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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMI SSION 

In r e : Appl ication for a s taff
assisted r a te case in Ba y County 
by SANOY CREEK UTILITIES, INC . 

DOCKET NO . 900505-WS 
ORDER NO. 2537 3 
ISSUED: 11/21/9 1 

The following Commissioners partic ipated in the d i sposition of 
this matter : 

THOMAS H. BEARD, Chairman 
SUSAN F. CLARJ< 
J. TERRY DEASON 

BETTY EASLEY 
MICHAEL McK . WILSON 

Pursuant to notice , an administrative hearing was held before 
Commissioner Betty Easle y, as Hear ing Officer, on July 17 , 19 91, in 
Panama City, Florida. 

APPEARANCES: 

WAYNE L. SCHIEFELBEIN, Esquire, Gatlin, Woods, Ca r lson & 
Cowdery, 1709-0 Mahan Drive, Tallahassee, Flo r ida 32 308 
On beha ! f of Sandy Creek Utilities. Inc . 

H. F . MANN II, Esquir·e , and JACK SHREVE, Esquire, Office 
of Public Counsel , Aud i tor General Building, Ro om 8 10, 
111 West Madison Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399 -14 00 
o n behalf of the Citizens of the State of flor ida 

MATTHEW FElL, Esquire , Florida Public Ser vice Commission , 
101 East Gaines Street , Tallahassee , Florida 3239 9 - 0863 
On behalf of the Commission Staff 

PRENTICE PRUITT, Esquire, Florida Public Service 
Commissi on, 101 East Gaines Street , Tallahassee , Florida 
32399-0863 
Counsel t o the Commission 

The Hearing Officer's Recommende d Order was e n tered on 
September 18 , 1991. Exceptions were t i mely filed by the Office of 
Public Counsel (OPC) and Staff of the Commission (Staff). After 
considerat~on of the evide nce, we now e nter our order. 
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FINAL ORDER GBANTING BATES AND 
CHARGES 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

CASE BACKGROUND 

Sandy Creek Utilitie s, Inc. (Sandy Creek or utility) is .1 

Class ''C" water and wastewater utility located in B~y County. On 
May 21 , 1990 , the utility filed an application for a staff-assisted 
r a te c ase ( SARC) pursuant to Section 367 . 0814, Flo rida Statutes. 
By proposed agency action Order No. 24170 , issued February 27, 
1991 , the Commission proposed a 130\ increase in water system 
r ev e nues and a 158\ i ncrease in wastewater system revenues. By 
petition filed March 20 , 1991, Mr. Alton L. Walke r, a customer, 
protested Order No. 24170. Subsequent to the timely protest of Mr . 
Walke r (protestor), the OPC intervened in the c ase on be half of the 
utility ' s customers . The protestor, however , remained a party and 
p a rticipated in the hearing as such. 

The text of the Hearing Officer's Recommended Order , beginning 
with Findings of Fact, is set forth below. 

II . FINDINGS Of FACT 

The following abbreviations a r e used in this section f o r 
purposes of citation: "T" for 'I ranscript, " Ex . " for Exhibit 
No., " L-F Ex. " for Late- filed Exhibit No., nd " P·" and "pp." 
for page( s) . 

ISSUE 1 : Is the quality of service provided by this util ity 
satisfac tory? 

I 

I 

There are no complaints against the utility o n file wi th 
DER or with the PSC (Ex . 3 , p . 3) . The plants appea r to be in 
good working order with adequate maintenance (T , p. 367). 
The new wastewater treatment plant has been permi tted (T, p. 
77) and is on line (T, p . 119) . Water service outages and 
low pressure are frequent problems, a s was tes tif ied to by 
customers Ruscetta (T, p. 39), Gousman (T, p. 320), Mayhew 
(T, p . 32 5 ), and Rudloff (T, p. 325 ). The lift station pumps 
are of inadequate size (T, p. 68) and have only a four to I 
five year life expectancy (Ex.3, p. 5 ). The wastewate r lift 
stations are prone to failure, as testified to by customers 
Keiser (T, p . 13), Walsh (T, p. 21), Donnelly (T, p. 4 2), and 
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Rudloff (T, p. 325) . Utility witness swain agreed that the 
quality of the utility's was tewater scrv1ce was 
unsatisfactory (T , p. 100). 

ISSUE 2 : Should the Commission order the utility to submit 
a plan to improve its collection system , and if eo by what 
date? 

The wastewater collection system consists of septic tanks, 
approximately 91 snall lift stations, and a force main (Ex.3 , 
p . 5) . This system has h igh maintenance costs (Ex . 3, p. 5 ). 
Due to the design of the system , preventative maintenance, 
which would possibly extend the life of the lift station 
pumps, is not economically feasible (Ex.3, p. 5) . The lift 
stations are below the water t able (Ex.3, p. 5). The lift 
station pumps arc of inadequate size (T, p. 68) and have only 
a four to five year life expectancy (Ex. 3 , p . 5) . The 
wastewater lift stations are prone to failure, as testified 
to by customers Keiser (T, p. 13), Walsh (T, p. 21 ) , Donnelly 
(T, p. 42), and Rudloff (T, p. 325) . Infiltration may be a 
problem (Ex. ~ , p. 5}. 

ISSUE 2-A : Should the Commission allow the utili ty to 
recover the cost of any study mandated to determine if there 
is a feasible improvement to the current collection system? 

Utility witness Swain estimated the cost: of having a 
collection s ystem improvement s tudy done (T, p . 71) . Utility 
witness Ki ng testified as to the cost of implementing a 
wastewater system improvement plan , but gave no more than an 
estimate (T, pp. 181-184}. 

ISSUE 3 : Is the utility providing water and wastewater 
service outside of its certificated area, and if so, should 
the utility be penalized? 

The utility is serving outside its certificated area (Ex . 3, 
p . 7). The uti lity did not notify the Commission that i t was 
doing so (Ex.3, p. 7} . The utility has filed an application 
to extend its certificated territory (Ex.5) . 

ISSUE 4: What percent of the water treatment plant and 
distribution system and the wastewater treatment plant and 
collection system is used and useful? 

The tes t year used for this rate case iG the year ended 
December 31 , 1989 (Ex. 3 , p. 4 2) . Utility witness Swain 

., 
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suggested use of the new flow data shown in Exhibit No . 2 ( T I 

70-71) . This data covers the period June 1 1990 1 through 
March, 1991 (Ex.2) . The data used by witness Landis in 
Exhibit No. 3 to calculate used and useful is reasonable (T, 
pp. 228-229, 239-240). The proper used and useful 
calculations appear on pages 8 through 15 of Exhibit No. 3. 

ISSUE 4-A: Should a margin reserve be included in the 
calculation of used and useful ? 

I 

Regulated utilities must provide service to all customers 
within their territory within a reasonable t i me (T, p. 207) . 
The margin reserve represents the capacity t he utility is 
required to maintain in order to meet growth demands over an 
eighteen month period (T, p. 207). The margin reserve 
allowance recognizes the i nvestment the utili ty has made in 
order to be ready for growth (T, p. 207). sandy Creek is 
capable of serving near-term growth (T, p. 388) . The proper 
margin reserve calculations appear i n Exhibit No . 3 on pages I 
10-11 for water and pages 13- 14 for wastewater. 

ISSUE 4-B: Should a fire flow allowance be included i n the 
calculation of used and useful? 

Sandy Creek has four fire hydra nts (Ex . J , p . 10). Bay 
County does not have a minimum fire flow requirement (Ex.3, 
p. 10). Since the Volunteer Fire Chief in the Sandy Creek 
area believes that the fire department has other water 
sources available to it , the 60 , 000 gallons of actual fire 
flow shown in Exhibit No . 3 is adequate (Ex.3, p. 10). This 
amount is less than that recommended by the National Fire 
Protection Association (Ex.3, p.10 ) . It is inappropriate to 
disallow fire flow simply because the system cannot deliver 
the full fire flow requirement (T , p. 208). The proper fire 
flow calculations appear on page 10 of Exhibit No. 3 (EX.3 1 

p. 10). 

ISSUE 5 : Is the 1988 annual report a reasonable starting 
point to establish the utility ' s investment ~ n assets used 
and useful? 

Rate base has not been establishe d prior to this case , and 
no original plant cost documentation is available prior to 

1 1989 (Ex . 3, p . 20) . When original plant cost documentation 
is not available, the Commission often performs an original 
cost study (T., p. 232-233). Witness Landis stated that he 
began a n original cost study, but did not complete it because 
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the plant values he ca lculated were substantially higher than 
those conta i ned in the 1988 a nnual report (T ., p . 232 - 233) . 
The Commission Staff, therefore , based further a nalysis o n 
the annual report (T , p. 233) . The utility • s 1988 annual 
report f igures provide a reasonable starting point for 
determining utility investment (Ex . 3, p. 20 ; T , p. 78- 79) . 

ISSUE 6 : Who owns the land on whic h the water treatment a nd 
wastewater trea tment plants are located and what is t he 
prope r valuation of land t o be included in the systems' rate 
bases? 

