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ARE YOU THE SAME FORREST L. LUDSEN WHO TESTIFIED
PREVIOUSLY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes, I am.

COULD YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF YOUR
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

I will address several of Ms. Dismukes' proposed
adjustments to the Company's revenue requirements,
beginning with her ©proposal concerning the
appropriate method for allocating common costs.
Before addressing the deficiencies in Ms. Dismukes'
proposed allocation method which she advocates for
use in future proceedings(not this one), I have the
following preliminary observations. First, to my
knowledge, Ms. Dismukes' proposed method is unlike
any other previously broached in any utility
proceeding. Second, her proposal mistakenly assumes
the existence of some relationship between water
usage (ERCs) and the 1level of the Company's
administrative and general ("A&G") and other common
costs. Ms. Dismukes does not even attempt to
identify any such relationship -- I believe simply
because no such relationship exists. Third, Ms.
Dismukes' sole justification for her proposal to
deviate from past Commission practice is the size
of Southern States as opposed to the size of other
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water and wastewater utilities in this state.
However, the implementation of Ms. Dismukes'
proposal would eliminate one of the most significant
benefits which Southern States' size brings to our
customers =-- economies of scale. Finally, Ms.
Dismukes' proposal appears to be nothing more than
an attempt to needlessly add complexity to future
rate proceedings in such a manner that obfuscates
the principal issue ~- is the allocation method fair
and does it assist in the creation of reasonable
rates for our customers?
Ms. Dismukes' lengthy quotation of my testimony in
Docket No. 900329-WS dces nothing to suggest that
Ms. Dismukes' proposal is either fair or reasonable.
At the time I testified in Docket No. 900329-WS, I
proposed an allocation based on direct labor due to
my past experience in the electric industry.
However, since that time I have seen that an
allocation based on customers is the best allocation
method for the Company and our customers for many
reasons, including the following:
(1) The allocation of A&G costs based on direct
labor was proposed by the Company in Docket
No. 900329-WS and was rejected by the
Commission. Indeed, a review of the
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(2)

(3)

Commission's order in that docket reveals that
the Commission was not satisfied with the
results of such methodology and the high costs
allocated to some systems. There is no
conflict with prior Company testimony in Docket
No. 900329-WS since the Company clearly stated
that no allocation methodology is perfect and
we never indicated that an allocation based on
customers was in any way unreasonable.
Commission precedent confirms that an
allocation based on customers is reasonable
and is consistent with SSU's prior Commission
approved rate cases. Ms. Dismukes' proposal
is untested, not supported by the facts,
heretofore unheard of by the Company and would
present results which the Commission previously
indicated were not satisfactory, i.e., small
systems paying too much of the A&G and other
common costs.

An allocation based on customers results in
the same cost per customer for services whether
that customer is served by a small system or
a large system. By virtue of the fact that we
are a large company with a large customer base,
we are able to pass along economies of scale

3
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(4)

benefits to small systems by allocating common
costs based on number of customers. Small
systems usually are relatively more labor
intensive and normally have higher rates when
compared to large systems. Allocating common
costs on direct labor accentuates the
assignment of higher costs to small systems and
obliterates the beneficial impact of economies
of scale which otherwise could be made
available to such systems.

An allocation based on number of customers
presents a consistent methodology from one rate
filing to the next because customer growth is
usually steady and gradual and will not
fluctuate significantly from year to year
barring unusual circumstances. Small systems
can be very sensitive to any change in costs
because of their size. Since small systems
are generally labor intensive, they are very
sensitive to any fluctuations in labor charges
and non-recurring or unusual events. Thus, the
occurrence of such fluctuations or events may
distort the allocation of common costs to
systems when the allocation is based on labor.
For example, a service 1line break in a
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(5)

(6)

particular year may require field employees
from another system to help fix the break.
Depending on the time required for repairs and
the size of the system, the allocation of
common  costs in that year could be
significantly distorted by allocating costs
based on labor. Ms. Dismukes' proposal ignores
these facts.

An allocation based on labor can be distorted
by the fact that regulators impose staffing
requirements on water and wastewater utilities
both through rules and permit conditions, which
is unlike most electric, gas or telephone
utilities. These staffing requirements which
are more extreme for the wastewater utilities,
bear no direct relationship to the majority of
A&G services provided to customers. Ms,
Dismukes' proposal ignores these facts.
Allocating based on number of customers
allocates the same amount of common costs to
a water customer as to a wastewater customer.
In contrast, allocating on direct labor
allocates more costs to wastewater customers
than to water customers which contradicts the
environmental and conservation goals of
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(7)

(8)

regulators which is to encourage customers to
connect to utility wastewater systems and
conserve on water use. Increasing wastewater
rates and lowering water rates 1is not
consistent with these goals and definitely
sends the wrong price signal to customers.

