes . (Guastella) 

~: No. To furnish capacity tor future customers is a 
task to be borne by the Utility and financed by new 

customers as they arri ve; not t h e financial 

responsibili ty of existing customers. (DeNeza, 
Crouch) 

STAFF : 

ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

It is inappropriate t o i nclude a margin reserve in 
the calculation o f rate baso where a projected test 
year is used. Addit ionally, use of a marg i n 

reserve allowance is i nappropriate for s ystems , 
such as Sugarmill Woods , where the t ransmission and 

collection lines aro built out . This position 
concurs with positions s tated by Staff witne~s 

Shafer. (Hansen) 

Generally speaking, unless a margin reserve issu e 

is identified tor a particular county o r system, a 
margin reserve should be included i n the 

calculations of used a nd useful plant. 

Shou ld CIAC be imput d to offset any margin res erve 
allowance in the rata baao calculation? 

UTILITY: No . (Guastella) 

Xes . Although a margi n reserve is inappropriate, 
where it is recognized, a ser ious mismatch will 

occur unless an amount of CIAC equivalent to the 
number of ERCs represented by the margin reserve be 
r eflected as a rata baa e offset. (Larkin, Willis) 
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4. 

5 . 

~: 

STAFF : 

ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Yes. Altho ugh a margin reserve is inappropriate, 
where it is recognized , a ser i ous mismatch will 
occur unless an amount of CIAC equivalent t o the 
number of ERCs repre sented by the margin reserve be 
reflec ted as a rate base offset . 

Pursuant to Co~~ission policy, marg i n reserve 
should be offset by CIAC to be collected by 
c us tome r s in that allowance. 

What is the a ppropriate met hod to determi ne ma rgin 
reserve? 

UIILITY : Each syst em s hould be weighed on i t s own merits as 
indicated in the rebuttal t estimony of J. 
Guastella . (Guastella) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Agree wi th St aff solely with regard to the 
methodology. 

If a margin reserve i s to be allowed, COVA agrees 
that the Staff ' s proposed r egression analysis 
methodology is appropriate . 

Regression analysis. (Shafer ) 

Should the capacity to provide f i re flow be 
i ncluded in u sed and useful simply because a system 
has fire hydrants? 

UTILITY: Yes. (Hartman) 

~: No. The capacity to provide fire flow should be 
i ncluded only where i t is shown that a system is 
capable of de l i vering fire flow. (De Meza) 

STAFF: 

No. The capacity t o provide fi r e flow should be 
i ncluded only where i t is shown that a system is 
capable of d elivering fire flow. 

No. 

I 

I 

I 
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6 . 

7 . 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Should the calculation of used and useful be 
adjusted to remove excess unac counted for water for 
water systems? 

UTILITY: No. Nor does the utility agree there is excess 
unaccounted for water . (Hartman, Sweat) 

~: Yes. Unaccounted for water is beyond the control 
andtor usage of customers. The pe rce ntage of 
util ity plant whic h is used a nd usefu l in providing 
utility s ervice depends upon how much wat~r 
customers use, not how much the utility looses or 
wastes . (DeMeza, crouch) 

~: 

SIAFF: 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Yes . Unaccounted for wate r is beyond the control 
a ndfor usage of customers. The percentage of 
utility plant which is used and usef u l in providing 
utility service depends upon how much water 
customers use, not how much the uti lity looses or 
wastes . 

No position at this time. 

Should the calculation of used a nd useful be 
adjusted to r emove e xcess infiltration for 
wastewater systems? 

trriLITX: No. Nor does the utility agree there is excess 
infiltration . (Hartman) 

~: Yes. Wastewater treated by the utility, but no t 
generated by the customers, i s beyond the control 
of the customers. The percentage of utility plant 
wh ich is used a nd useful in pro viding utility 
service d e pe nds upon how much wastewater customers 
g e nerate , and should exclude that collected from 
other sources. (OeMeza , crouch) 

., 
49 
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8. 

9 . 

STAff : 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Yes. Wastewater treated by the utility, but not 
generate d by the customers, is beyond the control 
of the customers . The percentage of utility plant 
which is used and useful i n providing utility 
service depends upon how much wastewater customers 
generate, and should exclude that collected from 
other sources. 

No position at this time. 

Is a projected test yea r proper where the test year 
is based upon "zero based budgeting" which is 
itself a projection . 

UTILITX: Yes . Zero-based budgeting is a cost- specific 
method of budgeting which is more detailed and 
supportable than trending. (Ausman) 

~: No . (Willis) 

~= 

STAFF : 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No. 

No position at this time. 

Did the Utility violate Rule 25-30.437, Florida 
Administrative Code , by failing to ident ify the 
assumptions which support the projections of "zero 
based budgeting". 

UTILITY: No . (Ausman, Wood) 

~: Yes . Ass umptions which support " zero based 
budgeting" are not found in the Utility ' s filing. 
(Assumptions found in t he filing purport to support 
the projections .tt:.Qm the numbers obtained by the 
budgeting process t2 the projecte d test year . 
(Willis) 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 24071 
DOCKET NO. 900329-WS 
PAGE 14 

~: 

STAFF: 

10. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Yes. Assumptions which s upport " zero based 
budgeti ng" are not found in the Utility ' s filing. 
(Assumptions found in the filing purport to support 
the projections .fl:2m the numbers obtained by the 
budgeting procoss tQ the projected test year. 

No position at thi~ t ime . 

What adjustments should be made to rate base for 
the lower than expected capital additions in 1990? 

UTILITY: 1990 rate base should be adjusted to reflect actual 
1990 capjtal add1tions. (Wood) 

~: Capital additions not actually made should be 
stricken from rate base. (Smith) 

~: 

STAFF: 

11. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Agree with OPC on general policy . As to Sugarmill 
Woods, the projected rate base addition for a 
proposed wastewater plant s hould be stricken, and 
an appropriate adjustment should be made to reflect 
the fact that drilling on wells projected for 
completion in 1990 did not even begin until 1991 . 
(Hansen) 

Capital addit ions not actually made s hould be 
stricken from rate base. 

Should the negative acquisition adjustments for the 
systems included in this case be used as a n offset 
to rate base? 

UTILITY : No. (Guas tella) 

., 
51 
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~: 

STAFF: 

12 . I SSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Yes. Negative acquisitions a r e appropriate where 
the c urrent owners of a utility have i nvested less 
in the utility owne d than its booked value. Under 
Florida law, utility investors are entitled to a 
return on the i nves tment they actually make if that 
investment is prudent . The Commission cannot order 
a return paid on investment not actually made. 
(Larkin , Smith, Willis) 

Yes. Negative acquisitions are appropriate where 
the current owners of a utility have i nvested less 
i n the utility owned than its booked value. Under 
Florida law, utility investors are entitled to a 
return on t he i nvestment they a c tually make if tha t 
inve stment i s prudent . The Commission cannot order 
a return paid on investment not actual l y made . 

No , Commission policy is to disregard acquis ition 
adjustments, absent extraordinary circumstances, 
for ratemaking purposes. 

What are the proper negative 
adj u s tme nts that should be made? 

acquisi tion 

UTILITY: None. (Guastella) 

~: The actual dollar amounts appear in the testi~ony 
of testimony of Ralph c. Smith , page 20, et . s e q . 
(Smith ) 

~: No position at this time. 

STAff : No adjustments s hould be made. 

13 . I SSUE: 

POSITI ONS 

Has the Utility reflected an appropriate amount i n 
the Accumulated Deferred Income Tax Debit account? 

UTI LITX : Yes. (Gangnon) 

~: No pos ition a t this time. 

I 

I 

I 
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STAFF : 

14 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

No position pending discovery. 

Has the Utility properly treated the Accumula ted 
Deferred Income Tax Debit (ADIT} balance as a ra~e 
base item? 

UTILITY: Yes. (Lewis, Gangnon} 

~: No. 

~: No position at this time . 

STAFF : No position p ending discovery. 

15. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

What is the proper methodology for the computation 
of working capital allowance? 

UTILITY : As filed, using the one-eighth of operation and 
mainte nance (0 & M} expenses met hod . (Nixon, 
Ludsen) 

~: The worki ng capital a llowance should be c omputed by 
the balance sheet method. (Smith} 

~: The working capital allowance s hould be computed by 
the bala nce sheet method. 

STAFF: 

16 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Working capital should be computed using the one
eighth of o & M expenses (formula} method. 

Is the Ut i lity ' s capital budget overstated? 

VTILITX: No. (Wood) 

~: Yes . However , the Citizens have no posi tion as to 
the requ.ired adjustment at this : ime. (Smith) 

., 
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~: 

STAFF: 

The Utility ' s capital budget is not reliable enough 
to be used for ratemaking purposes. (Hansen) 

No position at this time. 

CHARLQTTE/LEE COUHTIES (1 Water, 1 Wastewater) 

17. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Is the average balance of plant overstated because 
completion of construction projects o r iginally 
projected to be complete in 1990 will be d elayed 
until 1991? 

UTILITY: Yes, but t he additions are understated for 1991. 
(Wood) 

~: 

STAFF: 

18. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Pending receipt of discove ry , it appears tha t 
adjuscments wi ll be required to properly reflect 
the average balance of plant . Further review o f 
this matter is needed . corresponding adjustments 
would also be necessary t o accumulated depreciation 
and depreciation expense. (Smith) 

Yes 

Pending receipt of discovery, it appears that 
adju-..tments will be required to properly reflect 
the avera g e balance of plant . Further rev iew of 
this matter is needed . Corresponding adjustments 
would also be necessary to accumulated depreciation 
and depreciation expense. 

Is i t appropriate to use an end of year basis t o 
determine the revenue require ment for the watE:. r 
system? 

UTILITY: Yes, when for example as here, it is used in 
conjunction with step rates. (Ludsen ) 

I 

I 
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~: No. There are no extraordinary circumstances. 
(Smith, Larkin, Willis) 

~: 

ST},Ff : 

No. There are no extraordinary circumstances. 

A year end test year s hould only be used whe n 
extraordinary circumstances exist. Pending further 
discovery, staff has no position at t his time. 

19 . ISSUE: What is the 
depreciation? 

proper level of accumulated 

20. 

POSITIONS 

QTILITX : Fall-out number. 

~: Fall-out number . 

QJYA : Fall-out number. 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 

~s;: What is the appropriate amount of used and usefu l 
plant? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITY : As reflected in the MFRs. (Hartman} 

~: 

~: 

STAFF : 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s): 90\ 

Water: 

Sewer : 

(DeMeza} 

Treatment Plant 
100\ 

Treatment Plant 
31\ 

No position at this time. 

Distribution Syste m 
6 \ 

Collection System 
6\ 

The appropriate amount of used and useful is as 
follows: 

Water treatment plant - lOOt used and us eful 
Water distribution lines - 9 \ used and useful 
Wastewater treatment plant - 78t used and useful 
Wastewater collection l i nes - 8\ used and useful 

-, 
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21. ISSUE: Are any adjustments to CIAC appropriate? 

POSITIONS 

VTILIT~ : This should be approached on a case by case basis. 
(Lewis) 

~: If service availabilit:y cha rges are adjusted i n 
this proceeding , further adjustments to the average 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
will be required. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAff: If service a vailability charges are adjusted in 
this proce ding, further adjustments to the average 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
will be required. 

22 . ISSUE: What is the proper level of CIAC? 

POSITIONS 

QTILITY: As per the MFRs . (Sheahen) 

~: If OPC's used and useful recommendat ions, which 
exclude margin o f reserve are not adopted, t hen 
add i tional CI AC must be imputed. Additional ly, the 
amount of CIAC is an arithmetic calculati o n which 
is derived from several other adjustments. (Smith , 
Larkin) 

&Q.YA : No position at t .h is time. 

StAFF: Fall-out number. 

23 . ISSUE : 

POSI TIONS 

What is the prope r 
amortizat i on of CIAC? 

VTILITX : As per the MFRs . (Sheahan) 

level 

~: Fall-out number. (Larkin, Smith) 

of accumulated 

I 

I 
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~: 

STAFF: 

24. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

UTILITX : 

Qf.C : 

~= 

STAFF: 

25 . lSSUf:: 

POSITIONS 

!.lil~li~ : 

QE.C : 

SIAFF: 

No position at this time . 

Fall-out number. 

What is the proper level of working capita.l to be 
used for the rate base determination? 

As per the HFRs. (Sheahen) 

Fall-out number. (Larkin , S~ith) 

No position at this time . 

Fall-out number. 

What is rate base for water and wastewater? 

As per the HFRs, however, if adjustments are 
applicable and agreed to, then they become fall-out 
numbers. (Sheahen) 

Fall-out numbers. 

No position ot this time . 

Fall-out numbers. 

CliRUS COVNIX (9 Water, 2 Wastewater) 

26. lSSUE: 

POSliiONS 

UTILITX : 

Are the plant-in-service accounts properly stated? 

No . Both 
recognized . 

additions and 
(Nixon, Wood) 

reductions should be 

, 
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~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

27 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

The Utility s hould not be allowed to include the 
proposed Sugarmill Woods wastewater treatment plant 
because the proposed plant is not needed at this 
time. Additionally, because construction has not 
even begun on this plant, and because the Utility's 
capital budgets have proven unreliable in the past, 
it is unreasonable to believe that the plant will 
be in service in 1991. 

The Utility should not be allowed to inc lude the 
proposed Sugarmill Woods wastewater treatment plant 
because the proposed plant is not needed at this 
time. Additionally, because construction has not 
even begun on this plant, and because the Utility ' s 
capital budgets have proven unreliable in the past, 
it is unreason ble to believe that the p l ant will 
be i n service in 1991. (Hansen) 

If completion of material projects is delayed until 
1991, or any significant projects are canceled, the 
average plant balances should be reduced 
accordingly. Other a djustments may be appropriate . 

When will the proposed Sugarmill Woods waste water 
plant be in operation ? 