Sandy Creek Utilities, Inc., owns the land on whic h the 
water and wastewater plants sit (Ex . 3 , p. 16). Based o n 
research of courthouse records and documents s ubmitted by the 
utility, original cost of the land is $1,300 for water and 
$3 , 000 for wastewater (Ex.3, p. 16 ). As is shown in Exhibir 
No . 3, a no n-use d a nd useful ad j ustment to these land values 
i s appropriate . Witness La ndis determined that the land on 
which the water plant is located is 93\ used a nd useful and 
the land on which t he wastewater plant is located is 24% used 
and useful (Ex . 3 , p . 16) . The product of $1 , 300( 93) 1s 
$1,209 and t he produc t of $3 , 000( . 24) is $720 (Ex . 3 , p. 16) . 

ISSYE 7 : Should Construction Work. In Progress (CWIP) be 
allowed in rate base , and if so, what is the appropriatq 
amount? 

The water and wastewater plants were expanded to satisfy 
DER r equirements (Ex.3, p.17), the wastewater plant, 
particularly , to satisfy a DER Consent Order (T, p . 78) . The 
new wast ewat er p lant has been completed and is o n line (Ex . 3 , 
p . 17) . Based o n a contrac tual agreement , the t o t a l cost for 
improvements construction is $33 2 , 790 , whic h includes $4 5 , 909 
for the wate r s ystem and $286,881 for the wastewa t er system 
(Ex . J , p. 17) . The completed plant s hould be recognized as 
profo rma plant in r a t e base (Ex . 3 , p. 17) . 

ISSUE 8 : Is the utility ' s level of unaccounted-for - water 
unacceptable, and if so, what corrective ~ction should be 
require d of the utility? 

Test year water production flow data is fl a wed (Ex. 3, p . 
18) . A faulty meter was r e placed in the final four months of 
the test year (Ex . 3, p. 18). Us i ng estimated wate r fl ows 
pumped during and after the tes t year data, unaccounted- for 
water is 18 % (Ex . 3 , p . 18). More than 10% unaccounted-fo r 

15 3, 



~54 
ORDER NO. 25373 
DOCKET NO. 900505-WS 
PAGE 6 

water is normally considered excessive (T, p. 235) . During 
the test year, the utility irrigated unmetered c o mmon areas 
(Ex . 3, p. 18) . Five meters are necessary for metering these 
common areas (Ex . 3, p. 18) . The utility has purchased these 
meters and is installing them (Ex . 3 , p . 18). The 
unaccounted-for water problem is a measurement problem and 
with the new meters, there should no longer be a problem 
(Ex. 3 , p. 18; T, p. 120). The customers would benefit more 
from the Commission ' s imputing the value of all unaccounted
for water in excess of 10% as water sold than it would from 
adjusting purchased power and chemical expenses (T , p. 298) . 

ISSUE 8-A: Is there excess infiltration into the collection 
system? 

I 

The wastewater collection lift stations are below the 
ground and below the water table (Ex.J, p . 5) . Since no 
cursory inspections of the lift stations can be made (Ex . 3, 
p . 5} and the test year flow data for the wastewater I 
treatment facility is flawed (Ex . 3), it cannot be deter mined 
if infiltration is a problem. 

ISSUE 9 : What is the appropriate method of calcu l dcing 
working capital allowance, and what is the appropriate amount 
of working capital for each system? 

The one-eighth of operation and maintenance (O&M) expense 
formula method of calculating working capital allowance was 
used in Exhibit No. 3, and this method was not disputed in 
the record. In Finding of Fact No . 14, water system O&M 
expense is $30,7 25; one-eighth of water 0&1<1 is $3, 84 4 . 
Wastewater system O&M is $49,622; one-eighth of wastewater 
O&M is $6,203. 

ISSUE 10: Wha t is the average test year rate base for each 
system? 

No prior rate base has been establis hed for this utility 
(Ex . 3, p. 20). Original plant cost documPntation is no t 
available prior to 1989 (Ex.3, p . 20 ). Plan~ additions from 
January, 1989, through December, 1989, were verified and 
reconciled with recorde d plant (Ex . J, p. 20) . Utility pla~t
in-service, including CWIP recognized as proforma plant, and 
net of any reclassification and averaging adjustments , is 
$366 ,52 6 for the water system and $428,675 for the wastewater 
system (Ex . 3 , pp. 20, 21 , 42-45). Land value for ratemaking 
purposes is $1,209 for water and $720 for wastewater (Ex . 3 , 

I 
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p. 16). Plant-held-for-future-use (net of a n a vera ging 
adjustment and average accumulated depreciat ion on non-used 
and useful plant) is ($99,510) for water and ($173,24 6) for 
wastewater (Ex.3, pp. 20 , 21 , 42-45). Contributions-in-aid
of-cons truction {CIAC) (including CIAC associated with the 
margin reserve and net of an aver aging adjustment) is 
($64,125) for water and ($117,800) for wastewater (Ex . 3, pp. 
20 , 21 , 4 2-45). Accumulated depreciation (net of a n 
averaging adjustment) is ($62,748) for water and ($75,683) 
for wast ewater (Ex . 3 , pp. 20 , 21 , 42-4 5) . Amortization of 
CIAC (net of an averaging ad j ustment) is $11,239 for water 
and $30,717 for wastewater (Ex.3, pp. 20, 21 , 4 2-45) . 
Working capital allowance is $3 ,844 for water and $6,203 for 
wastewate r . These figures are added (Ex . 3 , pp. 20 , 21 , 42-
4 5) to arrive a t rate bases of $156,435 for water a nd $99, 586 
for wast ewater. 

ISSUE 11: Wha t is the appropriate rate of return on equity? 

The method of calculating the appropriate equ i ty r atio is 
shown on Exh ibit No. 3 , page 4 6 . The Commission 's leve r a ge 
graph s hould be applied to the e quity ratio in o r rie r to 
determine r eturn on equ ity (Ex. 3, p. 46). 

ISSUE 12: What is the appropriate overall rate or recurn? 

The utility ' s cost of long term debt is 1 2 ' (Ex . 3 , p. 23 } . 
The utility' s cost of customer deposits is 8 ' (Ex.3, p. 23). 
The standard Commission practice i s to u sc a weighted average 
to calculate overall rate of return, as is illus trate d on 
Schedule No. 2 of Exhibit No . 3 (Ex.J, p. 46j. 

ISSUE l J : What arc the appropriate tes t year revenues? 

For the test year, the utility recorded $23,382 for water 
revenues a nd $20,206 for wastewater revenue (Ex. 3 , p. 24) . 
The utility ' s water revenue figure i ncluded $1,473 in 
miscellaneous service charges, which should be removed (Ex.3, 
p. 24). The utility c harged two different approved sets of 
rates during the test year (Ex . 3, p. 24). Annuali~ation o f 
the rates in effect at the end of t he test year is proper : 
and doing so a dds $2, 027 to wate r r~venucs and $ 3 , 1 23 to 
wastewater revenues ( Ex . 3, p. 24) . Test year revenues are 
$23, 936 for water and $2 3,329 for wastewater (Ex.J, pp.4 7 -
49) . 
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ISSUE 14: What are the appropriate amounts for the systems' 
operation and maintenance expense, depreciation expense, and 
other taxes expense? 

Operation and maintenance (O&M) expenses were traced to 
supporting documents (Ex . 3, p. 25). With the exception of 
rate case expense, employees' salaries and wages, and 
pensions and benefits expense, the pro per amount of O&M 
expenses appear in Exhibit No. 3: $23,287 for the water 
system and $37,912 for the wastewater system. 

I 

The maintenance costs of this syst em are considerably 
higher than the maintenance costs for a typical gravity 
system (T, p. 217). "The utility has been replacing the 
inadequate pumps with more properly sized pumps, and is 
expecting to experience a lower failure rate" (T, p . 68) . 
Maintenance costs are excessive for a utility of this size 
(T, p. 244). By disallowing the cost of a second maintenance 
man, there would be an incentive for the utility to make the I 
appropriate physical changes to reduce the maintenance 
expenses (T, p . 245). However, one maintenance man cannot 
work 365 days a year (T.,p. 161) . It would not be advisable 
to eliminate all but one maintenance man for this reason (T., 
pp. 281-282). One full time maintenance man is paid $ 13 , 000 
per year (Ex.3, p. 25) . Half of this amount is $6 , :>00 . 
Insurance expense associated with one half-time maintenance 
man would be $1,991 per year . 

Rate case expense (see Finding of fact No. 17) is $43, 794, 
or $5,474 per system per year when amortized over four years. 

Depreciation expe nse (net of amor tizat ion of CIAC) is 
$7,567 for water and $5,382 for wastewater (Ex.3, p. 52) . 

The amount of taxes other than income taxes is as s hown in 
Exhibit No . 3 , except for regulatory assessment fees to be 
paid on the new revenue requirement and social security tax 
to be paid for a half-time maintenance man. As is shown in 
Exhibit No. 3, the amount of regulatory assessment fees is 
the product of 4 . 5\ and annual gross revenue. Regulatory 
assessme nt fees are $2,824 for water and $3,277 for 
wastewater; property taxes are $464 for water and $35 for 
wastewater; and other taxes are $662 for water and $1,464 for 
wastewate r, (including social security tax for half-time I 
maintenance man (Ex.3). 

ISSUE 15: What are the appropriate revenue requirements? 
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The method of calculating revenue requirement i s shown in 
Exhibit No. 3. Using this method and the figures cited in 
previous Findings of Fact , the revenue requirement for water 
is $62,768 , and the revenue requirement for wastewater is 
$72,830 . 

ISSUE 16 : What are the appropriate rates and rate structure? 