An allocation based on customers is easily
developed, quantified and verified. The
allocation methodology selected by the
Commission should be used for monthly reporting
purposes on the company's books, for annual
report purposes and for ratemaking purposes.
Thus, we currently are booking these common
costs based on number of customers and intend
to allocate based on customers for reporting
purposes as well. For each of these purposes,
it is wvery important that the allocation
methodology selected can be easily developed
each month. Ms. Dismukes' sketchy proposal
would be neither easy to develop nor to verify
on a monthly basis.

Interim rates in effect at the time this case
was filed were established, in part, on
allocations of A&G costs based on the number
of customers -- thus, utilization of the same
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allocation methodology (number of customers)
in this proceeding 1limited the customer
confusion which could have resulted if the
Company's appeal of the Commission's decision
in Docket No. 900329-WS were successful,
particularly if the Company was so notified
after interim or final rates in this proceeding
already had been established.

(9) Reversion to the customer allocation
methodology was expected to eliminate a
controversial issue from this case. The
elimination of such controversies is deemed
critical by the Company due to the dire
financial circumstances we face as a result of
not being able to pay the cost of our debt from
operating revenues. Therefore, rate relief,
in the most expeditious manner possible, is
imperative.

To conclude, Ms. Dismukes' allocation proposal for

use in "SSU's next rate proceeding" adds unnecessary

controversy and complexity to the allocation issue.

Moreover, her proposal eliminates one of the key

benefits Southern States has to offer our customers

(as recognized by Staff's witness, Mr. John

Williams), that is, economies of scale.
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Q.

AI

Of course, these economies will not be as evident
during periods of rising costs and investments due
to new and more stringent regulatory requirements
such as the water and wastewater industry has
experienced over the past several years. However,
as noted by Staff witness Williams, Southern States
now has gone a long way toward creating the
corporate structure, including required personnel
and equipment, necessary to meet such regulatory
requirements and we expect that such economies can
be made even more evident in the future.

DO YOU HAVE ANY GENERAL COMMENTS REGARDING THE
AMOUNT OF RATE RELIEF THE COMPANY IS8 REQUESTING IN
THIS8 PROCEEDING?

Yes, I do. In each of the customer service hearings
held in this proceeding, Public Counsel and our
customers (often at Public Counsel's urging) have
berated the Company for requesting large percentage
increases in our rates for various systems. It must
be remembered that Southern States is a
conglomeration of over 150 water and wastewater
systems the vast majority of which would be
considered "small" systems in the industry. It
cannot be disputed that _the current requlatory
environment, particularly in the environmental area,
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has had a significantly greater impact on smaller
systems where costs cannot be spread adequately to
retain lower levels of rates. We believe this fact
is evidenced by the numerous rate orders issued by
the Commission since January 1991 which have
approved rate increases at levels consistent with
and greater than the increases we are requesting for
systems in this proceeding. As discussed by Mr.
Joseph P. Cresse, our proposed rate caps represent
an attempt to moderate the otherwise required rate
increases for small systems and present customers
served by smaller systems with benefits in addition
to the benefit of being able to share A&G and other
common costs with approximately 160,000 other
customers. We also would like to note that our
current size also benefits customers served by all
systems, large and small alike, since every system
would face higher rates than those we are proposing
if they were required to meet today's regulatory
requirements on a stand alone basis. For instance,
as we have witnessed, systems the size of Lehigh
Utilities, Inc.'s water and wastewater systems
(approximately 8,000 and 6,100 customers,
respectively) and our own Marco Island systems
(5,450 water/1,950 wastewater customers) have in the
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past been wunable to offer their employees
competitive salaries and competitive benefits. This
resulted in high levels of employee turnover which
had direct deleterious impacts on the quality of
service which could be provided by these systems,
j.e., service from an untrained, inexperienced work
force which did not conduct tests properly and did
not even know that a utility tariff existed to
govern the utility's policies and practices. These
types of deficiencies no longer exist under Southern
States' operation as a result of the A&G services
we offer to our systems.

To conclude, we believe the level of our requested
rate relief is required to enable us to continue to
improve service to our customers, meet regulatory
requirements and attract the necessary capital to
do both in the most cost efficient manner possible.
A comparison of the levels of percentage increases
we are requesting with the increases approved by the
Commission in the recent past (including
determinations of actual revenue reguirements)
confirms the fact that our requested increases are
consistent with costs imposed upon all water and
wastewater utilities by current regulatory
requirements, particularly in the environmental
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areas. Finally, we believe our proposed rate
structure (including rate caps) is an appropriate
first step in both recognizing the benefits our
Company has to offer water and wastewater consumers
statewide and establishing Southern States as the
preferred provider of these services.

DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. DISMUKES' PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT
REGARDING THE 1992 CONSOLIDATION OF CERTAIN CUSTOMER
SBERVICE OFFICEB?