UTILITY: The plant will not be in operation until 1992 . 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

Agree with COVA. (Wood) 

No position at this time. 

Not before January 1992 . COVA does not believe 
that the proposed sewer plant i s needed at this 
time. (Hansen) 

No position at this time. 

I 

I 
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28 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

When will the three proposed new 10" wells that are 
to serve the Sugarmill Woods system be on line? 

UTILITY: The total project is to be completed in August, 
1991. The contract was let in November , 1990. The 
wells are to be completed in March, 1991, the mains 
between the plant and wells by August, 1991 . (Wood) 

~: No position at this time. 

~: 

STAff : 

No position at this time . (Hansen) 

No pos l tion at this time. 

29 . ISSUE: How muc h of the cost of the three proposed 10" 
wells should be included in th~ Util i ty's rate base 
for this case? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: The total completion cost in 1991 is $928, 925 . 
$71,464 was spent through 1990. The wells were 
projected to cost $652,831 in 1990. (Wood) 

2£&: No position at this time. 

~: No position ftt this time. 

STAff: No pos i tion at t his time. 

30 . ISSUE: 

PQSITIONS 

How muc h will the Utility have to spend on new 
transmission and dis tributi on lines to serve 
Sugarmill Woods i n 1991? 

VTILITX : No investment in transmission a nd distribution 
lines, other than mains from wells to plant. (Wood) 

~: No posit i on at this time. 

Zero ($0). {Hans en) 

STAFF : No position at this t ime. 

., 
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31. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Are the original cost balances for the acquired 
systems properly stated? 

UTILITX : Adjustme nts s hould be made as set forth in the 
Staff audit report. At the time the MFRs were 
prepared, detailed information regarding beginning 
balances in Staff working papers or final order 
amounts was not available. (Nixon) 

QP~: The Commission staff audit report indicated a 
possible understatement of original cost amounts . 
However, further review of possible errors is 
needed. 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

SIAFF: 

32 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

The Commission staff audit report indicated a 
possible unders tatement of original cost amounts. 
However , further review of possible errors is 
needed. 

What is the 
depreciation? 

proper level of accumulated 

UTILITY: Fall-out number. 

~: Fall-out number . 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Fall-out number . 

33 . ISS!.JE: 

POSITIONS 

What is the appropriate amount of used and useful 
plant? 

VTILITX : As per the MFRs and Mr . Hartman's rebuttal 
testimony and exhibits . (Hartman) 

I 

I 
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~: For Apache Shores: 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s): 58% 

Water : 

Sewer: 

Treatment Plant 
12% 

Treatment Plant 
lOOt 

For Golden Terrace : 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s): 75% 

Water: 

Sewer : 

Treatment Plant 
27% 

Treatment Plant 
nja 

For Oak Forest: 

Hydropneuma tic Tank(s) : lOOt 

Water : 

Sewer : 

Treatment Plant 
15% 

Treatment Plant 
nja 

For Crystal River: 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s) : 53% 

Water: 

Sewer: 

Treatr.ent Plant 
35% 

Treatment Plant 
nja 

Distribution System 
12% 

Collection System 
lOOt 

Distribution System 
27% 

Collection System 
n ja 

Distribution System 
1 5% 

Collection System 
nja 

Distribution System 
35% 

Collection System 
nja 

., 
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For Rolling Green: 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s): 9% 

Water: 

Sewer : 

Treatmen t Plan t 
47% 

Treatment Plant 
nfa 

For Gospel Island: 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s) : 100% 

Water: 

Sewer : 

Treatme nt Plant 
7% 

Trea tment Plant 
n/a 

For Point O ' Woods: 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s) : nja 

Water: 

Sewer : 

Treatment Plant 
12% 

Treatmen t Plant 
14 % 

For Ros~mont: 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s) : 83 % 

Water : 

Sewer: 

Treatment Plant 
21% 

'l'r eatment Plan t 
n/a 

Distribution System 
47% 

Collection System 
nfa 

Distribution System 
7 % 

Collection System 
nfa 

Distribution System 
8% 

Collection System 
14% 

Distribution System 
21% 

Collection System 
nfa 

I 
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~: 

STAFF: 

34 . ISSUE: 

POSITIQHS 

For Sygar Mill WoQds: 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s) : 60% 1 75% 1 and 75% 

Water: 

Sewer: 

(DeMeza} 

Treatment Plant 
81% 

'l'reatment Plant 
sat 

Distribution System 
20% 

Collection System 
20% 

No position at this time. (Hansen} 

No position at this time . 

What is the appropriate number of ERCs to be used 
in calculating used and useful pe rcentages for the 
Sugarmill Woods system? 

UTILITY: Agree with COVA that tne appropriate number of ERCs 
is 91 054. (Hartman) 

~: 9 1 053 ERCs. (DeMeza) 

STAFF: 

35. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

9 1 054 ERCs. (Hansen) 

No position a t this time. 

Has t he Utility properly applied Citrus County 
Ordinance No. 86-10 in calculating the used and 
useful percentage for water well capacity? 

UTILITY: Xes, the Utility has properly interpreted Citrus 
County Ordinance No. 86-10. The ordinance was not 
used to determine the use d and usefulness of the 
water supply capacity of Sugarmill Woods. (Hartman} 

~: No. (OeMoza 1 Crouch} 

., 
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~: 

STAFF: 

36 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No. Ci rus County Ordinance o . 86-10 requires 
total supply well and well pump capacity of 50 
percent o! the combined peak hourly domestic demand 
rate and required fire flow rate for the minimum 
total flow duration specifiS!d in the ordinance . 
Correct a pplication of the ordinance to the 
Sugarmill Woods ' system results in a well capacity 
requirement of 4, 536 GPM, which in turn yields a 
used and useful percentage of 94.5 percent. 
(Hansen) 

No position at this time. 

Should CIAC for water be imputed for customers in 
Sugarmill Woods who purchased lots before November 
1982, and if so, how much? 

UTILITY : All imputed CIAC for customers who purchased lots 
prior to November, 1982 , has been provided for . 
The Utility has i ncluded net CIAC per ERC of $371 
for wa t e r and $1,107 for wastewater in the 
Sugarmill Woods rate base. In the 1985 rate case, 
net imputed CIAC per ERC amounted to $296 for water 
a nd $843 f or wnstewater . (Nixon) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF : 

At least the amount imputed in the 1985 general 
rate case of the Utility's predecessor , Twin County 
Utility, less normal amortization f rom then until 
1990 . Additional CIAC should be imputed for 
customers who purchased lots in Sugarmill Woods 
before November 1982 but did not build their homes 
until after the 1985 rate case. 

At least the amount imputed in the 1985 general 
rate case of the Utility's predecessor, Twin County 
Utility, less normal amortization from then until 
1990. Additional CIAC should be imputed for 
c ustomers who purchased lots in Sugarmill Woods 
before November 1982 but did not build their homes 
until after the 1985 rate case. (Hansen) 

No pos ition at this t ime . 

I 
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37 . ISSUE: Are other adjustments to CIAC appropriate? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: Adjustments should be considered on a case by case 
basis. (Lewis) 

~: If service availability charges are adjusted in 
this proceeding , further adjustments to the average 
t est year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
will be required. 

QQYA: No position at this time . 

STAFf: If service availability charges are adjusted in 
this proceeding, further adjustments to the average 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
will be required . 

38 . ISSUE: What is the appropriate level of CIAC? 

UTILITY: As per the HFRs. (Nixon) 

~: No position at this time . (Smith) 

~: No position at this time . 

STAFF: Fall-out number . 

39. ISSUE: What is the appropriate level of CIAC for the 
Sugarmill Woods division or system of the Utility? 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs. (Nixon) 

~: No position at this time . (Smith} 

~: No position at this time . (Hansen) 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 
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40 . 

41. 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : 

.Qf.C. : 

~: 

StAFF: 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

What is the proper 
amortization of CIAC? 

As per the MFRs. (Nixon) 

Fall-out number. (Smith) 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number. 

level of accumulated 

What is the proper level of working capital to be 
used for the rate base determination? 

VTILITX : As per the MFRs. (Nixon) 

~: Fall-out number. (Smith) 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 

42. ISSUE: What is rate base for water and wastewater? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: As per the MFRs, however , if adjustments are 
applicable a nd agreed to, then t hey become fall-out 
numbers. (Nixon) 

~: Fall-out numbers. (Smith) 

QQYA: No position at this time . 

STAFF : Fall-out numbers. 

I 
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COLLIER COUNTY (2 Water, 2 Wastewater) 

43 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Should the Commission approve 'C:he Utility's request 
to implement two-step rate increases for the Marco 
Island and Marco Shores water and wastewater 
systems? 

UTILITY: Yes. (Ludsen) 

~: No. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Yes . 

44. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Are plant and accumulated depreciation correctly 
stated in the rate base schedules per the current 
MFRs? 

UTILITY: Adjustments should be made for mechanical errors . 
(Russell) 

~: No . 

~: No position at this time . 

STAFF: No. 

45. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Is the average plant balance overstated if some 
construction projects are completed in 1991 rather 
than 1990? 

YTILITX: Agree with Staff , but if projects have been added, 
they s hould also be recognized . (Russell , Wood) 

~: Yes . (Smi th) 

~ 
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~: 

STAFF: 

4 6 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

'ies. If completion of some material projects is 
delayed until 1991 (i.e.; scrubber equipment for 
the Marco Island wastewater system), the average 
plant balance and accumulated depreciation balances 
should be adjusted accordingly . Further 
information is needed to determine the appropriate 
corrections. If any projects have been c anceled, 
adjustments would also be needed. 

If the construction of the reverse osmosis plant at 
Marco Island Utilities is substantially delayed or 
terminated, how should that be addressed? 

UTILITY: Step rates implemented at time of completion. 
(Ludsen) 

Qf.Q : No position at this time. (Neither rate base or 
expenses) (Smith) 

STAFF: 

47. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : 

~: 

~: 

SI6Ef: 

No position at this t ime . 

No position at this time . 

Should the costs for the construction and operation 
of the deep well injection at Marco I sland 
Utilities be divided equally between the wate r a nd 
wastewater accounts? 

Yes. (Wood, Terrero ) 

No position at this time. (Smith) 

No position at this time. 

No po~ition at this time . 

I 
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48. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Is the provis ion for capitalized organization cos ts 
properly stated? 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs . (Ausman) 

~: No. There are c osts associated with non utility 
transactions included and should be removed. 
(Smith) 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: 

49. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

The allowance for organization costs related to 
Topeka's acquisition of the Deltona and United 
Florida utility systems should be disallowed. 
These costs should be considered shareholders ' 
costs and should not be borne by the customers. If 
allowed, however, the allocation among the various 
systems must be examined for probable errors, which 
could include the current allocation o f 60 . 7% of 
the reported overall $980 , 368 amount to the Marco 
Shores system . Further, the present assignment of 
the organization cost solely to the water division 
(O for wastewater) must be examined for 
reasonableness. This issue will a ffect all of the 
Deltona and United Florida systems. 

Is the pr ovision for land properly sta ed? 

UTILITY: Yes . Proper documentation was provided and no 
adjustment should be made to take this land out of 
rate base, as this tract is currently being used to 
dispose of lime sludge from the lime softening 
plant. This parcel has been used for this purpose 
since 1985 . (Sweat) 

Qf.Q: The land account for the water division appears to 
include $263 , 000 ( 160 acres) for possible future 
well site s, which may require a used and useful 
adjustment. Further , the Staff Auditors repor ed 
t hat the Utility was unable to provide adequate 

., 
69 



r 
70 

ORDER NO. 24071 
DOCKET NO. 900329-WS 
PAGE 33 

~: 

STAFF : 

documentation regar ding the original cost of land 
acquired for the Marco Island and Marco Shores 
wastewater systems, which may necessitate other 
adjustments. 

No position at this time. 

The land account for the water division appears to 
include $263, 000 ( 160 acres) for possible future 
well sites, which may require a used and useful 
adjustment. Further , the Staff Auditors reported 
that the Utility was una ble to provide adeq•..1ate 
documentation regarding t h e origi nal cost of land 
acquired for the Marco Island and Marco Shores 
wastewater systems, whic h may necessitate other 
adjustments. 

50 . ISSUE : Should the provision for deferred (prepaid) income 
taxes be limited to CIAC? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : No . (Gangnon) 

~: No position at this time . (Smith , Walker, Todd) 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF : Xes . 

51. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

What is the 
depreciation? 

QTILITX : Fall-out number. 

~: Fall-out number. 

proper 

QQYA : No position at this time. 

STAff: fall-out number. 

level of accumulated 

I 
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52 . ISSUE: Should a margin reserve be included in the 
calculations of used and useful plant for Marco 
Island Utilities? 

53 . 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: Yes. (Guastella) 

~: 

~: 

SIAFF: 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No . To furnish capacity for future customers is a 
task to be borne by the utility and financed by new 
customers as they arrive; not the financial 
responsibility of existing customers . (DeMeza) 

No. To furnish capacity for future customers is a 
task to be borne by the utility and financed by new 
customers as they arrive; not the financial 
responsibility of existing customers . 

Yes, for the wastewater treatment plant a margin 
reserve should be included. The company has not 
requested a margin reserve for the water treatment 
plant or the distribution and collection lines so a 
margin reserve should not be included in tl'lose 
calculations . 

What is the appropriate amount of used and useful 
plant for Marco Island Utilities? 

UTILITY : As per the MFRs. (Guastella) 

~: Hydropneumatic Tank(s): nfa 

Water : Treatment 
91t 

Sewer: Treatment 
72t 

(De Meza) 

Plant 

Plant 

Distribution System 
93% 

Collection System 
72% 

71., 
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~: 

~Aff: 

54. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No pos i tion at this time . 