The base facility 1 gallonage charge rate structure for 
water and wastewater s hould be used (Ex. 3) . Using the 
figures in the above Findings of Fact and those i n Findings 
of Fact No . 18, and using the same test year customers, 
consumption levels, and formula used to calculat~ rates in 
Exhibit No. 3, the appropriate rates are as follows : 

WATER 
RECOMMENDED MONTHLY RATES 

RESIDENTIAL AND GENERAL SERVICE 

Meter Size Base facility C~ 

5/8X3/4 " 
3/4 11 

1 11 

1 1/2" 
2 " 
J " 
4 " 
6 " 

Gallonage Charge 
Per 1,000 gallons 

WASTEWATER 
RECOMMENDED MONTHLY RATES 

RESIQENTIAL SERVICE 

$ 11.92 
17 . 88 
29 . 80 
59.61 
95 . 37 

1 90 . 74 
298 . 04 
596.07 

$ 2 . 40 

Meter Size Base facil ; ty Charge 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge 
Per 1,000 gallons 
(10,000 gal. max . ) 

$ 26 . 36 

$ 3.34 
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Meter Size 

5/8X3/4 
3/ 4 

1 
1 1/2 

2 
3 
4 
6 

Gallonage Charge 
Per 1 , 000 gallons 

GENERAL SERVICE 

Base facil i ty Charge 

$ 26 . 36 
39 . 54 
65.91 

131. 81 
210 . 90 
421. 81 
659.07 

1, 318.14 

$ 4.00 

ISSUE 17 : 
expense? 

What is the appropria t e amount of rate case 

The utility requested rate case expense 
$54 , 014 . 90 , including the filing fee , attorneys ' 
cos t s , a nd cons u ltants ' fees a nd costs (L-F Ex. 
filing fee for this rate case is $1 , 050 (Ex . 3 , p. 

tota lling 
fees and 

6 ) • The 
35) . 

Ra t e case expense billed in Late-Filed Exhibit No. 6 
through J u ly 31, 1991 , for attorneys ' fees and costs is 
listed as $17 , 480 . 30 (L-f Ex. 6). Projected attorney expeuse 
at July 31, 1991 , is $8 , 143 (L-F Ex . 6). The s um of these 
figures is $25,623.30 . No invoices f or attorneys ' fees ar~ 
included in Late-filed Exhibit No. 6. Exhibit No. 5 includes 
an i nvoice substantiating $ 5 , 939 .67 of billed hours and a 
detail of the projected attorneys ' fees and costs as of July 
3, 1991, for the period Jun e 26, 1991, through October 7 , 
1991 (Ex. 5) . The projected attorneys ' fees and costs i n 
Exhibit No. 5 total $18,675 (Ex. S) . The s um of the billed 
hours i n Exhibit No . 5 and the detailed projected costs i n 
Exhibit No. 5 is $24, 614 . 67 . The d ifference between 
$2 5 , 623 . 30 a nd $24 , 614 . 67 is $1,008.63. 

I 

I 

Billed and project ed rate case expense for consultant 
Robert L . King i s $1 ,3 50 i n Late Filed Exhibi t No. 6 (L-f ~x . 

6) . Approximately one-thi rd of Mr. King ' s testimony is 
de voted to wastewater s ystem design, which is essentially I 
background i nforma t ion not i n d ispuce (T, pp. 177-184). The 
rem~inder of King ' s testimony is devoted to approxima t i ng a 
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cost for implementing improvements to the wastewater system 
(T, pp. 177-184). 

Gatlin, Woods, Carlson 
indicates that time was 
proofreading Robert King ' s 
Carlson & Cowdery charged 
this rate case (Ex.5). 

& Cowdery ' s client ledger card 
spent reviewing, editing, and 

tc.stimony (Ex.5). Gatlin, Woods, 
$125 per hour for assistance on 

The consulting firm Milian , Swain & Associates , Inc . , 
billed and projected rate case expense of $25,991.60 as of 
July 31 , 1991 (L-F Ex. 6). Invoice No. 3002-SC for $1,460.50 
is described as being for a meeting with a PSC Staff auditor 
regarding the annual report and preparation of schedules for 
the rate case application (Ex.5). 

Approximately 30\ of the testimony of utility witness Swain 
is devoted to case background not in dispute and discussion 
of an original cost study performed by the consulting firm 
which was not admitted into evidence because of an objection 
(T, pp. 63-69 , 79-99, 109, 169-173). Swa i n charges $95 per 
hour (Ex . 5) . Invoice No. 3016-SC charging 10 . 25 hours of 
work, Invoice No. 3017-SC charging 11.75 hours, Invoice No. 
3018-RC charging 20 . 75 hours, and Invoice No. 3019-RC 
charging 60 . 75 hours, all pertain to hours worked by Deborah 
Swain in preparation of testimony and preparation for the 
prehearing and hearing. 

Swain testified that costs such as copying, telephone 
calls, f acsimile transmission, a nd Federal Express a r e 
represented on the invoices at actual cost (T, p. 168). 

Utility witness Milian devoted hearing preparation time to 
running two Hardy-Cross analyses, both of which were based on 
inaccurate information (T, pp. 453-454). Invoice No. 3018-RC 
lists 18 hours of hearing preparation time charged for Mr. 
Milian (L-F Ex . 6). On Invoice No. 3018-RC, the consulting 
firm charged $510 for the work of c . Bczos (L-F Ex. 6). c. 
Bezos is an engineer with Milian, Swain & Associates , Inc., 
and was instructed by Mr. Milian to perform some r~ search for 
him in preparation of his testimony (T, p. 134) . 
Approximately one-half of Mr. Milian ' s time on the stand was 
devoted to cross examinatio n concerning the two inaccurate 
Hardy Cross analyses (T , pp. 431-445). Mr. Milian was on the 
stand for approximately an hour. Milian charges $125 per 
hour (Ex.5). 
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Invoice No. 3018-RC lists a charge of $200 for the work of 
J. Jimenez (L-F Ex. 6) . Invoice No. 3019-RC l ists a charge 
of $60 forM. Bravo and a charge of $1,650 for c . Hinkley (L
F Ex. 6} . The specific work of these individuals was neve r 
substantiated i n testimony . 

ISSUE 18: Should there be an apportionment of rate case 
expense as required by Section 367 .0815 , Florida Statutes? 

This rate case was filed as a staff-assisted rate case 
(Ex.3). The utility did not, i n its application, request for 
rate relief in the form of a specific revenue requirement; 
howe ver, a specific requested revenue requirement can be 
determined from the utility's testimony whe re it accepted 
Staff ' s original PM recommendation W"ith several s pecific 
excepti ons (T ., p. 69}. 

I 

The utility specifically requested that more r ecent data be 
used to recalculate used and useful for the was tewater I 
treatment pl nt, that the utility be allowed to t ecover t he 
cost of an improvement study within the framework of this 
rate case , that an additional full time maintenance m ~ a nd 
associated costs be allowed in O&M , and that t he ent:ire 
amount of rate case expense incurred by the utility be 
allowed (T ., pp. 70-72). 

On cross- examination from the utility, staff witness Landi~ 
t estified that the used and useful percenta~e of the 
wastewater treatment plant using "current average daily 
flows" is 62t (T., p. 280} . The util i ty estimated the cos t 
of the improvement study to be $10 , 000 to $20 , 000 (T . , p. 
71}. The utility's updated rate case expense is $54, 014 . 90 
(L-F Ex . 6) . Costs associated with one full-time maintenance 
man are shown in Exhibit No . 3 (Ex.3, pp. 25- 26, 46 - 53) . 

Using the same method used for calculating revenue 
requirement in Exhibit No . 3 and acce pting the low-end of the 
estimate for the improvement study, the requested reve nue 
requirements are $66 , 006 for water ani $95 ,414 for 
wastewater, which represent increases over tes t year revenues 
of $42,070 for water a nd $72,085 f or wastewater. 

ISSUE 19 : What are the appropriate service availability 
charges for this utility? 

The s ervice availability charges which were in place before 
the utility filed for t h is rate case were approved in Order 

I 
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No. 21022, issued April 11, 1989 (Ex.J , p. 36) . Witness 
Dewberry d esigned a r ecommended service availability pol i cy 
outlined on page 37 of Exhibit No . 3 (T, p. 351) . It is 

reasonable to divide the old wastewater Tap-In Charge of $700 

into a Pla nt Capacity Char9e of $250 and a Main Ext ension 
Charge of $450 (Ex . J , p . 37) . In Exhibit No. 3 , Ms . Dewberry 

did not recommend continuance of the $300 Was tewater 

Pretreatment Pumping System Connection Fee (Ex.J , p. 37), but 
she testified that she did not object to its reinstatement 

(T, p. 351) . 

ISSUE 20 : Should the utility be a utho r ized to collect 
miscellaneous s ervice c h a rges , a nd if so , what s h o uld the 
charges be? 

In Exhibit No . 3 , staff proposed upda t ing the utility ' s 
miscellaneous service charg,es (Ex. 3 , p . 38) . Th e charges 

were updated to reflect the appropriate labor and ma t erials 
required for these services cons ist e nt wi th Commission 

Practice as stated i n Rule 25-30 . 345 , Florida Administrative 
Code (Ex.3, pp . 38-39) . The proper miscellane o us service 

charges appea r on pages 38 and 39 of Exhibit No. 3 (Ex . 3 , pp. 
38-39). They are as follows : 

Initial Connect l on 
Normal Reconnection 
Violation Reconnectio n 
Premises Visit (in lieu 

of disconnection) 

WATER 

$ 15.00 
$ 15.00 
$ 15.00 

$ 10.00 

III. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Commission has jurisdiction to det ermine the water a nd 
wastewater rates of Sandy Cr eek Util i t ies , Inc., pursuant to 

Sections 367.081 and 367 .101, Flo rida Statutes . 