No, I do not. It would not be appropriate to reduce
the Company's historic test year expenses by the
projected savings from the office consolidations for
two reasons. First, potential cost savings in one
area of customer service expenses do not translate
into an overall reduction of such expenses. For
instance, although there may be cost savings beyond
the test year resulting from the office
consolidation, these costs savings may be eliminated
by other cost increases that also have occurred or
will occur beyond the test year. For example,
Southern States proposes a uniform monthly billing
cycle for each system included in this proceeding.
No testimony has been presented which contests the
prudence or reasonableness of this proposal. If
authorized by the Commission and implemented, we

11
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will mail out approximately 98,500 bills each month
as opposed to the 87,000 bills we currently mail.

Associated mailing costs are expected to increase

by approximately $45,500. The Company only has

requested a 3.63% indexing adjustment for mailing
costs in the MFRs. If Public Counsel's out of
period adjustment to customer accounts expenses
relating to the office consolidation is to be
considered, the Company's incremental mailing costs
also must be considered resulting in a net increase
of $29,000 to customer account expenses for the
filed systems.

DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. DISMUKES' PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT
TO REMOVE LEGAL EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH DER/EPA
FINES FROM THE COMPANY'S8 ANNUAL REVENUE?

No, I do net. To deny Southern States recovery of
legal expenses incurred to oppose DER allegations
of violations would deny the company recovery of
legitimately incurred costs of operating its
systems. Southern States, 1like all water and
wastewater utilities, both public and private, must
be able to defend its interests when viclations of
laws or rules are alleged by an administrative
agency such as the DER or the EPA. Yet Ms. Dismukes
proposes that the Company, and presumably all

12
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utilities, be denied recovery of legal expenses
regquired to present its defenses. Ms. Dismukes also
would make the denial of recovery a blanket denial
on one condition -- that a fine is paid. The denial
of such costs would have a chilling effect on the
Company's desire to dispute violations alleged by
DER, which would be to our customers' detriment.

Ms. Dismukes' experience, as identified in Appendix
I to her testimony, reveals no dealings with DER and
no familiarity with DER vioclations or the DER
enforcement process. Knowledge of how DER operates
is critical to the Commission's determination of the
lack of merit of this adjustment. For example,
Southern States has been notified by DER that our
Fern Terrace system is in violation of a DER rule
requiring an additional well for systems serving
more than 350 people and that a fine is forthcoming.
Southern States opposed DER's allegation and has
submitted a wealth of information including census
data and other information concerning the population
served by the Fern Terrace system which indicates
that the population served is less than 350. The
sole purpose for the Company's efforts 1is to
persuade DER that less than 350 people are served
and thus an additional well source is not required.

13 .
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In this way, we hope to be able to foregeo the
imposition of the costs required for an additional
well on our 123 customers at Fern Terrace. The
Company informed DER that the imposition of such
costs would raise the rates to a level which would
be much less affordable for them. However, to date,
DER has denied our requests for a finding that we
serve less than 350 persons and rejected as
insignificant the economic impact that an additional
well will have on our customers. The Company faces
fines as a result of our efforts. Should the
Company simply have admitted to a violation, paid
a fine and made the relatively large investment in
a well despite our belief that the DER rule did not
apply and the investment would negatively impact our
customers? If legal fees incurred to oppose such
violations are not recoverable, such might be the
result.

The Commission also should be aware that the Company
has not admitted to any violation associated with
the DER or EPA fines paid in 1991. Consent orders
often are entered because it is economical to do so
since DER and EPA are noteworthy for their
intransigence and litigation obviously is expensive
to pursue. Therefore, it would be improper for the

14
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Commission to assume (as Ms. Dismukes' apparently
has) any "guilt" on the Company's part simply
because fines are paid when no such admission of
guilt has been made by the Company.

For these reascns, it would not be proper for the
Commission to deny Southern States' recovery of
legal expenses associated with contesting DER or
EPA alleged violations.

DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. DISMUKES' PROPOSED APPLICATION
OF THE NON-USED AND USEFUL ADJUSTMENT TO PROPERTY
TAXES PAID FOR ALL SYSTEMS?

I do not agree with Ms. Dismukes' proposal to apply
non-used and useful percentages to property taxes
for the following reasons. First, Ms. Dismukes
properly quotes the Company's response to Commission
Staff's interrogatory no. 27 wherein the Company
noted that it is highly unlikely that there is any
direct correlation between the non-used and useful
percentage and the amount of property taxes assessed
against the plant. 1Indeed, any correlation which
could be fabricated would be merely fortuitous.
This fact is confirmed by Ms. Dismukes' quotation
of the example we provided in an interrogatory
response. In our example, the Commission determines
that a 1 mgd plant is 75% used and useful. Ms.