The appropriate amount of used and useful plant is 
as follows: 

water treatment plant - lOOt used and u seful 
Water distribution lines - lOOt used and useful 
Wastewater treatment plant - 82\ used and usefu l 
Wastewater collec tion lines - lOOt used a nd usef ul 

Should a margin res rve be included in the 
calculation s o f use d and useful plant for Marco 
Shores Utilities? 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs. (Guas tella ) 

STAff : 

55. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No. To f urnish capacity for future c ustomers is a 
task to be borne by the utility and financed by new 
customers as they arrive; not the financial 
responsibility of e xisting customnrs . (DeMeza) 

No position at this time. 

Yes, a margin reserve should be included for both 
the water and wastewater treatment plants. Since 
the distribution a nd collection lines are 
contributed, a margin reserve is not ne cessary. 

What is the appropriate amount of used and ~seful 
plant for Marco Shores Utilities? 

UTILITX: As per the MFRs . (Guastella) 

~: Hydropneumatic Tank(G) : nfa 

Water: Tre atment 
55\ 

Sewer: Treatment 
48\ 

(De Heza) 

Plant 

Plant 

Distribution System 
39t 

Collection System 
48\ 

I 
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~: 

STAFf: 

56 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

The appropriate amount of used and useful plant is 
as follows: 

Water treatment plant - 55.3% used and useful 
Water distribution lines - 100% used and useful 
Wastewater treatment plant - 61% used a nd useful 
Wastewater collect ion lines - 100% used and useful 

Are any adjustments to CIAC appropriate? 

UTILITY: Adjustments should be approved on a case by case 
basis . (Lewis) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

If service availability charges are adjusted in 
this proceeding, the a verage and end of year CIAC 
amounts may require correction. Further, as shown 
on Mr. Russell's corrected rate base schedules, the 
end-of- year CIAC amount s hould be included in any 
e nd-of-year rate base determination. Further 
adjustments to the average test year balances of 
accumulated amortization and test year expense will 
be required. 

No position at this time. 

If service availability charges are adj usted in 
this proceeding, the average and end of year CIAC 
amounts may require correction. Further, as shown 
on Mr . Russell's corrected rate base schedule s , the 
end-of-year CIAC amount should be included in any 
end- of-year rate base determination. Further 
adjustments to t h e a verage test year balances of 
accumulated amortization and test year expense will 
be r equired. 

., 
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57 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

58. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

UTILITX: 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

What is the proper level of CIAC? 

Water 
Wastewater 
( Russe ll) 

Average 
5 , 552 , 570 
4,242,785 

End-of-year 
6,040,005 
4,342,808 

If OPC • s used and useful recommendations, which 
exclude margin of reserve are not adopted, then 
additional CIAC must be imputed. Additional ly , the 
amount of CIAC is an arithmetic calculation which 
is derived from several other adjustments. (Smith) 

No posi tion at this time. 

Fall-ou t number . 

What is the proper 
amortization of CIAC? 

Water 
Wastewater 
(Russell) 

Fall-out number . 

Average 
617 , 789 
986,966 

No position at this time. 

No position at this time. 

level of accumulated 

End-of-year 
702,681 

1,061 ,7 31 

I 
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59 . ISSUE: What is the proper level of working capital to be 
used for the rate base determination? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : 

~: 

STAff : 

water 
Was tewater 
{Russell) 

Fall-out number . 

Average 
267,480 
154,498 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number. 

End-of-year 
378,541 
159 ,812 

60. ISSUE : What is rate base for water and wastewater? 

POSITIONS 

QTILITY: As per the MFRs, however, if adjustments are 
applicable and agreed to, they become fall - out 
numbers . (Russell) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

Fall-out numbers . 

No position at this time . 

Fall-out numbers . 

MARION COUNTY/SOQTHEBN STATES (3 Water, 3 Wastewater) 

61. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

What is the 
depreciation? 

VTILITX : Fall-out numbe r . 

~: Fall-out number. 

p roper level of accumulated 

., 
75 



~ 
76 

ORDER NO. 24071 
DOCKET NO . 900329-WS 
PAGE 39 

tQY.A: 

STAFF: 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number . 

62. ISSUE: What is the appropriate amount of used and useful 
plant? 

POSITIONS 

QTILITX: As per the MFRs . (Hartman) 

~: For Salt Springs : 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s) : 38% and 44% 

Water: 

Sewer: 

Treatment Plant 
Existing : 90% 
New : 29\ 

Treatment P~ant 
9lt 

For Citrus Park : 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s): 60\ 

Water: 

s e wo.r: 

Treatment Plant 
39% 

Treatment Plant 
5Jt 

For South forty: 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s): n fa 

Water: 

Sewer: 

Treatment Plan t 
nta 

Treatment Plan t 
79\ 

Distribution System 
90\ 

Collection System 
9l t 

Distribut ion Sys tem 
40\ 

Collection System 
53 % 

Distribution System 
nfa 

Collection System 
85% 

I 

I 

I 
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63 . 

~: 

STAPP: 

For samira Villas: 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s): 85% 

Water: 

Sewer: 

(DeMeza) 

Treatment Plant 
11% 

Treatment Plant 
nja 

No position at this time . 

Distribution System 
4% 

Collection System 
nja 

Calculations are presently being compiled ba sed on 
trending growth . 

ISSUE : Are any adjustments to CIAC appropriate? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: Adjustments should be considered on a case by case 
basis. (Lewis) 

~: 

~: 

STAff: 

If service availability charges are adjusted in 
this proceeding , f urther adjustments to the average 
test year balances of CIAC a nd rela ed amortization 
will be required. OPC has reservatio ns as to the 
notice requirements, however . 

No position at this time . 

If service availability charges are adjusted in 
this proceeding, further adjustments to the average 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
will be required. 

64. ISSUE: What is the proper level of CIAC? 

POSITIONS 

QTILITX: As per the MFRs. (Nixon) 

~: If OPC • s used and us eful recommendations , which 
exclude margin of reserve are not adopted, then 
additional CIAC must be impute~. Additionally, the 
amount of CIAC is an arithmet. c calculation which 
is derived from sever al other adjustments. ($mith) 

., 
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~: 

STAFF: 

65. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number. 

What is the proper 
amortization of CIAC? 

UTILITX: As per the MFRs . (Nixon) 

~: Fall-out number. 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 

level of accumulated 

66. ISSUE: What is the proper level of working capital to be 
used for the rate base determination? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: As per the MFRs. 

~: Fall-out number. 

~: No position at this time . 

STAFF: Fall-out number . 

67. ISSUE: What is rate base for water and wastewater? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: As per the MFRs, however, if adjustments are 
applicable and agree d to, they become fall-out 
numbers. (Ni xon) 

~: 

~: 

STAff: 

Fall-out numbers . 

No position at this t i me. 

Fall-out numbers . 

I 

I 

I 
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MARION COUNTY/UHITEP FLQRIPA (l Water, l Wastewater) 

68. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Is the provision for capitalized organization costs 
properly stated? 

VTILITX: Yes. (Ausman) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF : 

69 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No. The allowance for organization costs related 
to Topeka ' s acquisition of the Deltona a nd United 
Florida utility systems should be disallowed. 
These costs should be considered s hareholders' 
costs and should not be borne by the customers . If 
allowed, however, the allocation among the various 
systems must be examined for probable errors and 
allocations between water and wastewater. This 
issue will affect all of the Deltona and United 
Florida systems. 

No position at this time. 

No. The allowance for organization costs related 
to Topeka ' s acquisition of the Deltona and United 
Florida utility systems should be d isallowed . 
These costs s hould be considered shareholders' 
costs and should not be borne by the cust vmers. If 
allowed, howe ver, the allocation among the various 
systems must be examined for probabl e errors and 
allocations between water and wastewater. This 
issue will affect all of the Deltona and United 
Florida systems . 

Wha t is the 
depreciation? 

proper level of accumulated 

~~: Fall-out number. 

~: Fall-out number. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFf: Fall-out number . 

, 
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70 . ISSUE: What is the appropriate amount o f used and useful 
plant? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITX: As per the MFRs. (Hartman) 

~: f o r Marion Oaks : 

StAFF : 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s): lOOt 

Water: 

Sewer: 

(DeMeza) 

Tre atment Plant 
7 1 \ 

Tr eatment Plant 
55\ 

No position at this t ime. 

No position at this time. 

Distribution System 
27\ 

Collection System 
81\ 

71. ISSUE: Are any adjustments to CIAC appropri ate? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: This should be approached on a case by case bas is . 
(Lewis) 

~: If service availability charges are ad j usted in 
thi s proceeding , further adjustments to the verage 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
will be required . OPC has reservations, however, 
regarding to notice requirements. 

~: No pos ition at thie time . 

STAFF: If servi ce availability charges are adjusted in 
this proceeding, further adjustruents to the average 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
wi ll be required. 

7 2 . I SSUE: What is tho proper level of CIAC? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: As per the MFRs. (Seidman) 

I 

I 
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~: If OPC' s used a.nd useful recommendations , which 
exclude margin of reserve are not adopted, then 
additional CIAC must be imputed. Additionally, the 
amount of CIAC is a n arithmetic calculation which 
is derived from several other adjustments . (Smith) 

~: 

STAFF : 

73 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number . 

What is the proper 
amortization of CIAC? 

UTILITY : As per the MFRs . (Seidman) 

~: Fal l -out number. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Fall-out numbe r. 

level of acc umu ated 

74 . ISSUE : What is the proper level of working capital to be 
use d for the rate base determi na tion? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs. (Seidman) 

~: Fall-out number . 

~: No position at this time. 

SIAFF: Fall-out number. 

75 . ISSUE : What i s rate base for wate r and waste water? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs , however, if adjustments are 
applicable and agreed to, they become fall-out 
numbers. (Seidman) 

~: Fall-out numbers. 

81., 
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~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Fall- out numbers. 

MARTIN COUNT¥ (J Water, 3 Wastewater) 

76. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Do the utility ' s MFRs reflect an accurate balance 
of plant in service? 

UTILITX: No. Agree with Staff. (Lewis) 

~: No. (Smit h) 

~: No position at this time . 

STAFF: 

77 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No. The utility's adjustments to test year plant 
relate to plant that has already been included in 
the average balance before any adjustments . This 
results in a double counting of its 1989 through 
1991 plant additions t o rate base. The utility's 
total adjustments to plant for both water and 
wastewater s hou ld be removed. Corre5ponding 
adjustments should also be made to accumulated 
depreciation and depreciation expense. 

Is the average balance of plant overstated because 
completion of construction projects ori~ inally 
projected to be completed i n 1990 will bd delayed 
until 1991? 

QTILITX: Agree with staff , with exception that if projects 
have been added , they s hould be recognized . (Lewis , 
Wood) 

~: Xes. (Smith) 

I 

I 
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78 . 

79 . 

STAFF: 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

Q.f.Q: 

~: 

STAFf: 

l SS!.lf; : 

POSITIONS 

No position at th~s time. 

Pending receipt of discovery, it appears that 
adjustments will be required to properly reflect 
the average balance of plant. Further review of 
this matter is needed . Corresponding adjustments 
would also be necessary to accumulated depreciation 
and depreciation expa ns e. 

What is the 
d eprecia tion? 

Fall-out numbe r . 

Fall-out number . 

proper 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number . 

level of accumulated 

Should a margin roserve be included in the 
c a lculations of used and useful plant for Marti n 
County? 

UTJ:; LITX : Xes. (Lewis ) 

Q.f_Q: 

~: 

STAFF: 

No. To furnish capacity for future customers is a 
task to be borne by the utility and financed by new 
customers as they arrive; not the financial 
responsibility of existing customers . (DeMe za) 

No . To furnish capacity for future customers is a 
task to be borne by the utility and financed by new 
c ustomers as they arrive; not the financial 
res ponsibi lity of existing customers . 

No, the Fisherman ' s Haven and Leilani Heights 
service are as are already fully developed and , 
based upon the rate of growth for the previous five 
years, the Fox Run service area should be fully 
developed by the end of 1991. 
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80 . ISSUE: What are t he appropriate amounts of used and useful 
plant? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITX: Based upon the information currently available t o 
Staff 1 it appears that all treatment a nd 
dis tribution/collection plant is 100 percen t used 
and useful. (Hartman) 

~= for Fisherman ' s Haven: 

Water: Treatment Plant Distribution system 
50\ 52% 

sewe r: Treatment Plant Collection System 
100\ 100\ 

Mise: Hydropne umatic tanks 15% 

For Leilani Heights : 

Water: 

Sewer: 

Treatment Plant 
45% 

Treatment Plant 
100% 

Distribution system 
45% 

Collection System 
100\ 

Mise: Hydropne umatic t a nks 56% a nd 1St 

For Fox Run; 

Hydropneumatic Tank(s): 85% 

Water: Treatment Plant 
18% 

sewer: Treatment Plant 
88% 

(De.Mcza) 

Dis tribution System 
18% 

Collection System 
87% 

I 

I 
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~: 

STAFF: 

81. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

Based upon the information currently available to 
Staff, it appears that all treatment and 
distribution/collection plant is 100 perce nt used 
and useful. 

Are any adjustments to CIAC appropr iate? 

UTILITY: This should be approached on a case by case basis . 
(Lewis) 

~: 

STAFF: 

82 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

If service availability charges are adjusted in 
this proceeding, further adjustments to the average 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
will be required. OPC has reservations, however, 
regarding notice requirements. 

No position at this time . 

If service availability charges are adjusted in 
this proceeding , further adjustments to the average 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
will be required. 

What is the prope r level of CIAC? 

QTILITX: As per the MFRs. (Lewis) 

~: If OPC' s used and useful recommendations, which 
exclude margin of reserve are not adopted , then 
additional CIAC must be imputed . Additionally, the 
amount of CIAC is an arithmetic calculation which 
is derived from several other adjustments. (Smith) 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Pall-out number . 

., 
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83. 