As the applicant in this c a se, Sandy Creek Vtilities , Inc ., 

had the burden of proving that its r eques ted r ate relief is 
justified. 

The Commission accepts the parties ' stipulation tha t if 
rate case expense is allowed , the amount allowed should be 

amortized ove r a four-year p e riod a nd a reduction in rates 

161., 
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should occur at the end of the period as is provided in 
Section 367.0815, Florida Statutes . 

The rates approved herein are just, reasonable, 
compensatory, not unfairly discriminatory and i n accordance 
with the requirements of Section 367.081(2), Florida 
Statutes, and other governing law. 

Pursuant to Rule 25-9.001(3) , Florida Administrative Code, 
no rules and regulati ons, or schedules of rates and charges, 
or modifications or revisions of the same, shall be effective 
until filed with and approved by the Commission. 

Attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference are 
schedules of the Commission ' s calculations of rate base , cost 
of capital , and net operating income. Schedules Nos. 1 and 
1-A depict the calculations ot the water and wastewa~er 

system rate bases . Schedule No. 1-B shows adjustments to the 

I 

rate bases. Schedule No. 2 depicts the calculation of the I 
cost of capital. Schedules Nos. 3 and 3-A depict the 
calculations of the water and wastewater system r.e t operating 
incomes. Schedule No. 3-B shows adjustments t o the net 
operating incomes. Schedules Nos. 4 and 4-A show t he rate 
case expense rate reduction. Schedule No. ~ shows 
application of Section 367.0815, Florida Statutes , 
apportionment of rate case expense . 

1. The quality of service provided by the utility is 
unsatisfactory as to both the water and wastewater systems . 
In light of the customer testimony presented at the hearin~ , 

the utility should submit , within ninety days of the da te o f 
the final order, a n evaluation of the problems of the water 
system, along with suggested improvements thereto a nd cost 
estimates for the suggested improvements. The docket should 
remain open pending the Commission ' s receipt, r eview, and 
con~ideration of the this evaluation. 

2 . There is a need for the utility to improve its 
wastewater collection system. The utility shall therefore 
submit a plan for improvement to its was e water collection 
system, along with cost estimate s for those improvements. 
The plan will address system design, as well as infiltration. 
As is suggested by Exhibit No. J, ninety days from the date 
of the order is a reasonable time for the utility to submit I 
such a plan. The docket should remain open pending the 
Commission's receipt, review, and consideration of the merits 
and cost effectiveness of this plan. 
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2-A. It is unknown at this time what i~provements to the 
collect ion system, if any, will be required. The cost of 
performing the improvement plan can be capit alized at the 
time such improvements are completed . The c ost of 
impleme nting an improvement plan is unknown at this time; 
therefore, we cannot i nclude a cost in rate base . The 
utility is not allowed to recover either the cost of the 
study or the cost of implementing improvements in this rate 
case. Whe n we review the improvement plan, we shall also 
consider the cost of obtaining or creating the plan. 

3 . The Commission should not penalize the utility for 
providing serv ice outside of its cert ificated territory since 
the utility has made efforts to correct the situation by 
filing an application for amendment . 

4. It is not reasonable to use the alternative tlow data 
presented by the utility, as that data is far outside of the 
test year. The data used in Exhibit No. 3 is reasonable . 
Therefore, the appropriate used and useful percentages are as 
follows: The Wdter treatment plant is 93 \ used and useful; 
the water distribution system is 57 \ used and useful; the 
wastewater treatment plant is 24 \ used and useful; the 
wastewater collection mains are 54% used and us eful; and the 
wastewater colle c t ion pumping stations are 100\ used a nd 
useful. 

4-A. Including a margin reserve in the used and useful 
calculations is both necessary a nd appropriate. The margin 
reserve represents that port i on of the utility ' s capacity 
needed for s hort- term growth. Sandy Creek has the capacity 
to meet short-term growth. Accordingly, the used and useful 
percentages shown in the previous c onclusion incorporate a 
margin reserve . 

4-B. It would be i nappropriate to di s allow all fire flow 
simply because the system cannot deliver the full fire flow 
requirement. Therefore, the actual amount of fire flow is 
included in the used and useful calculation for the water 
treatment plant . 

5 . The Commission is not absolut ely obligaced to perform 
an original cost study when the re is no original cost 
documentation. The utility ' s 1988 annual r eport is a 
reasonable starting point for determining the utility's 
investment in plant. Therefore , plant calculations begin 
with the values contained in the 1988 annual report . 

163 
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6. The utility owns the land upon which its water and 
wastewater treatment plants are located . The proper values 
for land to be included i n the rate bases a r e $1 , 209 for the 
water system and $720 for the wastewater system. 

7 . The rate bases s hould include $45,909 in water system 
improv ements and $286,881 i n wastewater system improvements . 

8. Unaccounted-for water is 18\. Normally, more than 10\ 
unaccounted-for water is found to be excessive. Making 
adjust ments to expenses is not, i n every instance , the bes t 
course of action when unaccounted-for water is excessive . 
The value of all unaccounted-for water in exces s of 10\ 
s hould be imputed as water sold , and the utility sh..1 ll 
install meters for the five unmetered c ommon areas within 
ninety days . 

8-A . There is insufficient evidence to determi ne whet~er 

I 

o r not infiltration is a problem , and , therefore , no act ion I 
s hould be taken regarding this issue at this time. Howeve r, 
the utility shall address infiltration in i t s wastewa t e r 
system improvement plan . 

9. The one- eighth O&M formula method i ;; u r easonable 
method for calculating working capital. T'1e a mount o f 
work ing capital to be included in the rates bases is 
therefore $ 3 ,844 f or the water system and $6 , 203 f o r t he 
wastewater s ys t em . 

10 . Rate base for the water system is $1 56 ,4 35 a nd r a t e 
base for the wastewater system is $99, 586 . 

11. It is reas onable to use the c urrent leverage graph in 
effect at the time of the Commission ' s decision to determine 
the util ity ' s r eturn on equity . The current leverage gra ph 
is contained in Order No. 24246, effective April 9 , 199 1 . 
Applying that graph t o t he utility' s 33.89\ equity ratio 
y ields a 13.11\ rate of return on equ ity, with a range o f 
12.11\ to 14 . 11\ . 

12 . The appropriate overall rate of return is 12 . 32\ , wi th 
a range of 11.98\ to 12.66\ . 

13 . The appropriate amount of test year r evenues are I 
$23,936 for the water system and $23,329 for the wastewater 
system . 
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14. Since by the utility ' s own admission, maintenance on 
the wastewater collection sys em will be reduced by its 
replacement of the small, inadequate service pumps, the 
utility should not recover costs associated with two full
time maintenance men . However, because one maintenance man 
cannot monitor this utility ' s systems twenty-four hours a 
day, 365 days a year, an allowance should be made for one
hal f of a maintenance man. Including the $5 , 474 annual per 
system rate case expense allowed , operation and maintenance 
expense is $30,752 for the water system and $49,622 for the 
wastewater system; depreciation expense, net of amortized 
CIAC, is $7, 567 for water and $5, 382 for wastewater; and 
other taxes expense is $3,950 for water and $4, 777 for 
wastewater. 

15 . The appropriate revenue requirements are $62 , 768 for 
the water system and $72,830 for the wastewater system . 

16. The appropriate rates are those shown in Finding of 
Fact No. 16, above. The approved rates s hal l be effective 
for meter readings taken on or after thirty (J O) days after 
the stamped approval date on the revised tariff sh~ets . The 
utility shall submit revised tariff sheets reflec ting the 
approved rates along with a proposed customer not i ce listing 
the new rates and explaining the reasons therefor. The 
revised tariff sheets will be approved upon our staft ' s 
verification that the tariff sheets are consistent with our 
decision herein and that the proposed customer notice is 
adequate. 

17. The total rate case expense the utility should be 
allowed to recover is $43,794, which is $10,220.00 less than 
what the utili ty requested. The utility should recover the 
$1, 050 filing foe. The $1 , 008. 63 difference between the 
projection for attorney ' s fees in Exhibit No. 5 and the 
actual attorney's fees in Late-Filed Exhibit No. 6 is 
unsupported in the record , therefore, total legal fees 
allowed is $24,614.67. 

Utility witness King did not provide an} useful testimony 
pertinent to any issues in dispute; he testified as to case 
background no t in dispute and provided what he admitted tQ be 
only a rough estimate for costs to improve the wastewater 
system. The $1,350 of rate case expense attributable to Mr. 
King is not justified and is therefore disallowed. From 
Exhibit No. 5 , it appears as though approximately 48 minutes 
of the law firm's billed time is attributable to work 

165 
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associated with King • s testimony. Therefore, tho $100 in 
legal fees attributable to Mr. Ki ng ' s testimony is not 
allowed. 

The Commission should not allow the utility to recover the 
$1,460.50 in claimed expense attributable to the consulting 
firm's work on the annual report and rate case application 
schedules , since this e xpense was not adequately justified on 
the record. 