15 -



~N & O

w

10
11
12
13
14
15
ls
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Q.

Dismukes was unable to identify any correlation
between the 25% reduction in taxes recoverable by
the Company (which she proposes), and the level of
taxes which the Company otherwise would have been
required to pay if the plant were a .75 mgd plant.
After discussion with the Company's internal
engineers as well as Mr. Hartman, who also is
testifying on the Company's behalf in this case, I
am confident that there is significantly less than
a 25% difference in the costs of constructing a 1
mgd plant versus a .75 mgd plant. The construction
cost differential would be closer to 10%.
Therefore, it follows that property taxes paid for
a .75 mgd plant would not be 25% lower than property
taxes paid for a 1 mgd plant but rather something
closer to 10% lower. Seccond, application of the
non-used and useful percentage to systems located
in Citrus, Collier, Hernando, Lee, Marion, Volusia
and Washington counties would not be proper since
these counties do not tax, in whole or in part, non-
used and useful property.

I SBHOW YOU EXHIBIT _______ (FLL-7) UNDER COVER PAGE
ENTITLED "ADJUSTED NON-USED AND USEFUL PERCENTAGES
FOR PROPERTY TAX PURPOSES"™, WAS THIS8 EXHIBIT
PREPARED BY YOU OR UNDER YOUR DIRECTION AND
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S8UPERVIBION?

Yes, it was.

COULD YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE EXHIBIT?

The first column of this exhibit identifies the
counties in which the 127 systems included in this
proceeding are located. Column 2 identifies the
systems located in each county. Column 3 provides
the non-used and useful percentages indicated in
the Company's MFRs. Column 4 identifies the portion
of non-used and useful property which is not
considered for property tax valuation purposes by
those counties which do not assess taxes against
some portion of non-used and useful property.
Column 5 provides the adjusted non-used and useful
percentage when the percentages indicated in Column
3 are multiplied by the factor indicated in Column
4. Finally, Column 6 reduces the non-used and
useful percentages indicated in Column 5 in half to
recognize that there is less than a one to one
relationship between the non-used and useful
percentage and the Qaluation of utility plant for
property tax purposes. This relationship is
confirmed in Exhibit __ (GCH-3) entitled, cCapital
Costs Curves. If the Commission determines that an
adjustment must be made to property taxes to reflect
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non-used and useful facilities, the proper non-used
and useful percentages to be applied are those set
forth in Column 6 and the total non-used and useful
property tax amounts reflecting application of these
percentages are set forth in Columns 7 and 8. The
total calculated amounts are $50,142 for water and
$59,206 for sewer for a total of $109,348 of non~
used and useful property tax.

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS CONCERNING MS. DISMURES'
CLAIM THAT SOUTHERN STATES' TREATMENT OF PROPERTY
TAXES ABSOCIATED WITH NON-USED AND USEFUL PROPERTY
I8 INCONSISTENT WITH THE COMPANY'S8 TREATMENT OF
PLANT INVESTMENT AND RELATED DEPRECIATION?

Yes. The inconsistency alleged by Ms. Dismukes does
not exist. Ms. Dismukes apparently cannot
distinguish between items that bear a direct
relationship with each other, ji.e,, plant and
depreciation, and items which do not have such a
relationship, i.e., a percentage of non-used and
useful plant and the wvaluation of plants for
property tax purposes (particularly in counties
which assess non-used and useful property).

DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. DISMUKES' PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT
TO THE COMPANY'S TEST YEAR RELOCATION EXPENSES?
No, I do not. I also noﬁe that in response to
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Public Counsel's interrogatory no. 104, Southern
States informed Ms. Dismukes that 1991 relocation
expenses were not unusual since these expenses were
significantly lower than the expenses incurred in
the preceding two years - $85,532 (1990) and
$191,402 (1989), respectively. Therefore, Ms.
Dismukes' suggestion that the 1991 1level of
relocation expenses was non-recurring is not
accurate.

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS REGARDING THE ISSBUE RAISED
BY COMMISSION STAFF IN THE PREHEARING STATEMENT
CONCERNING S8OUTHERN STATES'® REQUEST FOR AN
ADJUSTMENT OF O&M EXPENSES BY THE COMMISSION'S 3.63%
INDEXING FACTOR?