84. 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

Q,fQ: 

~: 

STAFF: 

IS~!.!&: 

POSITIONS 

What is the prope r 
amortization of CIAC? 

As per the MFRs. (Lewis) 

level of accumulated 

This is a n arithmetic calculation which is derived 
from several other adjustments . 

Fall-out numbe r. 

Fall-out number. 

What is the proper l evel of working capital to be 
used for the rate base dete rmination? 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs . (Lewis) 

STAFF : 

Fall-out number. 

No position at this time . 

Fall-out number . 

85 . ISSUE : What is rate base for water and wastewater? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs , however, if adju5tments are 
applicable and agreed to, they become fall-out 
numbers . (Lewis) 

Fall- out numbers . 

Fall-out numbers. 

STAFF: Fall-out numbers. 

I 

I 
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WASHINGTQN COUNTY (1 Water, 1 Wastewater) 

86. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Is the average plant balance overstated if some 
construction project s are completed in 1991 rathe r 
tha n 1990? 

UTILITY: Agree with staff, with e xception that if projects 
have been added, they should be recogni~ed . 
(Seidman, Wood) 

~: Xes. (Smith) 

QQYA: No position at this time . 

STAFF: 

87 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Xes. If completion of some material projects is 
delayed until 1991, the average plant and 
accumu lated depreciation ba lances , as well as 
depreciation expense should be adjusted 
accordingly . Further information is needed t o 
determine the appropriate corrections . If a ny 
project s have been canceled , adjust ments would also 
be needed. 

Is the provision for capitalized organi?ation costs 
properly stated? 

UTILITY : Xes . (Ausman) 

~: No . There are costs associated with non utility 
transactions included and should be r emoved . 
(Smith) 

~: No posit ion at this time . 

STAff : The allowance for organi zation cos ts related to 
Topeka ' s acquisition of the Deltona and United 
Florida utility systems should be disallowed . 
These costs s hould be considered s hare holders ' 
costs and should not be borne by the c ustomers. If 
allowed , however, the allocation a mong the var ious 
systems must be e xamined for probable errors . 

-, 
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88 . ISSUE: Is the provisi o n for land properly stated? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: Xes . (Seidman) 

Qe&: No. (Walker , Todd) 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF : No . The Utility has not provided a de quate 
documentation regarding t he original cost of some 
parcels of land acquired for the Deltona and United 
Florida systems . 

89 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Should an adjustment be made to r eflect land held 
for f uture use? 

UTILITY: Agree wi th Staff that $198 , 000 , for six p a rcels 
totalling 51 acres , s hou ld be reflected as land 
held for future use. (Sei dman) 

STAFF : 

90 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Xes . (Walker, Todd) 

No position at this time. 

Yes, an adjustment should be made t 0 exclude 
$198, ooo worth of land being held f o r a future 
water plant . 

What is the 
deprecia tion? 

proper level of accumulated 

UTILITY: Fall-out number . 

~: Fall-out numbe r. 

&QYA: No position at t his time . 

STAPF : Fall-out number . 

I 
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91. ISSUE: What is the appropriate amount of used and useful 
plant? 

92 . 

93. 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : As per the MFRs. (Hartman) 

~: Hydropneumatic Ta nk(s): 30\ and 40\ 

~: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Water: 

Sewer: 

(OeMezll ) 

Treatment Plant 
35\ 

Treatment Plant 
50\ 

No position a t this time. 

Distribution system 
7\ 

Collection Sys tem 
36% 

Wastewater treatment plant - 48 \ used and useful 
Wastewater collection system - 37% used and useful 

Are any adjustments to CIAC appropriate? 

UTILIT\ : This should be approached on a caoe by case basis . 
(Lewis) 

~: If s e rvice availability charges arE' adjusted in 
this proceeding, further adjustments to the average 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortization 
will be required. OPC has reservations as to the 
notice requirements , however. 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF: If service avai ability charges are adjusted in 
this proceeding, further adjustments to the average 
test year balances of CIAC and related amortizatio n 
will be required. 

ISSUE: What is the proper level of CIAC? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs . (Seidman) 

, 
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9tl . 

95 . 

~: If OPC' s used and useful recommendations, which 
exclude margin of r e!lerve are not adopted, then 
additional CIAC must be imputed. Additionally, the 
amount of CIAC is an arithmetic calculation which 
is derived from several other adjustments. (Smith) 

~: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

~: 

~: 

STAFf: 

No position at this ti~e . 

Fall-out number. 

What is the proper 
amortization of CIAC? 

As per the MfRs. (Seidman) 

Fall-out number . 

No position at this time. 

fall-out number . 

level of accumulated 

ISSUE: What is the proper level of working capital to be 
used for the rate base determination? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX : As per the MFRs . (Seidman) 

~: Fall-out number. 

~: No pos ition at this time . 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 

96 . ISSUE: What is rate base for water and waste water? 

POSITIONS 

~tiX : As per the MFRs, however, if adjustments are 
applicable and agreed to , they become fall-out 
numbers. (Seidman) 

~: Fall-out number. 

I 
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STAFF: 

97 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time . 

Fall-out number. 

COST OF CAPIT/\L 

What is (are) the appropriate capital s tructure(s) 
to use for ratemaking purposes? 

VTILITX: Based upon the common ownership of Southe rn States 
Utilities , Inc., Deltona Utilities , Inc . , and 
Unite d Florida Utilities Corporation , and the fact 
that all three utilities operate within one state, 
a consolidated capital structure should be used for 
ratemaking purposes . (Ausman, Vierima) 

SU.FF: 

98. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITX: 

~: 

~: 

Sibff: 

No position at this time . 

No position at this time . 

Based upon the common ownership of Southern Stat es 
Utilities , Inc. , Deltona Utilities , Inc . , and 
United Florida Utilities Corporation, and the fact 
that all three utilities operate wi t hin one state, 
a consolidated capital structure should be used for 
ratemaking purposes. 

How should the capital structures o f The Topeka 
Group and Mi nnesota Power and Light be recognized 
in the computation of rate of return? 

They s hould not be recognized. (Gangnon, Vierima) 

No position at this time . 

No position at this time . 

No position at this time . 
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99 . I SSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Should any acquisition adjustment at the parent 
company and the Southern States level bo used to 
offset the cost of capital? 

UTILITY: No . (Guastella) 

~: Yes. (Willis) 

~: No position at th i s time. 

STAFF: No position at th~s time. 

100 . ISSUE: What is the proper level and cost of debt? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: As per the MFRs. (Ausman) 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: 

101. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

~= 

QJY.A : 

SIAEf: : 

No position at this time. 

No pos ition at this time. Staff i s still 
conducting disc overy regarding this ~ssue. 

Whdt is the correct cost rate of ITC ' s if a 
combined capital structure is used? 

As per MFRs. (Gangnon) 

No position at this t ime. 

No position at this time. 

No position at this time. 

I 
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102. 

103. 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

l~SJJ~: 

POSITIONS 

What is the proper amount of equity to be included 
in the capital structure? 

As per the MFRs. (Ausman) 

No position at thi3 time. (Larkin) 

No position at this ti~e. 

No position at this time pending further discovery. 

Should non-regulated investments be removed from 
the capital structure solely from common equity? 

UTILITY: No. (Ausman) 

~: Yes. (Smith, Hill) 

~: 

STAFF : 

Yes. Non-regulated investments should be removed 
solely from equity when reconciling rate base a nd 
capital structure . 

Yes. Non-regulated investments should be removed 
solely from equity when reconciling rate base and 
capital structure. 

104. ISSUE: What amount o! zero-cost preferred stock, if any, 
s hould be reflected in the capital structure? 

POSITIONS 

UTIL;tTX : None. (Ausman) 

~: Xes. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF : No position pe nding further discovery. 

, 
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102. 

103. 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

~: 

Q2YA: 

STAFF: 

ISS!Jt; : 

POSITIONS 

What is the proper amount of equity to be included 
in the capital structure? 

As per the MFRs . (Ausman) 

No position at this t i me . {Larkin) 

No positio n at this time. 

No position at this time pending further discovery. 

Should non-regulated investments be removed from 
the capi tal structure solely from common equity? 

VTILITY : No. (Ausman) 

~: Yes. (Smith, Hill) 

~: 

STAFF : 

Yes. Non-regulated investments should be removed 
solely from equity when reconciling rate base and 
capital structure. 

Ye~ . Non-regulated investments should be removed 
solely from equity when reconciling rate ba~e and 
capital structure . 

104. ISS!JE: What amount of zero-cost preferred stock, if any , 
should be reflected i n the capital structure? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITY : None . (Ausman) 

~: 

~: 

STAFf: 

Yes. 

No position at this time. 

No pos ition pending further discovery. 
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105. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

What is the weighted average cost of capital 
including the proper components, amounts , and cost 
rates associated with the capital structure for the 
test year ending December 31, 1991? 

UTILITY: The appropriate overall rate of r eturn for all 
s ystems is 11 . 93 percent as per the MFRs . For the 
individual s ystems, the appropriate rates of return 
are 11.12 percent for Charlotte/Lee, Citrus , Marion 
(Southern States), and Mart in County, 11 . 61 percent 
for Marion (United Florida) and Washington County, 
and 12.45 percent for the Collier County . (Ausman, 
Vierima) 

~: No position at this time. 

~: No position at this time . 

STAFF: No position pending further discovery. 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

COMMON ISSUES FOB ALL SYSTEMS 

106 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Are the utility ' s projection methodology f o r 
operation and maintenance expenses reasonable? 

UTILITY: Xes. (Ausman) 

~: The company' s operating expenses are the product of 
a " zero based budgeting" procedure which is only 
peripherally related to actual experience . How the 
company projected the budget from which operating 
expenses are projected is a matte r which is left to 
conjecture . (Larkin , Smith) 

I 
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~: 

STAff : 

107. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

The Utility ' s operating and maintenance budget is 
not reliable enough to be used for ratemaking 
purposes in this proceeding. (Hansen) 

No position pending further discovery. 

Are adjustments necessary to the 
provisions for employee benefits? 

projected 

VTILITX : No. (Ausman) 

~: Yes. For the reasons stated on pages 26- 27 of the 
testimony of Hugh Larkin , Jr . , test year health 
care expense is overstated and should be reduced. 
(Larkin) 

~: 

STAFF: 

108. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Yes. For the reasons stated on pages 26-27 of the 
testimony of Hugh Larkin , Jr. , test yea r health 
care expense is overstated and should be reduced. 

Yes. Adjustments are necessary to consistently 
apply the percentage of payroll costs which were 
allocated to construction as opposed to operation 
costs. 

What adjustment should be made to advertising 
expenses? 

UTILITY: None. (Ausman) 

~: The adjustments described on pages 10-11 of the 
testimony of Hugh Larkin , Jr. and detailed on 
Schedules 2.1 and 2.2 of Exhibit HL-1 should be 
reflected. (Larkin) 

95, 
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~: 

STAFF : 

109 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

The adjustments described on pages 10-11 of the 
tea timony of Hugh Larkin , Jr. and detailed on 
Schedules 2.1 and 2.2 of Exhibit HL-1 should be 
reflected. 

Advertising expenses would only be allowed when 
there is a d i rect benefit to the ratepayers. 

Should charitable contri butions be included in 
above the line operating expenses? 

UTILITY : Yes . (Phillips) 

~: 

~= 

STAFF : 

110 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No. In accordance with Commission precedent and 
for the reasons stated on pages 19-23 of the 
testimony of Hugh Larkin, Jr., donations should be 
excluded from recovery. (Larkin) 

No. In accordance with 
for the r easons stated 
testimony of Hugh Larkin, 
excluded from recovery . 

Corumission precedent and 
on pages 19 - 23 of the 
Jr., donations should be 

No. Charitable contributions costs s hould be borne 
by the s hareholders and not recovered through 
customer rates . 

What adjustment should be made to miscellaneous 
expenses? 

VTILITX: If we adjust such expenses , all expenses shoulJ be 
adjusted to act ual levels, not just those s elected 
by Public Counsel. (Ausman) 

~: The adjustment described on pages 11- 18 of the 
testimony of Hugh Larkin, Jr. and detailed on 
Schedules 2.3 and 2.4 of Exhibit HL-1 should be 
reflected . (Larki n) 

I 

I 
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~: 

STAFF : 

111. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

The adjustMent described on pages 11-18 of the 
testimony of Hugh Larkin, Jr. and detailed on 
Schedules 2. 3 and 2. 4 of Exhibit HL-1 should be 
reflected. 

No position at this time . 

Should employee entertainment expenses be included 
for recovery? 

UTILITY: Yes. (Phillips) 

~: No. For the reasons stated on pages 23- 24 of the 
t estimony of Hugh Larkin, Jr., employee 
entertainment should be excluded from recovery. 
(Larkin) 

~: 

STAFF: 

112 . ISSUE: 

POSITIO~ 

No. For the reasons stated on pages 23-24 of the 
testimony of Hugh Larkin, Jr., employee 
entertainment should be excluded from recovery. 

No position a t this time. 

Should an adjustment be made to r emove improper 
expense account costs from recov~ry? 

UTILITY: No. (Ausman) 

~: Yes. 

~: Yes. 

STAFF: If expenses are found to be improper the y should be 
removed . 

., 
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113. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Should an adjustment be made to r emove 0 & M 
expenses found to be excessive or improper? 

UTILITY : There are none. (Ausman) 

~: Yes. (Larkin, Willis) 

~: Yes. 

STAFF: Yes . 

114. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

What adjustments are necessary to remove non
recurring expenses? 

VTILITX: None. {Ausman) 

~: The necessary adjustments are described on pages 
27-31 of the testimony of Hugh Larkin, Jr . The 
amounts are not known. (Larkin) 

~: 

STAFF: 

115. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

They should be excluded . 

Nonrecurring e xpenses should either be amortized or 
excluded. 

What potential savings will be realized which have 
not been reflected in t h is application due t o the 
combination of companies and/or rates? 