The Commission should disallow the $2,949 . 77, or 30\ of the 
60 . 75 hours billed, attributable to that portion of witness 
Swain' s testimony which pertained to background i nformation, 
matters not in dispute, and an exhibit not adm~tted into 
evidence. All fees charged for copying, faxes, teleph,one 
charges, and mailing are accepted. 

Since Mr. Milian devoted one-half of his time on the stand 

I 

to the two Ha rdy-Cross analysis which were based o n erroneous I 
information, w~ think it reasonable to infer that one-half of 
his billed time prior to the hearing was devoted to the same 
pursuit. The Commission should disallow $1 , 380 in prehea ring 
expenses attributable to r1r. Milian ' s preparation of L"'o 
Hardy-cross analyses. These analyses were baseu on 
inaccurate i nformation and, therefore, imprudently performed. 
The disallowed amount includes fees attributable to c . Bezos, 
Mr. Milian' s assistant who helped him prepare the erroneou s 
Hardy Cross analyses . The Commission should also disallow 
$62.50, which represents hal f of Mr . Milian ' s fee for hi s 
time on the stand discussing the aforementioned analyses . 

Finally, requested rate case expense should be reduced by 
the $1,910 attributable to the unexplained, and therefore 
unjustified expenses, attributed to duties of M. Hravo, J. 
Jimenez, and c. Hinkley . 

The total amount of rate case e xpense allowed is $43,794. 
When amortized over a four-year period, as set forth in 
Section 367.0815, Florida Statutes , a nd agreed upon in the 
stipulation, annual per system rate c ase expe 1se is $5,474 . 
Schedules Nos. 4 and 4-A show the r ate reduction after four 
years. 

I 
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18. Section 367 . 0815, Florida Statutes, apparently appl1es 
" ( i) n any case where an increase in rates has been rcqtlested 

pursuant to this chapter and that increase is 
challenged .... " The mandate of Section 367 . 0815 which 
the Commission is concerned with in this case is as follows. 

" In the event that a rate increase is granted but in an 
amount less than requested, the rate case expenses . . . 
shall be apportioned in such a way that the public 
utility shall pay a proportion of the rate expenses which 
is equal to the percen age difference between the rate 
increase requested and the rate increase approved . 

On its face, this section makes no distinction between 
file-and-suspe nd rate cases , staff-assisted rate cases 
(SARCs), or any other proceeding in which a rate increase is 
requested and rate case expense is incurred . The broad, 
undistinguishing language of Section 367 .0815 is troubling 
because it may be applied to situations not contemplated by 
the Legislature, and the Legislature may want to consider 
amending it so that its application is clear. That 
suggestion notwithstanding, the question the Commission must 
now answer is whether it must be applied to the inscant case , 
and, if so, how . 

When a utility applies for a SARC , it requests only " ""a te 
relief," not a "rate increase. " However, in this in~tance, 
after the proposed agency action (PAA) Order was protested, 
the util i ty committed itself to acquiring revenues higher 
than those set forth in the PAA staff recommendation. 
Through testimony and exhibits , the utility quantif ied its 
desired adjustments, namely, the use of c urrent data to 
recalculate used a nd useful for the wastewate r treatment 
plant, the recovery of the costs for an improvement study, 
addition of a full-time maintenance man and associated costs, 
and recovery of all rate case expense. 

Since the utility has quantified a specific " rate 
increase," i.e ., an identifiable revenue requirement, Section 
367 . 0815 must be applied to see if an apportionment 
adjustment is required. 

According to the calculations contained ~n Schedule No. 5 , 
if the Commission apportions the prudent rate case expense 

.., 
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found above, the utility ' s generat~d rate of return will be 
12. OJt for water and 10 .48\ for wastewater. Thus, the 
apportionment adjustment causes the utility's overall rate of 
return to drop below the utility ' s authorized range for the 
wastewater system. However, an apportionment adjustm nt can 
be applied to the water system . 

The apportionment adjustment directly affects rate case 
expense. Because rate case expense is affected, fall-out 
adjustments must be made to taxes other than income taxes and 
income taxes . The bottom line adjustment to the water system 
revenue requirement is a $449 decrease. These adjustme nts 
are shown i n Schedules Nos. 3 and 3-B. The water rates 
listed in Finding of Fact No. 16 account for the 
apportionment and fall-out adjustments. 

19. Service availability charges should not be altered , 

I 

but should be restructured so that there is a $250 plant 
capacity charge and a $450 main extension charge, rather than I 
a $700 tap-in charge . The charges approved above shall be 
effective for connections made on or after the stamped 
approval date on the revised tariff sheets. The utili ty 
shall submit r e vised tariff sheets reflecting the pproved 
charges along with a proposed customer notice listing he ne w 
charges and explaining the reasons therefor . The rev ised 
tariff s heets will be approved upon our staff ' s verificaL~on 
that the tariff sheets are consistent with our decision 
herein and that the proposed customer notice is adequate . 

20. Misce llaneous service charges should be those set 
forth in Finding of Fact on this Issue . The charges 
approved shall be effective for service rendered on o r after 
the stamped approva l date on the revised tariff s heets . The 
utility s hall s ubmit revised tariff sheets reflecting the 
approved charges along with a p r oposed customer notice 
listing the new charges and explaining the reasons therefor . 
The revised tariff sheets will be approved upon our staff ' s 
verification hat the tariff sheets are consistent with our 
decision herein and that the proposed customer notice is 
adequate . 

As previously indicated, Except ions wer ~ filed by OPC and 
Staff. The Hearing Officer rejected three of OPC ' s proposed 
findings of fact and OPC filed exceptions to those rejectio ns. OPC I 
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also filed an exception to one of the Hearing Officer's findings of 
fact. 

The first of OPC ' s proposed Findings of fact rejected by the 
Hearing Officer, No. 1, related to Issue 4-B. Issue 4-B was: 

"Should a fire flow allowance be included in the calculation of 

used and useful?" OPC's rejected tinding states: 

The ability of a utility to provide fire 
protection depends on i ts ability to prov1de the 
necessary pumping nd storage capacity to meet the 
local fire ordinance with the largest pump out of 
service . This is to allow for the eventuality o f 
the pump being off-line during a fire . 

In support of its proposed finding, OPC cites three references 
in the transcript. OPC argues that there is no evidence in the 

record which contradicts this proposed finding and the Hearing 
Officer was therefore requ i red to accept the proposed finding . 

One of t he difficulties with OPC' s argument is that its 

proposed finding is not entirely factual; it is pr i marily the 
opinion of tho OPC witness on how to quantify the ability of the 
utility to provide fire flow. Notwithstanding this distinction, we 
believe OPC ' s argument must be rejected. 

The pertinent issue is whether or not the Commission should 
make a fire flow allowance i n the used and useful calculation. 
Frequently for issues of this sort, expert witnesses will express 

different opinions . That is what occurr ed in the instant case and 
the experts disagreed. 

Contrary to OPC ' s assertion, there is evidence in the record 

adverse to its proposed finding. The Hea ring Officer ' s recommended 
finding is that fire flow capacity is available and should not be 
ignored beca use it is questionable whether or not the system can 

deliver all o the available capacity. All of her findings on this 
issue arc accompanied by citations to the transcript. In addition, 
the Hearing Officer accepted the utility's Proposed Findings of 
Fact Nos. 39-43, all of which address whether or no~ the capacity 

should be included in used and useful and the ability of the system 
to provide the fire flow . As s tated i n Section 120 . 57 (10), F~orida 
Statutes , the Commission cannot alter tho Hearing Officer's 

findings unless the findings arc not supported by competent 
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substantial evidence. We believe that the Hearing Officer ' s 
fi ndings are supported by competent substantial evidence. 

For the foregoing reasons, we will not accept OPC ' s first 
except ion. 

The second of OPC ' s proposed Findings of Fact rejected by the 
Hearing Officer, No. 3, r elat ed to Issue 5 . Issue 5 was : " Is the 
1988 annual r epor t a reasonable start i ng point to establish the 
utility ' s investment 1n assets used and useful? " OPC ' s proposed 
finding states: 

Rather than following Commission prac tice , the 
Staff engineer decided that the amounts listed by 
the utility in its 1988 annual report for rate 
base components should instead be used as the 
starting point for the utility • s inves tment in 
assets used and useful. 

I 

OPC argues that the Commission practice of performing a n original I 
cost s t udy is undisputed in the record . 

The third proposed Finding of Fact rejected by he Hearing 
Officer, No. 7 , ~lso related to Issue 5 . It s tates : 

Even though no original cost documentation was 
considered and no original cost study was 
performed by Staff, the Staff engineer somehow 
determined that the unverif ied amount~ proposed by 
the utility were " reasonable . " 

Upon review of the record, we believe that the Hear ing 
Officer ' s rejection of OPC ' s proposed Findings of Fact for Issue 5 
was proper and supported in the record . In her Recommended Order, 
the Hearing Officer accepted OPC ' s Proposed Findings of Fact Nos . 
1, 2 , and 4 for Issue 5. Those findings state: " Commission 
pract ice allows for Staff to perform an original cost study whe n 
or1ginal document ation of a utility plar.t is not available; " "In 
this case , the Staff auditor advised Staff t hat original cost 
documentation for the water and wastewater systems was no t 
available; " and "Th e utili t y did not r evie\ a ny original cost 
documents. " The Hearing Officer properly accepted all . those 
proposed findings, as they were supported i n t he record. 