Yes. Staff raises the issue without presenting any
testimony, pleadings or factual predicate which
would indicate that the requested adjustment is not
reasonable. Therefore, Southern States is left with
no opportunity to address, rebut or cross-examine
any facts upon which Staff would rely, or intends
to rely, to recommend to the Commission that the
adjustment, in whole or in part, should be rejected.
We believe our adjustment is reasonable for the
following reasons: First, Commission order no. PSC-
92-0136-FOF-WS in Docket No. 900329-WS issued on
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March 31, 1992 confirms the Commission's belief that
inflation at the annual rate of 3.63% exists.
Second, we rely upon all of the information
considered by Staff, when recommending, and the
Commission, when recognizing, the existence of this
level of inflation in Docket No. 920005-WS to
support our claim that inflation has and will impact
our Company in 1992. This information includes a
review of various United States Government
indicators, including the Gross National Product
(GNP) Implicit Price Deflator Index, the Common
Price Index, and several wholesale indices, as well
as other alternatives, and the subsequent
determination by Staff that the GNP Implicit Price
Deflator Index is the most appropriate for use in
determining the water and wastewater index. Third,
by the time the Commission establishes final rates
in this proceeding, the Company's historic annual
expenses for the twelve months ended December 31,
1991 (the test year) will be more than thirteen (13)
months old. Thus, the Company will have forever
lost the ability to recover the additional expenses
agssociated with the Commission's recognized indexing
factor since March 31, 1992. Southern States should
not be penalized by the urgent need for rate relief

20
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Q.

which virtually forced the Company to file this case
based on a historic test year in an attempt to
eliminate some of the controversy which pervaded
Docket No. 900329-WS. For these reasons, and the
fact that no party to this case has introduced any
evidence which indicates that the Company's request
is unreasonable, we believe the Commission should
grant our requested indexing adjustment.

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS REGARDING MS. DISMUKES'
ALLEGATION ON PAGE 18, LINES 14 AND 15 THAT SOUTHERN
S8TATES "DID NOT ALLOCATE ANY COMMON COST8 TO ITS
ACQUISITION AND SALES EFFORTS"?

Yes. Ms. Dismukes is treating acquisition and sales
efforts as if they are separate business units like
water, wastewater and gas and, as such, has
attempted to allocate a full burden of common costs
to these efforts. Acquisition and sales efforts are
not a separate business unit but rather are an
activity within the water, wastewater and gas
businesses. Therefore, the rationale behind Ms.
Dismukes' adjustment is factually defective.
Moreover, the labor associated with the minimal
involvement of the Company's A&G perscnnel in such
activities is charged below the 1line. Thus,
implementation of the proposed adjustment improperly

21 -
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would double count these below the line labor costs.
The vast majority of acquisition and sales efforts
are conducted by Topeka and Minnesota Power, not
Southern States. 1In 1991, total SSU payroll charged
to possible acquisitions (deferred account 166) was
only $24,007 out of $10,200,389 of labor costs or
only .2% of payroll. In light of these facts, the
sole impact of the 1limited Company efforts
associated with acquisition and sales efforts is the
de minimus amount of space which may be allocated
to the performance of these activities. Acquisition
and sales efforts do not impact the customer
service, rates, purchasing, engineering, 1legal,
human resources or accounting departments.
Therefore, we agree with Staff's position in their
Prehearing Statement that the impact of acquisition
and sales efforts on Southern States' personnel and
equipment is immaterial and Ms. Dismukes' proposed
adjustment should be rejected.

Moreover, according to Ms. Dismukes' testimony, she
developed an allocation factor of 2.28% based upon
the direct wages and salaries of SSU and Lehigh,
relative to expenses booked during the test year to
Account 166.100 Possible Acquisition-Miscellaneous
Account 166.200 Possible Sales-Gas Division.
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Clearly, Ms. Dismukes is mixing apples and oranges
because Account 166 contains labor and non-labor
costs. Ms. Dismukes is attempting to develop an
allocation factor based on a ratio of dissimilar
items (labor versus non-labor costs) and fails to
identify any rational relationship between these
costs. To conclude, Ms. Dismukes' proposal should
be rejected for at least three reasons: (1) SsU
books labor associated with acquisition and sales
efforts below the 1line; (2) involvement in
acquisition and sales activities is immaterial; and
(3) Ms. Dismukes failed to identify any rational
relationship between acquisition and sales efforts
and her proposed adjustment.

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS REGARDING MS8. DISMUKES'
CRITICISME OF BSOUTHERN STATES' POOLING OF 1ITS
CUSTOMER SERVICE AND A&G EXPENSES?

Yes, Ms. Dismukes criticizes the Company's pooling
of all A&G and customer service expenses, including
those which previously were directly charged to
systems for accounting purposes. First, I note that
nowhere is it written that the ratemaking treatment
given to expenses of any kind must be consistent
with the accounting treatment of such expenses.
Second, I agree that it ‘is preferable to book
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expenses in the same manner as such expenses are
treated for ratemaking purposes, and once the
Commission decides on the appropriate ratemaking
treatment, book treatment will be adjusted to follow
ratemaking treatment. However, this fact in no way
supports an adjustment merely to accommodate Ms.
Dismukes' preferences. Ms. Dismukes simply refers
to one instance where legal fees were directly
charged to a system for accounting purposes but were
pooled for ratemaking purposes, Ms. Dismukes makes
no attempt to analyze the Company's treatment of
other expenses meeting this description.