UTILITY: Upon reviewing the Staff Interrogatory 5 , please 
note th t the anower regarding potential savings 
relates to whether the Commission allows cross
county rates . These savings are not expected to 
occur during t he 1991 test year. {Ausman) 

I 

I 
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~: 

~: 

STAFF : 

116. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

To the extent the record reveals that savings or 
costs should be considered due to combined 
ownership of the SSU , DUI and UFU systems or due to 
uniform rate collections, rate base and expenses 
should be adjusted accordingly. 

No position at this time. 

To the extent the record reveals that savings 
should be considered due to combined ownership of 
the ssu, DUI and UFU systems or due to uniform rate 
collections , rate base and expenses should be 
adjusted accordingly. 

Did the Utility incur unnecessary rate case expense 
in neglecting to file under t he staff assistance 
program maintained by the Commission? 

VTILITY: No. (Deterding) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

117. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Yes . (Hill) 

Yes. 

No . 

Did the Utility incur unnecessary rate ~use expense 
in requesting the Commission not follow its 
Proposed Agency Action processing o~ this filing? 

VTILITY: No. (Deterd j ng} 

~: Yes . (Hill) 

~: Yes. 

STAFF : No . 

,., 
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118. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Are adjustments necessary to remove home offic e 
rate cas e expense? 

UIILITX : Agree with Staff to t he extent that it relates t o 
systems not i ncluded in t h is docket. (Ausman) 

~: Yes . (Walker) 

~: No positi on at this time. 

STAFF : Yes . Mos t of the systems have an amount inc luded 
for home office rate case axpense in the allocation 
of admi nistrative costs. Since each system is 
being assigned direct rate case costs in this 
proceeding , the allocation of old r ate case expense 

119 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

s hould be removed . ' 

What is the appropriate amount of rate case exp~nse 
to be allowed i n this proceeding? 

UTILITX: 100 percent of actual expenses . {The Ut ility will 
provide actual costs thru J a nuary 31, 1991, and 
projected costs to the completion of the hearing 
process . ) (Deterding) 

~: All of the r a te case expense whic h woul d have been 
avoided by the Utility ' s filing under s t aff 
assistance should be exclude d . Failing in this, 
one-half of the Utility ' s projected rate case 
expense s hould be excluded from r ecovery fol. the 
reasons stated on pages 31-36 of the t estimony of 
Hugh Larkin, Jr . (Larkin) 

I 
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120. 

121. 

s;.QYA: 

SIAFF: 

ISS!Jt;: 

POS ITIONS 

!,lTILITX: 

~: 

QQYA : 

STAFF : 

lSS!J~: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time as to the actual amount of 
allowable rate case expense. Section 367.0815, 
Florida Statutes, which provides for a mandatory 
apportionment of rate case expense, is controlling . 

No detailed position at this time. Howe ver, it 
appears that the provision for unamortized prior 
rate case costs may be overstated. 

Is the allocation methodology of spreading 
administrative costs by county, region and total 
company based on d i rect labor reasonable? 

Yes. (Ausman, Ludsen) 

No position at this time. (Larkin) 

No position at t his time. 

No position at this time . 

Should a parent-debt adjustment be made in this 
docket? 

UTILITY: No . Based upon IRS proposed regulation in notice 
I ps 107-88 for any rate order which becomPs final 
after December 20, 1990 (Gangnon) 

~: No . Proposed rule does not amount to a known and 
imminent change upon which that period should be 
adjusted. (Larkin, Walker) 

QQYA: No position at this time . 

STAFF : No, however , the associated revenues s hould be he ld 
s ubject to disposition pending finalization of the 
IRS proposed regulations. 

, 
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122 . ISSUE: Should an ITC interest synchronization adjustment 
be made? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : ITC interest synchronization is not appropriate . 
However, it is a llowable under IRS rules for an F2 
company. (Gangnon) 

~: No position at this time . 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

SIAFF: Yes, for Option 2 companies. 

123. ISSUE: What is the correct ITC amortization for each 
system? 

124. 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: No position at this time. 

~: No position at this time. 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAfF: No position at this time. 

ISSUE: What is the appropriate test year i n c o e tax 
expense? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: As per the MFRs. (Lewis, Nixon, Sheahen, Russell, 
Seidman) 

~: Fall-out number. 

QQYA: No position at this time . 

STAfF : Fall-out number. 

I 
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CHARLQTIE/LEE (1 Water, 1 Wastewater) 

125. ISSUE: Wha t are test year revenues? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : As per the MFRs. (Sheahan) 

~: Fall-out number. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Fall-out number . 

126 . ISSUE: Is an adjustment necessary to reflect the proper 
amount ot t est year operation and mainte nance 
expenses? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: No. (Sheahan) 

Qf& : Based upon review of the Utility ' s allocated budget 
for this system, test year O&M expenses have been 
overstated in the MFRs. 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Based upon review of the Utility's alloc~ted budget 
for this system , test year O&M expenses have been 
overstated in the MFRs. 

127. ISSUE : What is the appropriate amount of test year ••sed 
and useful depreciation expense? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: As per the MFRs. (Sheahen) 

~: Pall-out number. 

., 
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~: 

STAFF : 

128 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number. 

What i s the proper level of CIAC amortization to be 
used as an offset to depreciatio n e xpense? 

QTILITX : As per the MFRs. (She ahen) 

~: Fall-out numbe r. 

~: No position at this time . 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 

129 . ISSUE: Should t he utility ' s requeste d provision for t dxes 
other tha n income be approved? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: Xes. (Sheahen) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF : 

UO . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No. To be consistent with the treatment requested 
for other systems , the provision for increased 
property taxes on 1990 and 1991 p lant additions 
s hould be considered as a future pass-through 
consideration. 

No position at this time. 

No. To be consistent with the treatment r equested 
for othe r systems , the provision for inc r eased 
property taxes on 1990 and 1991 plant additions 
should be considered as a future pass-through 
conside ration . 

What are total t est year operati ng expenses? 

~~: As per the MFRs . (Sheahen) 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 2 4071 
DOCKET NO. 900329-WS 
PAGE 68 

~: 

~: 

STAFF : 

No position at this time. 

No position at this time . 

Fall-out number . 

CITRUS COUNTY {9 Water, 3 Wastewater ) 

131. ISSUE: Wha t arc test year revenues? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX : As per the MFRs. {Nixon) 

~: Fall-out number. 

~: Fall-out number. 

STAFF: 

132. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Fall-out number . 

What is the appropriate amount of test year used 
and useful depreciation expense? 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs. (Nixon) 

~: Fall-out number. 

~: Fall-out number. 

STaFf: Fall-out number. 

133. ISSUE: What is the proper level of CIAC amortization to be 
used as an offset to depreciation expense? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX : As per the MFRs. (Nixon) 

~: Fall-out number. 
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STAFF: 

134. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number. 

Should the Utility's requested provision for t axes 
other than income be approved? 

UTILITY: Yes. (Nixon) 

~: The requested provision for property taxes for the 
combined water systems exceeds the aggregate amount 
for the i ndividual systems by $3,000 . This 
differenc e, unless otherwise expla ined, should be 
removed. 

~: 

STAff: 

1 35 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

The requested provision for property taxes for the 
combined water systems exceeds the aggregate amount 
for the indivi dual systems by $3,000. This 
d ifference , unless otherwise explained, should b~ 
removed . 

The reques ted provision for property taxes for the 
combined water systems excee ds the aggregate amount 
for the individual systems by $3,000. Th is 
d ifference, unless otherwise explained, should b e 
r .)move d. 

What is the level of excess unaccounted for wat er? 

UTILITY : None. (Sweat) 

~: No posi t ion at this time . (DeMeza) 

QQYA: No position at this time . 

STAff : No pos ition, pe nding the r e view of discovery. 

I 

I 
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136. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Should an adjustment be made to Utility expenses 
for e xcessive amounts of unaccounted for water? 

UTILITY : No, there are no excessive amounts . (Sweat) 

~: Yes . (DeMeza) 

~: No position at this time. 

STAff : 

137 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Adjustments should be 
purchased power for 
unaccounted for water. 

made 
any 

to chemicals and 
amounts of excess 

What are total test year operating expenses? 

UTILITY: As per the MfRs . (Nixon) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

138 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No position at th1s time. 

No position at this time as t o the a c tual value . 
Where projected rate base additions are disallowed, 
the 0 & M costs associated with such rate base 
projections s hould also be disallowed, a s s hould 
unusual or nonrecurring expenses. (Ha nsen) 

rall-out number. 

What would the revenue requirement be f or Sugarmill 
Woods it if we re treated, as it has been 
h istorically , as a stand-alone system? 

UTI LITY : $705,973 for water a nd $4 58 , 272 for wastewater . 
(Nixon) 

~: No position at this time . 

, 
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STAFF : 

No position at this time, awaiting discovery 
responses. 

No position at this time . 

COLLI .ER COUNTX (2 Water, 2 Wastewater) 

139 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

If Marco Island a nd Marco Shores systems are 
combined for rate setting purposes, what 
intercompany elimination adjustments are 
appropri ate? 

UTILITX: The revenues to Marco Island and expenses to Marco 
Shores should be eliminated. The revenues of 
$20,656 were eliminated but the expenses were not, 
and should be. {Russell) 

~: Revenues and expenses related to Sales for Resale 
should be removed. 

STAff: 

140. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time . 

Revenues and expenses related to Sales for Re sale 
should be removed. 

What are test year revenues? 

UTILITX: Fall-out numbers, based upon corrected workpapers . 
{Russell) 

Q£&: Fall-out number. 

QQYA: Fall-out number. 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 

I 
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141. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Is the Utilit¥ 1 S proposed adjustment for inc reased 
operation and maintenance expenses in 1991 
reasonable? 

UTILITY : This proposed a djustment should bo revised such 
that the growth projection is consistent with 
projection methodology used for other counties in 
this cas e . (Russell) 

~: The proposed provision for increased administrative 
expenses based on customer growth appears 
inappropriate and should be removed. The proposed 
provision for increased payroll costs based on 
customer growth should be reviewed further . 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: 

142. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

The proposed provision for increased administrative 
expenses based on customer growth appe ars 
inappropriate and should be removed. The proposed 
provision for increased payroll costs based on 
customer growth s hould be r eviewed further. 

Does the Utility's budget for 1990 misstate the 
allocation of direct labor costs in Collier county 
between Marco Island and Marco Shores? 

UTILITY : No objection to Staff ' s reallocation if total 
revenue requirements is unaffec ted. (Russell) 

~: Staff . 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: A comparison of pages 168 . 6 and 168 . 5 suggests that 
payroll expense is overstated for Marco Island or 
that some portion s hould be allocated to t-tarc o 
Shores. Further review is needed. 

., 
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143. ISSUE: Should the Utility ' s requested prov1s1on for a 
$888,494 allowance for increased operating and 
maintenance expenses related to operation of the 
reverse osmosis plant be approved? 

144 . 

145. 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: Yes. (Terrero) 

~: No. (Larkin, Smith) 

QQYA: No position at this time . 

STAFF: At present, the cost components for this adjustment 
are unspecified. Further review of this adjustment 
is needed . 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

ISSU£: 

POSITIONS 

What is the level of excess unaccounted for water? 

There is no excess unaccounted f or water and no 
adjustment should be made. {Sweat) 

No position at this time. (DeMeza) 

No position at this time. 

No position, pending review of discovery. 

Should adjustments be made to the Utility ' s 
expenses for excessive unaccounted for water? 

UTILITY: No. (Sweat) 

~: No position at this time. (DeMeza) 

~: No posi tion at this time . 

Adjustments should be made to chemicals and 
purchased power for any excessive amounts of 
unaccounted for water. 

I 
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146 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

What is the appropriate amount of test year us ed 
and useful rtcpreciation expense? 

UTILITX: As i ndicated i n the corrected workpapers. (Russel)) 

~: Fall-out number . 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Provisions for depreciation expense per the current 
MFRs reflect inaccurate amounts due to errors in 
the original filing. t-tr . Russell has prepared 
revised depreciation expense schedules which should 
be introduced in the record for proper calculation 
of the revenue requirements. 

147. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

What is the proper level of CIAC amortization to be 
used as an offset to depreciation expense? 

UTILITX: As per the MFRs. (Russell) 

~: 

~: 

StAFF: 

148. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Fall-out number. 

No position at this time . 

Fall-out number. 

Should the requested provision for taxe s other than 
income be approved? 

UTILITY: Yes. As indicated in the corrected workpapers. 
(Russell) 

~: Staff. 
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~: 

STAFF: 

149. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

The provision for regulatory assessment fees should 
be adjusted to conform with the allowed revenues. 
The provision for payroll taxes should conform with 
allowed payroll expense. The reported provision 
for 1989 property taxos is overstated. To be 
consistent with the treatment requested for other 
systems, the provisio n for increased property taxes 
should be more properly consi dered as a future 
pass-tnrough consideration. 

What are total test year operat i ng expenses? 

VTILITX : Fall-out numbers, based upon correct ed workpape r s. 
(Russell) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF : 

Fall-out number. 

No posit1on at this time. 

Fall-out number. 

MARION COVNTX/SOVTHEBN STATES (3 Water, 3 Wastewater) 

150. ISSUE: What are test year revenues? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX : As per the MFRs. (Nixon) 

Qf&: Fall-out number. 

QQY6: No position at this t ime . 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 

I 
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151. 

152 . 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTif..ITX : 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

lSS~t;: 

POSITIONS 

What is the level of excess unaccounted for water? 

There is no excess unaccounted for water and no 
adjustment s hould be made. (Sweat} 

No position at this time. (DeMeza) 

No position at this time. 

Salt Springs has exces~ive unaccounted for water of 
1 . 9 percent . 

Should adjustments be made to chemicals and 
purchased power for excessive unaccounted for 
water? 

UilLITX: No . (Sweat) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

No position at this time. 