I 
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It appears that OPC has i nferred too much from the testimony 
i n the record in its reJected finding& . Nowhere in the record is 
it stated or even suggested that Commission practice requires that 
an original cost study be performed when original cost 
documentation is not available o r that not performing an original 
cost study in this case was capricious o r unreasonable. 

The Hearing Officer properly rejected OPC ' s Proposed Finding 
of Fact No. 7 , again, because of a n improper inference drawn from 
the testimony in the record. In her recommended findings, the 
Hearing Officer makes i t clear that the Staff began an original 
cost study, but did not complete it because the plant values 
calculated were substantially higher than those contained in the 
annual report. Staff witness Landis indicated that he evaluate d 
the numbers and that he was "certain" the plant values of an 
original cost study would have been h igher. 

Lastly, OPC took exception to the Hearing Officer ' s 
recommended finding of fact which states, "The uti lity ' s 1988 
annual report figures provides c1 reasonable start i na point for 
determining utility investment. " OPC argues that t he Hearing 
Officer erred in making this finding because it is an " ul timate 
fact ," and not a "evidentiary fact. " An ultimate fact. , OPC 
asserts , cannot be accepted as an evidentiary fact . In a ddition, 
any fi nding of u l timate fact mus t be supported by e v1dentiary 
facts , and i n this case , the e videntiary facts do not support the 
Hearing Officer ' s finding of ultimate fact. 

For the purpose of understanding the Hearing Offic er ' s 
Recommended Order , we i nterpret OPC 's term " ultimate fact " to be 
synonymous for legal conclusion . OPC ' s argument, then , appears to 
be essentially that the Hearing Officer improperly included a lega l 
conclusion in her recommended findings of fact . Although OPC doe~ 
not directly make exception to the Hearing Officer ' s legal 
conclusion on the issue , it argues that given the Hearing Officer's 
acceptance o f OPC ' s proposed findings of fact on this issue, there 
is nothing in the record supporting the Hearing Officer ' s legal 
conclusion . 

As with the fire flow issue, most o f the evide nce presente d on 
this issue was in the form of opinion testimony from expert 
witnesses. As is cited i n the Hearing Officer's recommended 
findings , two witnesses testified that using the 1988 annual report 
was reasonable. These two witnesses thought that a good reason for 
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using the 1988 report was that doing so w o reasonable ; the Hearing 

Officer agreed . No witness advocated th using the 1988 a nnual 

report was not reasonable . we bel ieve hdt the Hea r i ng Office r' s 

recommended finding was supported i n t ho record . 

Eliminating the finding which OPC prot ots does not require 

rejection of the Hearing Officer ' s legal conclusion that using the 

1988 report was reasonable . There is , ao demons trated earlier , 

ample r ecord support for the Hea r i ng Officer's conc lusion on this 

issue . 

As previously i ndica t ed, St aff (il d an exception to the 

Hearing Office r's Conclusion of Law r elating to Issue 18 . Issue 18 

ask.s: "Should the r e be an apportionment of rate case expense as 

required by Section 367 . 0815, Florida Statutes?" 

I 

The Heari ng Officer notes that tho atatute "makes no 

distinction between fi le-and-s us pend rnto cases , s taff-assis ted 

rate cases (SARCs), or any other proc oding in which a rate I 
i ncrease is requested and rate case oxpona io i nc urred." Although 

recognizing tha t in a SARC, a utility requests " rate relief , " and 

not a "rate increase, " the Hearing Officer states that after the 

(PAA) Order was protes ted, the ut ility qua nti fied through its 

testimony a nd e xhibits i ts desired rate i ncrease . She conclud e s 

that s i nce the utility has qua ntified a opeci f ic "ra t e increaJe, " 

i . e., an identifiable revenue requirement, Section 367 . 0815 m~st be 

a pplied to see if an a pportionment adju~trnent is r e quired . 

The Hear ing Officer calculated , purauant to the t erms of 

Section 367 . 0815, Florida Statutes , that an apportionment 

a d j ustment could be made to water s ys t em r evenues . She then made 

the adjustment, a $449 decrease to th water syst em r e ve nue 

requirement . 

In the Exception filed by Staff, Staff questioned o nly the 

Hea r i ng Office r ' s application of Section 367 . 0815 , Florida 

Statutes, to a SARC . In its e xception, Staff stresses that the 

primary r e ason not to apply section 367.0815 , Florida Statutes, t o 

a SARC is that i n a SARC a utility seeks o nly " rate relief, " unlike 

i n a file-and-suspend rate case where utility s pecifically 

requests a revenue requireme nt and rat a . For in! tance , Staff 

a rgues, it would not make sense to apply S ction 367.0815 in a SARC 

where the revenue requireme nt approved by the Commission in i t s 

I 
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final order is lower than that approved in the PAA Order whic h the 
utility supported at hearing. 

We reject Staff ' s exception. We concur with the Hearing 
Officer's assessment tha t the broad language of t h is section of the 
statute makes no distinction between file and suspend rate cases , 
or any other proceeding i n which a rate inc rease is requested and 
rate case expense in incurred. In light of the facts in this case , 
that is, the utility quantifyi ng i ts desired adjustments after the 
PAA Order wa s protested, it appears that the Hearing Off ic..:er 
correctly appl ied the statute and was correct in concluding that 
the apportionment should be made. 

Upon review and consideration of the complete record , w~ f i nd 
that the Recommended Order should be adopted in i t s e ntirety wi th 
certain corrections to the rates contained in the Recommended 
Order. The correct ions are nece ssitated because of a calculation 
error we discovered in reviewing the record . The corrected rates 
are shown on Attachment A, which by reference is i ncorporated 
here i n. 

Based on the foregoing, i t is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission t ha t the 
applicatio n of Sandy Creek Utilities, Inc . for i nc r eased water and 
wastewater r ates in Bay County is granted t o the extent set forth 
in the body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that each of the findings made i n the body of tnis 
Order is hereby appr oved in every r espect. It is further 

ORDERED that all matt ers conta : ned in the schedules attached 
hereto are by reference i ncorpor a t ed he rein . It is further 

ORDERED that the utility s hall s ubmit within 90 days of the 
date of this Order , a n e valuation of the problems of the water 
system, along with s uggested improvements to the wate r a nd 
wastewater systems and cost estimates for the s uggested 
improvements. It is further 

ORDERED that the r a tes approved herein s hall be effective for 
meter readings taken on o r after 30 days after the s tamped approval 
date on t he revised tariff s heets . It is further 
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ORDERED that the restructured service availability charges 
shall be effective for connections made on or after the stamped 
approval date of the revised tariff sheets . It is further 

ORDERED that the miscellaneous service charges approved herein 
shall be effective for services rendered on or after the stamped 
approval date on t he revised tariff sheets. It is further 

ORDERED that prior to its implementation of the rates and 
charges approved herein, Sandy Creek Utilities, Inc., shall submit 
and have approved a proposed notice to its customers of the 
increased rates and charges and the reasons therefor. The notice 
will be approved upon Staff's verification that it is consistent 
with our decision herein. It is further 

ORDERED that prior to its implementation of the rates and 
charges approved herein, Sandy Creek Utilities, Inc . , shall submit 
and have approved revised tariff sheets. The revised tariff sheets 

I 

will be approved upon Staff's verification that the sheets are I 
consistent with our decisions herein and that the protest period 
has expired. It is f urther 

ORDERED that this docket will remain open pending our receipt, 
review and consideration of the plan for improvements and the 
release of funds escrowed when the utility implemented tempo rary 
rates pursuant to Order No . 24170. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, th1s 21st 

day Of 'lQ li E ~lBfR 1991 

LE D1rector 
ecords and Repo rting 

(SEAL) 

NSD 

I 
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Commissioner Deason dissents in part as follows: 

17 5, 

I dissent from the majority d c i sion on a very limited basis. 
I concur in virtually all of the hearing officer's recommended 
order, which was reached in an extremely di .ff icult case . My 
dissent is based solely on tho legal issue surrounding the 
apportionment methodology dictated by Section 367.0815, Fla. St~t. 
{1990) . That statute requires the Commission to apportion the 
allowance or rate case expense based on the relative ~uccess of the 
utility as measured against its i nitial request. It is my 
understanding from reviewing the recommended order that an 
apportionment was not made for the wastewater segment because 
making the entire a1justment would drop that segment ' s ROE below 
the bottom of the authorized range. I believe failure to maka the 
adjustment is inconsistent with both the intent of the legislature 
and the language of the s tatute. 

This particular statute has been the subject of some 
controversy . In fact the statute has been subject to varying 

interpretation on occasion. I do agree that the wording of the 
statue needs clarification. However, I firmly believe that the 
statute -- read ; n its entirety -- clearly mandates thil t this 
Commission apportion allowance of rate case expense recovery cased 
on the relative success of the applicant - subject on l y to a 
disallowance limit to the bottom of the authorized range. 
Unfortunately, the last sentence of the statute has been 
unnecessarily read so narrowly as to completely frustrate the 
purposes of the law . That sentence reads : 

However, no such apportionment s hall be allowed if 
it will cause the utility's return on equity to 
drop below its authorized range . 