As the Company's witnesses previously have
indicated, all A&G and customer accounts services
including legal, accounting, engineering, finance,
billing, rate administration, etc., have been
consolidated and are now administered from the
Company's headquarters in Apopka. The Commission's
1988 Audit Report applauded this centralization of
activities. Consistent with Staff witness Williams'
testimony in this proceeding regarding capital
improvements and plant costs, it is undeniable that
at any given time during the life of any of the
Company's systems particular A& and customer
accounts services may be required as a result of a
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variety of factors including regulatory
requirements. The pooling of associated expenses
enables the Company and its customers to benefit
from economies of scale as these costs are spread
over a larger customer base. In addition to
economies of scale, the pooling and reallocation of
these costs better reflect the benefits enjoyed by
all customers from the expanded management
capabilities, funding opportunities, training and
other attributes available to the systems serving
every customer as a result of the administration of
A&G and customer accounts services from the
Company's headquarters.

I SBHOW YOU EXHIBIT _____ (FLL-8) UNDER COVER PAGE
ENTITLED "INFORMATION SUBSTANTIATING REQUESTED 5%
PAYROLL INCREASE." WAS THIS EXHIBIT PREPARED BY YOU
OR UNDER YOUR DIRECTION AND SUPERVISION?

Yes, it was.

COULD YOU BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THIS EXHIBIT?

This exhibit consists of a copy of Commission Staff
Interrogatory No. 44 and the Company's response
thereto. Staff's pre-hearing statement identified
an issue concerning whether the Company's requested
5% increase in payroll expenses should be approved.
Staff has presented no testimony indicating that the
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increase is unreasonable or inappropriate. Thus,
the Company is unable to address or rebut any
evidence which Staff might have relied upon, or
intends to rely upon, to attack the reasonableness
of the Company's request. The information provided
in Exhibit _ (FLL-8) confirms that Southern
States' actual payroll increase since the test year
and through July 30, 1992 is 5.34%. The information
further explains that the increases are not simply
across the board salary increases. To the contrary,
the increase represents several attempts by Southern
States to improve the quality of service we can
offer to our customers at the lowest cost possible
by reducing employee turnover, providing more
skilled and experienced utility personnel and
ensuring employee gqualifications and abilities to
perform their jobs. These benefits are achieved,
respectively, by eguity and licensing adjustments,
education reimbursements and a system whereby
employees hired in the lowest ten (10) pay grades
are hired at below market salaries and gradually are
given step increases as they demonstrate their
ability to fulfill the responsibilities of their
jobs. As described in the exhibit, equity
adjustments are provided to employees only after we
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have confirmed that salaries previously offered to
certain employees were not competitive with salaries
being paid by other businesses, particularly utility
providers. As confirmed by the Company's experience
with the Marco Island systems, where thirteen (13)
operators were lost to the Collier County utility
division in the past due to salary disparities, it
makes no sense to hire employees and train them only
to lose them to other utility providers once they
have been trained and qualified.

In terms of licensing adjustments, the Company
offers certain employees salary adjustments as an
incentive to complete additional courses of study
in their respective fields, i.e., operators receive
salary adjustments when they obtain or upgrade their
operator's licenses. Oof course, a more highly
educated and trained operator is more capable of
providing the highest quality of service Southern
States endeavors to provide to our customers.
Finally, we believe we are demonstrating prudent
hiring practices by hiring secretaries and other
administrative type personnel at below market salary
levels and increasing their salaries only after they
have demonstrated their ability to fulfill the
responsibilities of their respective positions. If

27




~

v

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

these equity, licensing and step adjustments are
excluded from the total payroll increase, it is
evident that only 3.3% of the increases (which is
below the Commission's 1991 and 1992 index)
consisted of merit increases. A review of
additional information provided in Exhibit __  (FLL~
8) further reveals that merit increases were ﬁot
provided across the board but rather each employee
was evaluated individually to determine whether a
merit increase was appropriate. Due to the
existence of the equity and step adjustments I have
just described, we believe the level of the payroll
increases may be deceptive since a significant
portion of the increases were provided in an attempt
to bring the salaries of those employees who have
demonstrated their capabilities up to market levels.
Exhibit ___ (FLL-8) also contains the results of a
national survey of the projected 1992 payroll
increase of over 100 utilities. This survey
confirms that average projected 1992 payroll
increase for these utilities was 5.2%.

For all of these reasons, we believe our requested
payroll increases are reasonable.

DO YOU KNOW OF ANY OTHER FACTS8 WHICH DEMONSTRATE
THE REASONABLENESS OF fﬂ! COMPANY'S8 PAYROLL
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INCREABE?