No position at this time. 

Yes . Adjustments s hould be made for excess 
unaccounted for water. 

15J. ISSUE: What i s the level of i n filtration for the 
wastewater system? 

POSITIONS 

UTlLlTX: There is no excess. (Hartman} 

~: No. position at this time. (DeMeza) 

QQYA : No position at this time . 

STAFF : The Salt Springs syst em experienced a greater 
a verage of i nfiltra t i on for 1988 tha n i t d i d for 
1989 . 

, 
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154 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Should any adjustments be made to the Uti lity ' s 
expenses fo r excPs sive infiltra tion? 

UTILITY : No . (Hartman) 

~: No posi t i on a t t h is time. 

QQYA: No position a t this t lme . 

STAff: No posit ion, pend i ng further r e vie w of ma t erials . 

155 . I SSUE: Wha t is the appropriate amount of tes t year used 
a nd useful de preciation e xpense? 

POSITIONS 

QTILITX : As per the MFRs . (Nixon) 

~: Fall-out number. 

~: 

STAFF : 

1 56 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

UTILitY: 

~: 

~: 

StAFf: 

157 . ISSUE : 

POSitiONS 

No position at t h is time . 

Fall-out number . 

What is the proper level of CIAC amortization to be 
used as an offset to depreciation expense? 

As per t he MFRs . (Nixon) 

Fall-out number . 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out numbe r. 

Should the utility's requested provision for taxes 
other than income be approved? 

I 

I 
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UTILITY: Yes. (Nixon) 

~: No position at this time. 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Further review of the provision for property taxes 
is required . 

158. ISSUE : What are total test year operating expenses? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs. (Nixon) 

~: Fall-out number. 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 

MARION COUNTY/UNITED FLQRIPA (1 Water, 1 Wastewater) 

159. 

160 . 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

~: 

~= 

STAFF: 

IS.§ .t1,f; : 

POSITIONS 

What are test year revenues? 

As per the MFRs. (Seidman) 

Fall-out number. 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number. 

Is an adjustment n ecessary to reflect the proper 
amount of :est year purchased power expense? 

UTILITY: No. (Seidman) 

115., 

.~ 
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~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

161. ISSU.E: 

POSITIO~ 

Pending further review, an adjustment may be 
necessary to purchased power based on the gallonage 
escalation factor used which may have been 
overstated. 

No position at this time . 

Pending further review, an adjustment may be 
necessary to purchased power based on the gallonage 
escalation factor used which may have been 
overstated. 

Should t est year payroll expense be adjusted? 

UTILITY: No. (Seidman) 

~: 

STAFF: 

162 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Yes . (Walker) 

No position at this time. 

Test year direct labor per the MFRs is highe r 
the amount budgeted and payroll expense 
overstated by i~clusion of a laborer position 
was removed from the budget . 

than 
was 

that 

What is the appropriate amount of test year used 
and useful depreciation expense? 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs. (Seidman) 

~: The utility has overstated the amount of 
de preciation expense shown on the net ope rating 
income statement which does not agree with 
supporting schedules (Volume VI, p . 74 and 75). 
Further adjustments result as fall-outs from other 
issues. (Walker) 

I 
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STAFF: 

163. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

The utility has overstated the amount of 
depreciation expense shown on the net operating 
income statement which does not agree with 
supporting schedules (Volume VI, p . 7 4 and 75) . 
Further adjustments result as fall-outs f rom other 
issues. 

What is the proper level of CIAC amortization to be 
used as an offset to depreciation expense? 

UTI LITX : As per the MFRs. (Seidman) 

~: Fall-out number. 

~= 

STAFF: 

164 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number. 

Should the utility ' s requested provision for taxes 
other than income be approved? 

UTIJ, ITX: Yes. (Seidman) 

~: No. The increase in property taxes f ol the test 
year plant additions should be recovered in the 
year the increase occurs through the pass -through 
provisions of the statute . Another adjustment is 
necessary to correct the 1989 level of property 
taxes used as a basis for projecting the tes l yea~ 
expense. water and wastewater real estate and 
personal property taxes for 1989 should be reduced 
by $5 , 785 and $2 , 079, respectively . (Lark in) 

., 
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~: 

STAFF: 

No position at this time. 

No. The increase in property taxes for the test 
year plant additions should be recovered in the 
year the increase occurs through the pass-through 
provisions of the statute . Another adjustment is 
necessary to correct the 1989 level of property 
taxes used as a basis for projecting the test year 
expense. Water and wastewater real state and 
personal property taxes for 1989 should be reduced 
by $5,785 and $ 2,079 , respectively. 

165. ISSUE: What are total test year operating expenses? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : As per the MFRs. (Seidman) 

~: 

~= 

STAFF : 

Fall-out number . 

No position at this time . 

Fall-out number. 

HARTIN COVNTX ( 3 Water, J Wastewater) 

166. 

167. 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

I~~!.!~ : 

POSITIONS 

What are test year revenues? 

Per MFRs . However , if agreement can be reached on 
adjustments , they will be fall-out numbers. (Lewis) 

This is a fall out number. 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number. 

What are the levels of excess i n filtration for the 
wastewater systems? 

UTILITY: None. (Hartman) 

I 
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~: 

~: 

STAFF : 

Six percent for the Leilani Heights system . 
Th irteen percent for the Fox Run system . No position 
at this time. (DeMeza, Crouch) 

No position at this time . 

Six percent for the Leilani Heights system. 
Thirteen percent for t he Fox Run system. 

168 . ISSUE: Should any adjustments be made to expenses for 
excessive infiltration? 

169. 

170 . 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX : No . (Hartman) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

ISS!.!~: 

POSITIONS 

Yes . (DeMcza) 

No position at this time. 

Yes. 

What is tho appropriate amount of test year used 
and useful depreciation expense? 

Per MPRs . However, if agreement can be reached on 
adjustments, they will be fall-out numbers. (Lewis) 

Fall-out number . 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number . 

What is the proper level of CIAC amortization to be 
used as a n offset to depreciation expense? 

l,lTILITX : As per the MFRs. (Lewis ) 

~: Pall-out number. 

, 
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~: 

STAFF: 

171. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

Fall-out number . 

Should the utility ' s requested prov~sion for taxes 
other than income be approved? 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs. (Lewis) 

~: No. To be consistent with the treatment requested 
for other systems, the provision for increased 
property taxes on 1990 and 1991 plant additions 
should be considered as ~ future pass-through 
consideration. 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF: 

172 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No . To be consistent with the treatment requested 
for other systems, the provision for increased 
property taxes on 1990 and 1991 plant additions 
should be considered as a future pass-through 
consideration. 

What are total test year operating expenses? 

utiLITY: Per MFRs. However, if agreement can be rea c hed on 
adjustments , t hey will be fall-out numbers . (Lewis) 

~: Fall-out number. 

QQYA: No position at this time . 

STAFF: Fall-out number. 

WAS.HINGTON COVNTX ( 1 Water, 1 Wastewater) 

173. ISSJ,U:: What are test year revenues? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: As per the MFRs. (Seidman) 

I 

I 

I 
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174. 

175 . 

~: 

~: 

SIAFF : 

ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : 

~: 

~: 

STAff: 

I~S~~ : 

POSITIONS 

Fall-out number. 

No position at this time . 

Fall-out number. 

What is the level of excess unaccounted for water? 

None. (Sweat) 

The level of excess unaccounted for water is 15.4 
percent . (Crouch) 

No position at this time . 

The level of e xcess unaccounted for water is 15 . 4 
percent. 

Should adjustments be made to expenses for any 
excessive amounts of unaccounted for water? 

UTILITY : No. (Sweat) 

~: Yes . (Crouch) 

.QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Yes. 

17 6 . ISSUE: Is the amount of allocated administrative costs 
fairly r epresentati ve of a utility the size of th~ 
Sunny Hills s ystem? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: Yes. The allocation to sunny Hills is consistent 
with the allocation to all of the systems operated 
by t he Utility. (Ludsen) 

Q~: No . (Walker) 

121, 
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~: 

STAFF: 

177. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

No. An adjus t ment is necessary to reflect a more 
representative allocation methodology and/or 
amount . 

Is the provision for maintenance expense over stated 
due to misclass i fication ot a 1989 charge to 
Account 620 . 200? 

UTILITY : Agree with Staff. A misclassification of $1 , 989 in 
the 1989 expenses results in a $2,156 ( 1,989 
escalated by 4 .12 percent per year for 2 years) 
overstatement for the 1991 test year . (Seidman ) 

~: Yes . (Wal,cer) 

~: 

STAFF: 

178. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

Yes. The misclassification of a 1989 payment 
caused a $2,156 overstatement of maintenance 
expenses. 

What is the appropriate amount of test year used 
and useful depreciation expense? 

UTILITY : As per the MFRs. (Seidman) 

~: Unless otherwise explained, the test year 
depreciation expense should be reduced to agree 
with the depreciation support schedules. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF : Unless otherwise explained , the test year 
depreciation expense s hould be reduced to agree 
with the depreciation support schedules . 

I 

I 

I 
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179. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

What is the proper level of CIAC amortization to be 
used as a n o!! set to depreciation expense? 

VTILITX : As per the MFRs. (Seidman} 

~: Fall-out number. 

QQYA: No position at th1s time. 

STAFF : Fall-out number. 

180 . ISSUE: Should the utility's requested provision for taxes 
other than income be approved? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY : Xes . (Seidman) 

~: This is a fall-out issue . 

QQYA : No position at this time . 

STAFF: This is a fall-ou t issue . 

181 . ISSUE: What are total test year operating expenses? 

POSITIONS 

VTILITX: As per the MFRs. (Seidman) 

~: Fall- out number. 

QQYA: No position at this time. 

STAff: Fall-out number. 

12 3., 
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182. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

CONSOLIDATION 

What criteria should be used to combine or separate 
the systems for rate-making purposes? 

VTILITY: As per petition and addendum to MFRs . (Lewis, 
Ludsen) 

~: No posit i on at this time. 

~: 

STAFF: 

183 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

COVA generally agrees with the nonexhaustive list 
of criteria suggested by Staff ' s positi on, 
including rate base per ERC, 0 & M per ERC, system 
age, and CIAC considerations . Additionally, unique 
usage characteristics, unique restrictive covenants 
that affect water usage and wastewater demand , anc 
unique historical relationships between the 
developer, the Utility , and the customers, 
especially regarding prepaid CIAC , should also be 
considered . Applying these criteria, it is clear 
that Sugarmill Woods is unique and should not be 
combined or consolidated with any other system or 
systems. (Ha nsen) 

At a minimum, treatment type, the criteria of rate 
base per ERC, 0 & M per ERC, age of the system, and 
CIAC level of the system s hould be conside red. 

Wha t utility s ystems, if any, should be c ombined in 
this proceeding? 

UTILITY: As requested in thA Utility ' s petition. (Luds en) 

~: No position at this time. 

~: The Sugarmill Woods systems should not be combined 
or consolidated with any other system or systems. 
(Hansen) 

STAFF· No position at this time. 

I 

I 
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184. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

Based on the previous issues, what are the 
appropriate revenue requirements for water a nd 
wastewater? 

VTILITX: If cross-county uniform rates are approved: 

~: 

STAFF: 

Charlotte/Lee 
Citrus 
Collier • 
Marion/Southern 
Marion/United 
Wa s hington 

water 

$ 209 ,756 
1,555 , 928 
8,076 , 311 

134,678 
464,472 
120,893 

wastewate.r 

$ 226 , 008 
1,020,832 
5,156 ,4 36 

228,783 
524,598 

78,898 

If county-wide uniform rates are approved : 

Charlotte/Lee 
Citrus 
Collier • 
Marion/Southern 
Marion/United 
Washington 

Water 

$ 422 , 123 
952,826 

7,857 , 760 
152 , 362 
949 , 299 
267 , 229 

Wastewater 

$ 215 , 289 
546 , 534 

5,163 ,342 
420,868 
729 ,480 
192 ,256 

• - includ s new plant. (Lewis, Ludsen , Nixon , 
Seidman, Sheahen , Russell) 

The MFRs have not been 
therefore, not justified . 
crouch) 

No position at this time. 

met ; the increase is, 
(Larkin, Smith, Will)s , 

Revenue requirements should be calculated for 
either all of the individual systems or those that 
are determined as appropriate to combine . The 
actual numbers are fall - outs of all previous 
issues. 

., 
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185 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

What would the revenue requirement be for Sugarmill 
Woods if it were treated, as it has been 
h istorically, on a stand-alone basis? 

UTILITY: $705,97 3 for water and $4 58 , 272 for wastewa t e r. 
(Nixon) 

~: No position a t th is tine . 

~: 

STAFf : 

No position at this time, pending receipt of 
discovery responses. 

Fall-out number. 

ALLQWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED !AFPil 

COMMON TO ALL SYSTEMS 

186. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

What are the appropriate APPI c harges which should 
be approved? 

UTILITY : As per the MFRs. (Le wis) 

~: APPI is a ppropriate onl y if a margin reserve is not 
approved. (Larkin) 

~: No position at t h is t ime . 

SIAFF : Fall-out numbers . 

MARION COUNTY/UNITED FLQRIPA 

187 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Should an adjustment be made to properly reflect 
no n-used a nd useful land for the AFPI calculation? 

UTILITY : Agree with Staff ' s adjustment. (Seidman) 

I 

I 

I 
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~: 

STAFF: 

Yes . $82 , 900 of land recorded in the water 
division should properly be reflected in the 
wastewater system as it relates to property 
reserved for effluent disposal. 

No position at t h is time . 

Yes. $82,900 of land recorded in the water 
division should properly be reflected in the 
wastewater system as it relates to property 
rese rved for effluent disposal. 