Based upon staff ' s advice, the word "if" has been given a 
meaning apart from its obvious intended meaning of " to the extent 
that ." The reading that has been given leads to results that were 
not contemplated by the legislature . Additionally a bizarr.a 
incentive is created . Instead of e ncouraging settlement and 

1
1 do not take issue with the hearing officer's recommended order insofar as she has 

correctly applied the statute to the SARC. I agree with the majority on denial o f stafrs 

exception. 
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prudent expenditure of customer provided funds, the sta tute -- as 

interpreted by the majority -- actually give~ an incer.t.ive to 
spend more on rate case costs and to pursue potential l y un j usti fied 

increases, so as to avoid ~ disallowance . I has ten to add that 

I am not suggesting that s uc h occurred i n this case . My concern is 
a generic one. 

My own r eview of the available legislative h istory leaves no 

doubt that the clear intent was to limit disallowances to the 
bottom of the range of reasonableness. An "all or nothing" result 
was not intended. The range was intended to insulate the 

legislation from possible claims of unconst i tutional taking. I 

believe that resort to the legislative h istory of the statute is 
necessary because of the inherent conflict in the section . The 

only previous Commission decision where this issue was zquarely a t 
issue and decided by the full Commission was in Re : Application for 

Increase i n Lee County by Gulf Utility Company, Order No. 24735 , 
issued July 1 , 1991 (Commissioners Wilson and Beard dissenting ). 

The majority noted there that: 

[t)he last sentence of the statute seems to 
conflict with the first portion. 

Order No. 24735 at 18 . Because of this conflict the legislative 

intent was found to c ontrol. 

I see no reason to depart from this approac h. I believe t hat 
the Commission' s int erpretation would be upheld on a ny judicial 

review. I do concedo that legislat i ve clarificatio n is need ed in 
order to remove any controvers y. However, I d o not think at this 

time the ambiguity ahould be resolve d contrary t o legislative 
intent and against the customers. 

NOTICE Of fURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission i s required by Sectio n 

120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify ~arties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial revie w of Commission orders tha t 
is available under Sections 120 . 57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, a s 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 

should not be construed to mean all reque sts for an administrative 

I 

I 

I 
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hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought . 

Any party adversely atfected by the Commission's final action 
in this matter may request: 1) reconsi deration of the decision by 
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of 

Records and Reporting within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of 
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code ; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme 
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or t he 
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or sewer 
utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of 
Records a nd Reporting and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and 
the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be 
completed within thirty (JO) days after the issuance of this order, 
pursuant to Rule 9.110 , Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The 
notice of appeal must be i n the form specified in Rule 9.900 (a), 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure . 
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SANDY CREEK UTILI TIES, INC. 
SCHEDULE OF ADJ USTMENTS TO RATE BJ\SE 

SCHEDULE NO. l-D 
PAG':: 1 OF 2 

A. UTILITY PJ~NT JN SERYICE W/\TF,R 

1. To reflect CWIP completed 
aLter the test year and 
recognized as proforma plant. $ 4 5 , 909 

2 . To reflect reclaszi fi c alion 
from CWIP . 

3 . To reflect proforma meter 
installations . 825 

4 . To reflect reclassification 
from operation a nd mai n enance 
expe nse . 4 , 4 95 

5 . To reflec t average adj ustment. . ___JJL G a JJ. 
$ 23 , 5 4 6 

B. LAND 

1. To reflect plant 
valuation. s ], 300 

2 . To reflec t no n-used and useful 
land . (91} 

$ 1 , 209 

C . Pl..AllT HELD FOR FUTURE USE 

1 . To reflect year e nd amoun $ (120 , 997) 

2 . To re flec t aver~ge adjus men 2 , 505 

3 . To reflect } ea r e nd accumul~ted 
d e prec iation o n non - use d . nd 
u se ful plant . 20 , t.91 

4. To reflec t average adj u s ml' nt 
fo r nccumulated deprecia ion . __(J ,2LU 

$ (99 , 510) 

\vt\STEW/\TER 

$ 24 4, 266 

4 2 , 615 

047 , 457 ) 
s 139 , 4 2 4 

~ 3 , 000 

(2 , 28C j _ 
s 720 

$(3 13 , 622) 

ioa , 948 

4 0 , 305 

__ (.....,8._,, 8 7 7 ) 
$(173 , 2 4 6 ) 

I 

I 
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SANDY CREEK UTILITIES, INC . 
SCHEDULE OF ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE DASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 1-B 
PACE 2 OF 2 

W{\TER W/\STf:\-1/\Tf(R 

E . CONSTRUCTION WORK I N PROGRESS 
{CWIP) 

To reflect reclassi(ication 
to pro(orrna plant . 

F . COJITRIBUTIONS I N biD Of 
COHSTRUCTJO!l CCT/\£1. 

1. To r e Clec 
the to al . 

2 . To re(lec CII\C associated 
wit h marg1n reserve. 

J . To reflect a verage adjusLmen 

G . ACCU!1UL/\TI-;D DF:PRECIATIQl! 

1. To reflect 
the totc.1l . 

2 . To reflect a verage adjustmen . 

I . {\!10RTIZ/\TTQ!l OF CT AC. 

1. To r e fl e; 
h e ola 1. 

2. To retl ec average adj u 5 men · . 

To reflec L one-eigh h of 
ope r ation and mainlenance 
expense . 

$ (16,500) 

(2 , 700) 

1~ 
s 18 . 075 

$ (2 , 57 q 

- ____§_. 0::>0 
$ 3 1 446 

s ( J , 604} 

$ 2 . 680 

s (1 77} 

$(42 , 615) 

$(27 , 300) 

(6,300) 

'"QO 
$ JJ 100 

$ (18 , 160) 

)1 t 7 50 
$ 3 ,410 

$ ( 19, 9 4 2) 

~ 624 
$ 17 . 318 

s 15'1;> 

181 
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SANDY CREEK UTILITIES , INC . 
SCHEDULE OF ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING INCOME 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 - B 
PAGE 1 OF 6 

WATER WASTEWATE~ 

A. OPERATING REVENUES 

l. To remove miscellaneous 
revenue . $ {1 , 173) 

2. To reflf'c a nnualized 
test year revenue . - iL Q1.7 ~ . 1?.~ 

$ 554 $ ) 1 12) 

B. QPERAIIQH {lll D MA I !iTF;NAHCfL 
&X~&N~& 

1. To adju!;t test: year salary 
to gross . $ 1 1834 $ 1 1 8 3 •• 

2 . To reflect ann·1alized salary 
for secretary. 758 758 

J. To adju::: secret.nry ' ::: salary 
to reflect 40 \ of time 
performing utility duties . {4 1680) (11680) 

4 . To reflect allo•..,.ance for 
one maintenanc e rnan. (5 11,4 0) (51 I, I, 0) 

5 . To reflect 25\ and 75~ 
allocation t o water t1nd 
wastewate r r espectivC'ly 
Cor one full ime 
maintenance man. (3 , 250) 3 , ?50 

6. To reflect 25\ and /5\ .. JllocaLlon 
o water a nd Wcl"; ewa e r rcspcc lV(')y 

for ac.ldi ional one halt 1m 
main e ntJnce man .)S a resul o l 
hearing. 11 6?!J 418 75 

7 . To r emove non-uti l l y 
insurtlnce e xpe nse for 
secretary . ( 4 00) (399) 

l ~~ .s 
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SANOY CREEK UTILITIES , INC. 
SCHEDULE OF ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING I~COME 

SCJIEOULE NO. 3-B 

8. To remove insurance 
expense for on 
maintenance man. 

PAG: 2 OF 6 

9. To reflect 25\ and 75\ 
allocation of insurance 
expense to water a nd 
wactewater respecti vely . 

$ 

1 0 . To reflect 25\ and 75\ allocation 
of incurance expense for additional 
h lf time maintenance man. 

11. To reflect reclassification 
telephon~ expense o Account 
Noc . 675 and 775. 

12. To reflect purchased power 
expence as determined by 
Commi!;cion . 

13. To reflect reclassification 
to wa or plant. 

14 . To reflect reclassification 
of r epairs a nd mainte nance 
expence to Account Nos . 675 
and 775 . 

15. To r eflect a n annual c h emical 
expense allowa nce as 
determined hy the Commission . 

16. To rellcct reclassification 
to waler plant . 

1 7 . To r ef l ect a nnual contractual 
operator allowa nce . 

18 . To reflect reclassification 
of water and wastewater 
expense (rom Account Nos . 
675 and 775. 

(912) 

( 4 96) 

498 

(512) 

( 256) 

(71 2} 

(1,397) 

( 703) 

283 

64 5 

I 

$ (912) 

499 

1, r. 93 

I 
(512) 

1 , ~03 

(1, 330) 

( 960) 

281 I 
2, 110 
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SANDY CREEK OTI LI TI ES , I NC . 
SCHEDULE OF ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATI NG INCOME 

SCHBDULB NO. 3-B 
PAG:: .3 OF G 

WbTER WASTEWATER 

D. OPERATION AND MAI NTENANCE 
EXPENSE 

L9 . To r emove unamortized portion 
of primary organic tes t 
expense. 

20. To reflect annual a llowance 
for DER r equired water tests . 

21 . To ref l ect a nnua l sludge 
analysis as d etermined by 
the Commission. 

22 . To reflect reclassification 
from Accoun t Nos . 665 a nd 765 . 

23 . To ref l ect allowanc e for 
a nnual report preparation. 

2 4. To reflect reclassi fication 
to water plant. 

25 . To reflect reclassification 
to Account Nos . 675 a nd 775 . 