Attached as Exhibit __ (FLL-9) is an article from
the Fall 1992 NAWC magazine which provides the
results of a survey of 14 water companies throughout
the United States. Based on this survey, it was
determined that the 1992 salary increase budgets
were 5.0% in 1992 for these utilities.

DO YOU HAVE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REGARDING THE
TESTIMONY OF THE STAFF OR PUBLIC COUNSEL WITNESSES?
Yes, First, I must note that Staff's pre~hearing
statement of issues in this proceeding identifies
a number of issues which Staff has chosen not to
address in testimony or any other evidentiary form.
As a result, the Company is unable to address or
rebut any such evidence and unless witnesses are
designated by Staff to support a position on such
issues, our right to cross—-examine evidence contrary
to that being presented by us effectively would be
denied. We alsc must note that certain issues
identified by Staff and various portions of the
testimony of Public Counsel's witnesses address
proposed out of period adjustments. The
significance of these proposed adjustments is that
each adjustment would result in a reduction of the
Company's requested revenue requirements. Both
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Staff and Public Counsel ignore a myriad of facts
which confirm that the Company's post-December 31,
1991 revenue requirements exceed those requested in
this proceeding. The Company believes that if the
historic test year is to be ignored by the
Commissgion, <changes in investment levels and
operations which confirm an increase in the
Company's revenue requirements must be considered
by the Commission as well as the changes indicated
by Public Counsel and Staff which might decrease
such requirements. These O&M type increases which
the Company has incurred after 1991 include, but are
not limited to: additional testing costs for 23 new
contaminants, additional costs associated with
sludge stabilization and hauling, and other

additional costs since the conclusion of the test

year. Staff and Public Counsel's proposed
adjustments for "anticipated" savings, if they are

to be considered at all, must be offset against
"anticipatedq" increases in the Company's expenses
which include the ©payrocll associated with
approximately 25 new positions authorized to be
filled, yet which remain vacant due to our current
dire financial situation. Southern States firmly
believes that these positions, which are primarily
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field positions, must be filled as soon as possible
if we are to continue to be able to render high
quality service to our customers. Assuming the
overall average Company salary of $22,000 were
provided to these 25 employees, the Company's
anticipated increase in payroll would be $550,000.
In addition, the MFRs do not reflect actual plant
in service investment made by the Company to date.
These actual investments are known and quantifiable
by system and therefore are more appropriate for
consideration in the Commission ratemaking decision
than "anticipated" savings or speculative decreases
in costs which may occur in the future as proposed
by Staff and Public Counsel.

DOES THIS8 CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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Page 1 o
NON-LISED 4 USERFUL PROPERTY TAX - WATER
Q) @ () @) )] ] Y] ®)
ALED COUNTY NON-USED
OOMPOSITE NON-USED & ECONOMY COMPOSITE  PROPERTY &USERU
NON-UMID & UBEFRUL. OF BCALE ADJUS TMENT TAX PROPERTY
COUNTY WATERSYSTEMNAME USERL% EXCLUSION% ADJSTMENT% _ FACTOR PER NFR TAX