ALLQWANCE fOR FVNPS USEP DUBING CONSTRUCTION CAFUPCl 

188. ISSUE: Has the Utility properly recorded AFUDC? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: No. (Ausma n) 

~: 

~= 

STAFF: 

189. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No. For Deltona Utilities, Inc ., the Utility has 
overstated AFUDC. (Larkin) 

No position at this time . 

No position at this time. 

What are the appropriate AFUDC percentages to be 
allowed? 

VTILITX: Mar ion Oaks' last approved AFUDC rate, as approved 
by Order No. 19623 , i n Docket No. 880560-WS . 
(Seidman) 

~: Based upon the recommended cost of capital, the 
AFUDC percentages should be calculated as required 
by Rule 25-30 . 116, Florida Administrative Code . 

~: tlo position at this time. 

STAFF: Based upon the recommended cost of capita 1, the 
AFUDC percentages should be calc ulated as required 
by Rule 25-30.116, Florida Administrative Code. 

, 
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190 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

BATES AND CHARGES 

Should the final rates for the various systems in 
this docket be on a stand alone or on a 
consolidated basis? 

UTILITY : Consolidated as per the Utility ' s petitio n. 
(Ludsen, Lewis) 

~: No position at this time. 

~: 

STAFF: 

191. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Insofar as such proposals r elate to Sugarmill 
Woods, the Commission should approve neither 
county-wide nor cross-county r ates . Sugarmill 
Woods is un i que in several respects, including its 
h istory of capital (CIAC) contributions, 
relationships between the developer and the 
Utility, restrictive covenants that affect water 
usage for i rrigation purposes , and the prospect for 
spray irrigation service to be supplied to golf 
courses i n or adJacent to Sugarmill Woods . If 
county-wide or cross-county rates were implemented, 
Sugarmill Woods c ustomers would be forced to 
subsidize other Utility customers. This is unfa~r 
and unjust and must be prevented . (Hansen) 

No position at this time. 

What subsidies would result from implementation of 
the proposed county-wide or cross-county rates? 

UTILITY : Will provide response to Commissioner Gunter's 
spreadsheet as soon as possible. 

~: 

~: 

ST/\ff: 

No position at this time. 

No position at this time, awaiting discovery 
responses. 

No position at this time. 

I 

I 

I 
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192. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Why did the Utility exclude the Citrus Springs and 
Pine Ridge utility systems from its computations 
and proposals for county-wide rates i n Citrus 
County and cross-county rates? 

UTILITY: The systems with' the highest revenue deficiencies 
were selected to be filed. The Utility did not 
believe that it could landlc two additional utility 
filings which would have been required for Citrus 
Springs a nd Pine Ridge. Those are utilities und~r a 
different corporation (UFUC) and capital structure 
than ssu. (Ludsen) 

~: It appears that the Utility used an econornic 
threshold to determi ne which systems to file for . 

~= 

STAFF: 

193. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time, awaiting discovery 
responses. (Hansen) 

No position at this time. 

I s it reasonable for the Utility to exclude the 
Citrus Springs and Pine Ridge systems from its 
proposals for county-wide and cross-county rates? 

UTILITY: Yes. (Ludsen) 

~: No position at this time. 

~: No. The Citrus County systems not included in the 
Utility's current filing have rates substantiall / 
less than the rates that the Utility is requesting 
for the other sy ... toms in citrus County . Even if 
those systems have lesser revenue deficiencies , 
which COVA docs not acknowledge to be true, it i s 
plainly unfair and inconsistent with the purpose of 
county-wide rates to xclude these systems. 
(Hansen) 

STAFF: No position at this tjme. 
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194. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Should the service availability charges be adjusted 
for the various systems on a stand alone or on a 
consolidated basis in order that they fall within 
the guidelines of Rule 25-30.580, Florida 
Administrative Code? 

VTILITX : If adjusted , do it on a consolidated bases. (Lewis) 

~: 

STAFF: 

195. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 
deficiency. 

No position at this time. 

Pos sible notice 

Depending upon the degree or lack of consolidation 
approved in this case, service availability charges 
may need to be adjusted . 

Should the residential sewer gallonage cap be 
established separately by system, or uniformly on a 
consolidated basis? At what level should the 
gallonage cap be set? 

VTILITX: On a consolidated basis at the 10,000 gallon level. 
(Lewis) 

QE&: No position at this time. 

~: Separately , by system. For Sugarmill \,oods , the 
appropriate reside ntial wastewate r gal l onage cap i s 
6 ,000 gallons per customer per month (Hansen) 

STAFF: This is a fall-out issue wh ich depends upon the 
level of consolidation approved in this proce~ding. 

I 

I 
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196 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Should the Utility ' s proposals to increase the 
residenti al sewer gallonage cap for s e rvice 
rendered in Sugarmill Woods from 6,000 gallons per 
month to either 8, 000 gallons per month under 
county-wide rates , or 10 , 000 gallons per month 
under cross-county rates , be approved? 

UTILITY: Xes . (Lewis) 

~: No position at this time. 

~: No. The available, empirical data indicate that 
typical was tewater flows for Sugarmill Woods 
customers are between 5 , 100 gallons and 5 ,7 00 
gallons per month. The proposals are, therefore , 
unreasonable . (Hansen) 

STAff : 

197. ISSUE; 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time . 

Are the growth factors used for the wa t er and 
wastewater s ystems a ppropriate? 

UTILITY : Xes . (Lewis, Seidman, Russell, Nixon, a nd Sheahen) 

~: No. (DeMeza) 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: No position, pending the review of discovery. 

198 . ISSUE; Should the customer billing cycle for water and 
wastewater s ys tems be monthly or bi-monthly? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: Monthly. (Ludsen) 

~: No position a t this time . 

., 
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STAFF: 

199 . ISSUE; 

POSITIONS 

UTILITY: 

~: 

~: 

STAff: 

200. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position at this time. 

Monthly for all counties. 

Should the water and wastewater billing analyses, 
as presented in the utility ' s MFRs, be adjusted? 

No. (Lewi s) 

No posit i on at this time. 

No position at this time. 

Yes, for Martin, Citrus, and possibly Mar ion 
Counties. 

Should the Utility ' s request for increas es in 
customer deposits be approved? 

UTILITX: Yes. (Ludsen) 

~: No position at this time. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: Yes. 

201. ISSUE: 

POSITIQHS 

Should a charge be established for qolf course 
effluent at the Sugarmill Woods system? 

VTILITX: The Sugarmill Woods system does not currently r eus e 
reclaimed water upon a golf course. However, it 
may be considered in the future , at which time a 
cost of service ra t e will be negotiated with the 
golf course. (Hartman) 

I 

I 

I 
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~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

202 . ISSUE; 

POSITIONS 

No position, however, OPC enthusiastically supports 
the Commissions effort to explore water 
conservation. 

Yes , for the new proposed 18-hole golf course 
within the service range of the existing wastewater 
facility. Such a charge should be based upon the 
incremental cost of prov i d ing the spray effluent 
for golf course irrigat ion above the cost of 
alternate treatment and disposal. 

No position at this time. 

Should a charge be established for effluent from 
the Poi nt o •woods Wastewater sys tem which is used 
for spray irrigation? 

UTILITY: The Point o •woods system does currently r euse 
reclaimed water upon a golf course, but since the 
reclaimed water flows are so low it is not the gol f 
cour se ' s primary source of irrigation water. 
Therefore, this disposal site is primarily a 
benefit to the golf course , since it must receive 
the vast majority of its irrigation water from 
other sources . (Hartman) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

203 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

No position , however , OPC enthusiastically s upports 
t he Commission s effort to explore water 
conservation. 

No position at this time . 

No posit ion at this time. 

Should the base f acility charge rate s truc tur e be 
implemented for all water andjor wastewater 
s ys t ems? 

UTILITY: Yes , Agree with Staff . (Le wis) 

13 3, 
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~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

204. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position. 

No position. 

Yes . 

Should a special bulk rate for water purchased by 
Pirate Harbor be approved? 

VTILITY: Yes. (Sheahen , Lewis) 

~: No position at this time. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF : 

205. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

No position, pending the review of further 
materials . 

Should a conservation rate structure be approved, 
and it so , what is the appropriate structure? 

UTILITY : No. (Ludsen) 

~: OPC supports reasonable water conservation measures 
so l o ng as they are applied in an equitable fashion 
to all customer classes. 

~: No position at this time. 

STAFF: No position at this time. 

206. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

What are the appropriate water and wastewater 
r a tes? 

UTILITY : Pall-out numbers . (Lewis, Ludsen, Nixon, Seidman, 
Russell, Sheahan) 

~: The rates should remain as they are . 

I 

I 
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.c.QYA: 

STAFF: 

The water and wastewater rates for Sugarmill Woods 
should be established on a stand- alone basis, with 
(1) proper correction of used and useful 
percentages, ( 2) no allowance for margin reserve, 
(3)reinstatement of prepaid CIAC i nto the 
computation of rate base as was done in the 1985 
rate case for the pr e d ecessor utility at Sugarmill 
Woods , (4) proper estimates of the number of ERCs, 
(5) retention o f t he 6 , 000 gallons per month cap on 
residential wastewater service, and (6) appropriate 
adjustments to correct for the Utility ' s 
unrealistic capital budget and o & M budget 
projections . (Hans en) 

No position at this time. 

207 . ISSUE: What are the appropriate rates for Sugarmill Woods 
if is treated , as it has been historically, on a 
stand-alone basis? 

POSITIONS 

UTILITX: Stand-alone monthly rates are as follows : (Nixon) 

WATER 

Residential and General Service 

Base Fac ility Charge 
M~t~:t: S;i.~g 
5/8" X 3/4 11 $ 3.86 

3/4 " 5.79 
1" 9.65 

1 1/2 " 19 . 30 
2 " 30.88 
3" 61.76 
4 " 96 . 50 
6" 193 . 00 

Gall onaqe Cha rqe , 
per 1,000 gallons $ 1. 05 

13 5, 
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WASTEWATER 

Residentia l Service 

Base Facility Charge 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge, 
per 1 , 000 gallons , 
10,000 ga l l o n cap 

General Service 

Baae Faci l i ty Charge 
Meter Size 
5/8 11 X 3 /4 11 

3/ 4 " 
1 " 

1 1/211 

2" 
3 " 
4 " 
6 " 

Gallonage Charge , 
per 1,000 gallons 

~: No position at this time. 

$ 7 . 9 3 

$ 1. 5 0 

$ 7 . 9 3 
11 . 9 0 
19.83 
39.65 
63.44 

1 2 6.88 
198.25 
396 . 50 

$ 1. 80 

~: No position a t this time, awaiting discovery 
respo nse s . 

STAFF: No pos i tion at this time . 

I 
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208 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

If the Commission approves projected rate base 
amounts, including extraordinary costs for new 
wells and a new sewer plant, s hould the Commission 
also require amounts collected based on such items 
to be held subject to refund in the event that the 
expenditures are not made within the test year? 

UTILIT~: No. (Ludsen) 

~: Agree with COVA . 

~: 

STAFF : 

209 . ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Yes. (Hansen) 

No position at this time. 

POLICX ISSUES 

Should the Commission consider proposed rates on 
some s ystems which are 200t to 300 \ h igher than 
others to be excess ive and deserving of closer 
scrutiny i n a separate invest i g a tion of these 
requested cha rges? 

UTILITX : No . (Ludsen) 

~: These rate i ncreases are excessive and should not 
be permitted. (Larkin, Smith) 

QQYA: These rate increases are excessive and should not 
be permitted. 

SIAFF: No pos~tion at thi$ time. 
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210 . ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

Should the Commission deny ~ate increases which are 
found to on their face to be excessive? 

UTILITY: There are none. (Lewis, Ludsen, Seidman, Russell, 
Nixon, Sheahen) 

~: 

~: 

STAFF: 

211. ISSUE : 

POSITIONS 

Yes: The Commission is charged, in Chapter 367, 
Florida Statutes, with ensuring that rates charged 
are reasonable. (Larkin, Smith) 

Yes. 

No position at this time. 

Wha t penalty should the Commission impose on 
management if it finds that management has not 
controlled excessive costs in operating water 
andfor sewer systems? 

UTILITY: The re are no excessive costs. (Ausman) 

~: Reduction on return on equity . (Larkin) 

~= Reduction on return on equity. 

StAFF: No position at this time. 

212. ISSUE: 

POSITIONS 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Has the Utility utilized capacity set aside for 
fire flow to connect more customers and, if so, 
should an adjustment be made to used and use ful 
plant? 

UTILITY: No. (Guastella, Hartma n) 

Yes. (DeMeza) 

I 

I 
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~: 

STAFF : 

If the testimony r eveals that the Utility is 
selling fire flow , adjustments should be made to 
used and useful plant. 

If the testimony reveals that the Utility is 
selling fire flow, adjustments s hould be made t o 
used and useful plant. 

VI . Proposed St i pul a tions 

Stipulations entered into by parties, 
Commission staff , aro subject to Commission approval. 
evidence is developed that refutes the stipulated 
Commission staff will base its recommendation to the 
upon the records. 

including 
If record 
isses(s), 

Commission 

At tho prehearing conference , the Utility, OPC, COVA , and 
Staff agreed to the following stipulations: 

1. 

2. 

The cost of common equity should be established using the 
leverage formula in effect at the time of the f ina 1 
decision in this case. 

AFPI s hould be calculated using net plant, as opposed to 
gross plant, and should use the same overall cost of 
capital as approved by the Commission for final rates . 
Further, unless proven otherwise a five year time frame 
for prudent cost recovery of plant shoulJ be used. 

Also at the prehearing conference, the Utility ~nd Staff 
agreed t o, and neither OPC nor COVA took any posit!.o n on, the 
following stipulation : 

) . Miscellaneous service c harges s hould be established o n a 
uniform , consolidated basis, in accordance with Staff 
Advisory Bulletin No . 13, 2nd revised. 