26 . To remove non - recurring 
l egal expense . 

27 . To remov e non-rec urring 
expense . 

28 . To reflect a nnual liabi l ity 
insurance . 

29. To reflect rec lassi fication 
to Account Nos. 630 and 730 . 

30 . To reflec t rate case expe nse 
amortized over four years . 

$ (112) 

65 $ 1,825 

200 

900 900 

( 400) { 4 00) 

(650) (650) 

( 217) (217) 

( 4 2 8) ( 4 28) 

( 138) . . (13 8) 

758 758 

( 900 ) (900) 

5474 5474 

1 8 7 , 
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SANDY CREEK UTILITIES, INC. 
SCHEDULE OF ADJUSTMENTS TO OPER.l\TING INCOME 

SCHEDULE NO . 3 - D 
PAGE 4 OF 6 

WATER WASTEWATER 

B. OPERATION AN D MAINTENANCE 
&XP~ 

31 . To reflect reclassification 
of telephone e xpense from 
Account Nos . 615 and 715. 

32 . To reflec t allowance 
for telephone expense . 

33. To reflect reclassification 
of repairs and maintenance 
expense from Account Nos . 
618 a nd 718 . 

34. To reflect reclassification 
of water ~nd wastewater 
p lant. 

35 . To reflect reclassification 
of water and wastewater 
t esting expense to Acco unt 
Nos . 630 and 730 . 

C . DEPRECIATION ~XPEHSE 

To reflec Commission ' s calcul ated 
deprecia ion expense net of 

512 

$ ( 212) 

1,397 

(1,780 ) 

( 64 5 ) 
$ (9 , 491) 

amo r ization of CIAC . S (1 , 277) 

1. To reflect regulatory 
assessment fee at 4. 5\ o n 
test year revenue. 

2. To adju~t tes year payro l l 
t axes. 

$ 493 

(1, 175) 

512 

$ (212) 

1 , 330 

_fl_,~ 
$ 8,316 

$ 5 4 6 

{61 7 ) 

I 

I 

I 
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ORDER NO. 25373 
DOCKET NO. 900505- WS 
PAGE 4 1 

SANDY CREEK UTILITIES, INC . 
SCHEDULE OF ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERI\TING INCOME 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 - B 
PAGE 5 OF 6 

WATER WASTEWATER 

E. TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

3 . To adjust test year payroll 
taxes for additional one 
half time ma~ntenance man . 

4 . To reflect real estate taxes . 

5 . To adjust real estate taxes 
based on land used and useful 
percentage as determined by 
the Commission. 

F. INCOME TAXES 

To reflect income tax 
expense . 

G. OPERATING REVEUUE 

To reflect increase in 
revenue required to cover 
expenses and allow au horized 
return on investment . 

II. TAXES OTHER 1'1ft\N TNCOI>IF: 

To reflect regulatory 
assessment fee at 4 . 5\ 
on increase in revenue. 

I. OPERATING REVENUE'S 

To adjust for decrease in 
statutory rate case expense . 

122 366 

499 144 

(35) (109) 
s (96) s 330 

s 1 , 226 $ 780 

$36,446 

$ 1,905 

s (449) 

189 
1 
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SANOY CREEK UTILITI ES, INC. 
SCHEDULE OF ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERJ\TING INCOME 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 - B 
PAC£ 6 OF 6 

J . OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
EXPENSE 

To adjust to statutory rate 
case expense. 

K. TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

To adjust for decrease in 
statutory rate case expense . 

L. INCOME TAXES 

To adjust for decrease in 
statutory rate case xpense. 

WATER 

$ (421) 

$ (20) 

$ (ll 

I 

WASTEWATER 

I 

I 
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ORDER NO. 25J 7J 
DOCKET NO. 900505-WS 
PAGE 43 

SA~OT CREEK UT ILI TIES, I ~C 

SCHEDUlE OF VATER RAT£ CASE (XP(~SE 
RATE REOOCIIO~j AflER Foutl 'rEARS 
TEST 't'LAR E~O(O OCCEK8(R 31, 19!9 

Hl»>THL't' RATES 

R[SIOEUTIAL AHO GENERAL SERVICE 

------·-------·---- -----------

BAS[ rACILIT't' CHARGE 
Met er c:.t ze 

S/ 8"XJ/ l." 
l/4" 

J" 

1-112" 

z" 
J" .-
6" 

GALLONAGE CHARGE 
PCA I 000 GALLO'IS 

SCHEDUlE NO l. 

DOCKET h'O . 900S05· 

rJNAL RAT£ 
RATES DECREASE 

----------· --- ........... 

11.97 I 10 
17 .84 I. &4 

29.80 2 / 4 

59.61 5 48 

95 37 8 11 

190 74 17 ss 
298 04 21 42 

596.07 54 8~ 

s 2. 40 s 0 22 

191., 
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PAGE 44 

SANDY CREEK UTILITI ES. IHC 
SCHEOUL£ OF VASTCWAT£~ RATE CAS£ EXPENSE 
RAT£ A[OUCTION AfTER f~ YEARS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 0[C(H8(~ 31. 1989 

MONTHLY RATE'S 

AESIOENTIAL AND GE~ERAL SERVICE 
~--··-·-····· ....................... 

BASE rACili TY CHARGE: 
Keter Size 

5/8"l3/•" 
Jl • " 

I " 

1-112" 
l" 
J" .-
(;" 

GALL~~AG£ CHAAGE·AESIOENTI Al S£A ICE 
P£A 1000 GALLO~S 

GALL~AGE CHARGE·G£~£AAl SERVICE 
PER IOOOo GAllO~S 

FINAL 
RAI£S 

SCHEDUlE NO. • ·A 
DOCKET NO 900SOS· 

It;. I£ 
OtciiE.:.SE 

···-·------ ....................... 

s 26 36 2 07 
39 s• 1 I I 

65.91 ~ ifJ 

Ill 81 : :l 31 

210 90 16 60 
421 81 33 20 
659 07 51 87 

1.318 14 103 7C 

3 34 s c 26 

s 4.00 s c ll 

I 

I 

I 
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SAAOY CRH~ Utili Tl ES. HiC SCH£ out £ 110 s 
WATER RAT£ CASE CXPENS[ REOUCTIO~ PER OOCK!T 110 900SOS· 
SECTION 367 0815. flORIDA STATUTES 
TEST YtAR EH0£0 OEC~ER 31. 1991 

OtSCIUPIION WAJ£R WAST Al[R 

--------------------------------·---- ····------ ....... ............... 

R£V£NU£ INCRtAS£ 38.8Jl 49.SOI 

R£V(NU( lhCR(AS£ REOUEST£0 42.070 72.085 

-----·-··- ................ ....... 

X Of IHCRtAS£ TO AHT REOU(STED 92.30X £8 67); 

PRUOENT RAT( CAS£ EXP£NSE AHORTIZATI $,474 S.C74 
92.30l t • lil't 

... ............. ..... ----------
SJATUTORY LEVEL Of RAT£ CAS( EXP[hS[ S.OSJ 3. lS9 

.. ------ - ----------
TOTAL R(DUCJION 10 RATE CAS[ (XPEHS[ (421) ( 1.71 S) 

I EffECT 0~ RATE BASE (1/8 O&M) (SJ) (214) 

RETURN REDUCTION ASSOC WITH RAT£ BAS£ (7) (26) 

INCOHE TAX EffECt ON RAI( BAS£ (I) (Sl 
....................... -·-···-··-

TOTAl (XPENS£ ADJUSTHLNI (429) (1.746) 
GROSS-UP fOR RM 0.9SS 0 9SS 

---------- .... ····---
lOTAl R£VENU£ AOJUSl~ENl (449) (1.828) 

........... ......••.• 

lOTAl RAF' AOJUSTK[NI (20) (82) 
.......••. . .•....... 

AUIHORIZ£0 HOI 19. 273 12.269 
lESS . RAt( CAS£ £XP£NS( (449) ( 1.828) 

.................. .... .. ...................... 
ADJUSTED 1101 18.824 10.44 1 ..... .... .•.•.....• 
RAJ[ BAS£ IS6, 43S ge 586 

••.....•.• .......... 

GENERAT£0 ROR 12 OJX 10 481 

I RAr4G( OF OVERAll IIAI( OF R[ IVRH 11 .981 10 12.661 
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ORDER NO. 25373 
DOCKET NO. 90050 5-WS 
PAGE 4 6 

Sandy Creek Utilities, Inc. 
Sch edu le of Corrected Apportioned 
Water Rates a nd Four Year Rate Case 
Exp e nse Decrease 
Test Year Ended December 31 , 1989 

\vATER 
CORRECTED MONTHLY BATES 

Attachment A 
Docket No . 900505- WS 

RESIDENTIAL AND GENERAl, S .ERVICE 

Meter Size 

5/8X3/4 11 

3/4 11 

1 " 
1 1/2 II 

2 " 
3 11 
4 " 
6 " 

Gallonage Charge 

Per 1 , 000 gallons 

Base Facil ity Charge 

$ 11.81 
17.72 
29 . 53 
59 . 06 
94.49 

$ 

188 . 99 
295 . 29 
590 . 58 

2 . 39 

4 Year Rate Decrease 

$ 1 . 00 
l. 50 
2 . .J l 
!> . 01 
8.02 

16 . 0 5 
25.07 
50.14 

$ o.zo 

I 

I 

I 
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