VII. Rul i ng s 

l. Tho Utility ' s motion for leave to file second amended 
application was granted. The official filing date wa s amended to 
October 15, 1990, the day that the second amended application was 
filed. 

., 
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2 . The Utility • s request for an extension of time to fil e 
rebuttal to COVA •s direct testimony was granted. Such testimony is 
due no later than January 30, 1991 . 

3. The Utility 1 s request for leave to file supplemental 
testimony on certain issues raised by t he other parties and Staff 
was granted. Such testimony is due no later than February 1, 1991 . 

4 . OPC 1 s motion to dismiss for lack of 
information to consider system- speclf l.c rates was 
advisement. 

sufficient 
take n under 

5 . OPC 1 s motion to determi ne suf f icicncy of responses t o 
requests for admissions was taken under advisement. 

I 

6 . Staff 1 s motion for a five-day extension of time to 
prefile the d irect testimony of five Departme n t of Environment al 
Regulation witnesses was g ranted . The parties we re also given an 
additional five days to prefile any rebuttal testimony to t hese I 
wi tnesses. 

7 . The Utility was directed to submit s preadsheets for eact 
of the systems involved in this f iling , detail i ng the areas of 
possible cross-subsidization, no late r than by February 6 , 1991 . 

a . The Utility was also directed to s ubmit actual rate case 
expense information through January , 1991, and projected rate case 
expense information through the completion of the hearing process, 
no later than February 7 , 1991. 

VIII . Exhibi ts 

WitnessCes l Proffered By 

Sheahen , Ausman , Utility 
Gangno n , Hartman, 
and 
sweat 

Nixon, Ausman, 
Gangnon, Hartman , 
Lewis, Sweat, a nd 
Vierima 

Utility 

I.p , No. 

MFR Vol. I 

MFR Vol . II 

DescriPtion 

Financial , 
Rate and Vi erima, 
Engineering 
Information
Charlotte/ Lee 
County 

Fi nancial , 
Rate and 
Enginee ring 
Information
Citrus County 

I 
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Wi tnessCesl Proffered 

Nixon, Ausman , Utility 
Gangnon, Hartman , 
Le wis, Sweat , and 
Vierima 

Lewis, Ausman, Utility 
Gangnon , Hartman, 
Sweat and Vierima 

Russell, Ausman , Utility 
Gangnon, Lewis, 
Sweat and Vierima 

Seidman, Ausman, Utility 
Gangnon, Lewis , 
s weat and Vior i ma 

Seidman, Ausman, Utility 
Gangnon, Hartma n , 
Lewis, Sweat, and 
Vierima 

Lewi s Utility 

Sweat Utility 

By r.p . No . 

MFR Vol. 

MFR Vol . 

MFR Vol. 

MFR Vol . 

MFR Vol. 

MFR Vol . 

MFR V.:>l. 

141., 

Description 

III Financial, 
Rate, and 
Engineering 
Information-
Marion County 
(Southern 
States) 

IV Financial, 
Rate, and 
Engi n eering 
Information-
Martin County 

v Financial, 
Rate, and 
Engineering 
Information-
Collier County 

VI Financial, 
Rate, and 
Engineering 
Inf ormation-
Marion County 
(United 
Florida) 

VII Financial, 
Rate, d Od 
Engineering 
Informat.1on-
Washington 
County 

VIII Billing 
Analyses for 
all counties 

IX Additional 
Engineering 
Information-
Charlotte/Lee 
County 
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WitnessCesl Proffered 

Sweat Utility 

Swe at Utility 

Swe at Utility 

Sweat Utility 

Sweat Utility 

Sweat Utility 

Sweat Utility 

By I. p. No. 

MFR Vol. X 

MFR Vol. XI 

MFR Vol. XII 

MFR Vol. XIII 

MFR Vol. XIV 

MFR Vol. XV 

MFR Vol. XVI 

I 
pescription 

Additional 
Engineering 
Information -
Citrus County 

Additional 
Engineering 
Information-
Marion County 
(Southern 

States) 

Additional 
Engi neer i n g 
Information -
Martin County 

Additional I Engineering 
Information -
Collier County 

Additional 
Engineering 
Information -
Marion County 
(United 
Florida) 

Addi t ional 
Engi n e,. ring 
Infor mation-
Was h i n g ton 
County 

Addition :} ! 
Engineering 
Information & 
C u s t o m e r 
Co1nplaints-
Charlotte/Lee, 

I Marion 
(Southern 
States) & 

Martin Counties 
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Witoess Cesl Proffered 

sweat Utility 

Sweat Utility 

Swea t Util i ty 

Lewis , Ausman Utili ty 

Ausman Utility 

Ausman Utility 

Deterding Utility 

By I.p. No. 

MFR Vol. XVII 

MFR Vol . XVIII 

MFR Vol . XIX 

Addendum 
to MFR 
Vols. I-VII 

RPA-1 

RPA-2 

FMD-1 

Description 

Additi onal 
Engineering 
Information & 
c u s t o m e r 
Complaints -
Citrus County 

Additi o nal 
Eng i neering 
Information & 
c u s t o m e r 
Complaints-
Collier County 

Additional 
Engineering 
Information & 
c u s t o m e r 
Complai nts-
Marion {United 
Florida) and 
Washinqton 
Counties 

Comparison of 
projected vs. 
actual o & M 

Indenture of 
mortgage and 
deed of trust 

Estimates of 
Rate Case 
Expenses by 
system {as per 
MFRs ) 
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Wi tne;;sCes) Proffered By I.O . No. 

De t e rding Utility FMD-2 

Deterding Utility FMD-3 

Deterding Utility FMD-4 

Guastella Utility JFG-1 

Hartman Utility GCH-1 

Hartman Utility GCH- 2 

Description 

Billings from 
Consultants t o 
date of filing 
Mr. Deterding's 
d i r e c t 
t e s t i m o n y 
(composite) 

Legal Fees and 
Expenses to 
date of filing 
Mr. Deterding's 
d i r e c t 
testimony 

Summary of 
projected rate 
case expense 
based on 
fac tored ERCs 

Marco Island 
Utilities and 
Marc o Shores 
Used and Useful 
Analysis with 
Schedules A-Q 
(composite) 

Used and Useful 
S u m m a r y 
CharlottE>/ Lee 
County (Tables 
1 through 4) 
(composite) 

Used and Useful 
Summary for 
Citrus County 
(Tables 1 
through 6) 
(composite) 

I 

I 

I 
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WitoessCesl J?roffered 

Hartman Utility 

Hartman Utility 

Hartman Utility 

Hartman Utility 

Hartman Utility 

By I. D. No. 

GCH-3 

GCH-4 

GCH-5 

GCH-6 

GCH-7 

145, 

oescription 

Used and 
Useful Summary 
for Marion 
c 0 u n t y 
(Southern 
s t a t e s ) 
(Ta bles 1 
through 3) 
(composite) 

Us d and 
Useful Summary 
for Marion 
County (United 
F 1 o r i d a ) 
(Tables 1 
through 4) 
(composite) 

Used and 
Useful Summary 
for Martin 
County (Tables 
1 through 3) 
(composite) 

Used and 
Useful Summary 
for Washington 
Coun y (Tables 
1 through 4) 
(compos ite ) 

Exhibit A to 
rebuttal 
comparison of 
witness ' used 
and u sefu l 
analysis to 
OPC ' s 
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WitoessCesl Proffered 

Hartman Utility 

Ludoon Utility 

Ludsen Utility 

Ludoon Utility 

Ludsen Utility 

Ludson Utility 

Ludsen Utility 

Ludsen Utility 

Ludsen Utility 

Ludsen Utility 

Ludscn Utility 

By r.o. No. 

GCH-8 

FLL-2 

FLL-J 

FLL-4 

FLL-5 

FLL-6 

FLL-7 

FLL-8 

FLL-9 

FLL-10 

FLL-11 

I 
Description 

Checklist for 
conducting 
infiltration/ 
i n f 1 0 w 
analysis 

Summary of 
I n t e r i m 
Revenues 

Summary of 
Proposed Final 
Revenues 

Corporate 
Structure 

CUstomer I Growth 

s y s t e m 
Location Map 

Summary of 
Management 
Audit 

Organizational 
Chart 

H i storical 
Revenues & 
Expenses 

Order on Rate 
s e t t i n g 
Procedures 

Summary of 
1989 Annual 
Reports 

I 
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WitneosCesl Prof fered 

Ludsen Utility 

Ludsen Utility 

Ludsen Utility 

Uniform 

Ludsen Utility 

Ludsen Utility 

Nixon Utility 

Nixon Utility 

Nixon Utility 

Nixon Utility 

Phillips Utility 

Russell Utility 

By I.p. No. 

FLL-12 

FLL-13 

FLL-14 

FLL- 15 

FLL-16 

RCN-1 

RCN-2 

RCN-3 

RCN-4 

BTP- 1 

JDR-1 

Description 

Summary of 
Residential 
Rates 

Residential 
Billing 
Comparisons 

Estimated 
Statewide 

Rates 

Comparison of 
Allocation 
Factors 

Orders and 
instructions 
re: MFRs 
(composite) 

Order No. 21627 

Order No. 23041 

First Page, 
i nst ruction 
Page , and 
Schedul~ A- 17 
0 f F o r rn 
PSC/~AS 17 

Order No . 21202 

Mission 
Statement 

Professional 
Qualifications 
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WitnessCesl Proffered 

Russell Utility 

Schedules 

Sweat Utility 

Sweat Utility 

Sweat Utility 

Sweat Utility 

Swea t Utility 

Sweat Utility 

Tcrrero Ut i l ity 

By I. D. No. 

JDR-2 

CLS-1 

CLS-2 

CLS-3 

CLS-4 

CLS-5 

CLS-6 

RAT-1 

I 
oescription 

Rate and 
R e v e n u e 

(Schedules 1 
through 10) 
(composite) 

Syst em Maps 

Unaccounted 
for water 
g r a p h s 
(Attachment A) 

Consent Order 
87-0945/Requesc 
for closure I (Attachment B) 

Consent Order 
8 7 
1150/Reques t 
for closure 
(Attac hment C) 

Consent Order 
87-1150/ 
Confirmation of 
c 1 0 s u r e 
(Attachment D) 

Attachment A 
to r ebuttal 
testj mony 
list of 27 
acquisitions 
r e q u i r j n g 
improvements 

Resum e of 
Rafael A. 

I Terrero 
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Witness Cesl Proffered 

Torrero Utility 

Terrero Utility 

water 

Terroro Utility 

Terrero Utility 

Wood Utility 

Wood Utility 

Wood Utility 

Wood Utility 

Witness Cesl Proffered 

By I.D. No. 

RAT-2 

RAT- J 

RAT-4 

RAT-S 

CEW-1 

CEW-2 

CEW-J 

CEW-4 

By I.p. No. 

14 9., 

oescription 

1990 and 1991 
Budgets 

Breakdown of 
1990 - 1991 
capital 
improvements 
program for 

and wastewater 

Status of 
Capital 
Improvement 
Projects 

Map showing 
relative 
locations of 
imi:)rovements 

Sample Capital 
Authorization 
Requisit ..:.on 
form 

sample budge t 
d e viation 
repoL t form 

Comparison of 
budgeted to 
actual capital 
expenditures 

Comparison of 
budgeted to 
actual capital 
expenditures 

pescription 
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Wood Utility 

La rk i n OPC 

Larkin OPC 

larkin OPC 

Smith OPC 

Smith OPC 

Ha nsen COVA 

Pe rez Staff 

Re ining Staff 

Shafer Staff 

CEW-5 

HL-1 

HL-2 

HL-3 

RCS-1 

RCS-2 

BLH-1 

FJP-1 

RRR-1 

GLS-1 

Comparison of 
budgeted to 
actual capital 
expenditures 

Qualifications 

Statement of 
OPC ' s position 
regarding 
acquisition 
adjustments 

Qualifications 

Sugarmill 
Woods ERC 
potential 

Consent Order 

Letter to 
Utility 
r gard j ng 
deficiencies in 
application 

Illustration 
of r egression 
a n a 1 y s i s 
method of 
determ i n i ng 
margin reserve 
(composite) 

Parties and Staff reserve the riqht to identify exhibits for the 
purpose of cross-examination. Staff also intends to a s k the 
Commission to take administrative notice of its Orders Nos. 23573, 
23858, 11891, 21054, and 23511, rPgarding the exclusion of 

I 

I 

I 
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nonregulated investment, and Order No. 21415 regarding the 
imputation of CIAC on margin reserve. 

I X. Pen4inq Matt e rs 

There are currently pending a Staff motion to quash subpoenas 
and an OPC motion to dismiss, with an accompanying motion for 
expedited hearing. 

Based upon the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by Commissioner Gerald L. Gunter, as Preheari ng 
Officer, that this Prehearing Order shall govern the conduct of 
these proceedings unless modified by the Commission . 

By ORDER of Commissioner Gerald L . Gunter, 
Officer, this 6th day of FEBRUARY 

as Prehearing 
199 I • 

(SEAL) 

RJP 

NOTICE Of FUBTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVILW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), florida Statutes, to notify parties of a ny 
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 reques ts for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adversely affected by this order, which is 
preliminary, procedural or intermediate in nature, may request : 1) 

151., 
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reconsideration withi n 10 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.038 ( 2) , 
Florida Administrative Code, it issued by a ?rehearing Officer; 2) 
reconsideration within 15 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code, if issued by the Commission; or 3) judicial 
review by the Florida Supreme Court , in the case of an electric, 
g as or telephone utility, or the First District court of Appeal, in 
the case of a water or sewer utility . A motion for reconsideration 
shall be filed with the Director, Division of Records and 
Re porting, in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code. Judicial review of a preliminary, procedural 
or intermediate ruling or order js ava~lable if review of the final 
action will not provide an adequate remedy. Such review may be 
requested from the appropriate court, a s d escribed above, pursuant 
to Rule 9.100, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

I 

I 

I 
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