Nasseau Amslls leland 1.04% 50.00% o 83,772 S3
Citrue Apache Shores .A41% 50.00% 16.00% 2.048 a2z
Saminols Appla Valiey 0.00% SO.00% Q00% 1,439 9
Ouaensln Bay Lake Eatates a.00% 30.00% 0.00% e 0
Duval Bescon Hille 4% 50.00% 225% 37,605 1,221
Putnam Baacher's Polnt 19.89% 50.00% K82°% 1] o
Chariotte / Les Bumt 3% 08.20% 20,00% 50.00% 16.31% B 3,480
Lake Cariton Viiage 12.00% S0.00% 5007 4% . ]
Seminole Chuluota 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 6313 0
Marion Ctirus Park Q0% 50.00% 50,00% az% 4t 0
Clrus T Cltrus Springs Utilies o2.10% 50.00% 21.00% 54,961 17,082
Chrue Orystal Piver Highlands 0,00% 90.00% 40T 122 Q
Orango Osstwylar Shores 12.02% 90.90% % 1,200 78
Volusia Daltona LtMtes 0.50% 16.00% 50.00% % 208,309 59
Seminole Del Bay Manot 0.00% 30.00% 0.00% 11§ 9
Seminole Druid Hitls 0.04% 50.00% 0.32% 508 2
Lake £as1 Lake Harris Cataine 0.67™% 50.00% ©I4% 1,747 ]
“Geminole Fom Park 0.00% 50.00% LOoT% 196 ]
Lakn Fam Torrace 1.40% 30.00% AT4% 919 !
Martin Flaharraan's Haven S0 30.00% 9% 482 "W
Oececle Eountaine 3% 50.00% 1.50% 1,437 a
Martin Eox Pun 0.00% 30.00% 0.00% 2,381 o
Lake Filendly Qenter Q.00 850.00% 0.00% 129 1]
Chrus Goldan Tarrace 0.00% 20.00% 041% 756 3
Chus Oxroprul iviand Esiales 18.80% 20.00% 7.7T%% 480 a8
Lake Grand Termce 0.00% 20.00% 0.00% 268 [
Sominole Harmaty Homes aS1% 0.00% aT% 142 0
Puthom Hermin Cpve 1.48% 20.00% o92% 1,543 13
Lake Hobby Hills 20.00% 20.00% 13.35% 804 107
Laks * Holidey Haven 0.09% 30.00% AItn s29 2
Orange Holiday Heights 0.00% 20.00% 0.00% sz ]
Lake imperial Moblle Terrace 0.00% 50.00"% 0.00% 1,563 1]
Oaceoia intercsssien City S.84% 50.00% 42% 2,011 )
Putham interiachan Lake Estales 3% 30,00% 28T 1876 S0
Valusia Jungle Den 0.00% 10.00% 50.00% Qo0% 12 0
Clay Keyntonc Heighte 15T% 20,00% T.00% 11,248 Bss
Brevard Ningawood 0.00% 30.00% 0.00% 123 9
Osooola Lol Ajlay Extnins 11.76% 50,00% LY ry 2,450 144
Semincie Lake Srantiey A00% 50.00% Q.00% 17 ]
Orange Laks Conway Pach 5T 50.00% 0.28% ("7 2
Seankrote Lake Harrist Eatates 0.00% SO0 0.00% 400 o
Clay Lalwview Vilas 14.77% S0,00% 73T% [~ o
Martin Lollani Helghts 1.80% BO.00% LTY 3,262 a
Highlands Lelsure Lakee T.22% 50,00% A81% 849 k) |
Colllar Marao Shores Utilities N.40% 25.00% 90.00% 4.56% 9127 416
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NON-UBED & USEPFUL PROPERTY TAX - WATER
™ ) ] 0 VN o ] Q)
FILED COUNTY NON-LSED
COMPOSITE NON-USED & ECONOMY COMPONTE PROPERTY &USEAL
NON-URED & UsERUL OF SCALE ADJUSTMENT TAX PROPEATY
QOUNTY WATER SYSTEM NAME USEPUL %  _EXCLUBION% ADJUSTMENT» _ FACTOR PER WFR TAX
Marion Marfon Oalcs Utiilties 4.7 30.00% 50.00% M4THR 39,078 8,778
Semnole Meradith Manor 0.00% 950.00% 0.00% -} ]
Lake Womingview a.00% 80.00% Q00% 275 ]
Citrus Oak Forest 15.97™% 50.00% 4.48% 1,903 11
Bravard Cakwood Q.00% 30,00% 0.00% T8 ')
Lake Palisades County Club 5.61% 50.00% 200% ® (@
Putnam Paim Port 2.00% 5Q.00% 1.04% 1,448 a7
Pasco Palm Tarrpos 0.33% 50.00% o.10% 2,423 4
Lake Paima Mobila Home Park 10.20% 50.00% 263% 440 42
Putnam Park Manar 10.18% 30,00% S0 310 5
Lake Pioviola letand 1.09% 80.00% G.02% 70 T
Ceosola Pine Ridge Evintes 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 2,302 0
Ciltrus Pine Ridge Litilies L r . oY 50.00% 8.85% 5,672 1,624
Lake Piney Woeds 3.3% 30.00™ 1.7%% 1,262 23
Chrus Paint ' Woode L84% J0.00% 1.02% 3,448 - ]
Putnam Pomons Park 2.2%% 50.00% 14.02% 1,568 s
Clay Postiaster Vilage ..50% 350.00% AZI% 520 17
“Lake Quait Ridge L78% 50.00% 0.09% @ @
Putnam Alver Grove 593% S0.00% 4.45% 1,744 F; |
Putnam Rivor Park 15.71% 50.00% 7.86% 2,060 225
Cltrus Roiling Oreen 349% 50.00% 1.71% 1,069 18
Chrue Posamont 2.00% 80.00% 1.53% 1,158 1]
Marion Salt prings 1.40% SO.00% 50.00% 0% 1,788 6
Marion Samira Villas 1.08% $0.00% B0.00% Q.23% 0} ©)
Putnam Sarstoge Habou 4A4.10% 50.00% 22.085% 656 145
Lake Siiver Lalke Evtutes 0.18% 30.00% O.OWr% 3,828 3
Putnem Siiver Lake Calie 11.00% 50.00% 5.35% &/ 38
Lake Skyorest 0.00M% 50.00% 0.00% 855 Q
Hwnando Spring HIN Utitties 27 50.00% 50.00% 15™ 137,199 2,157
Putnam 8t. Johna Highlands S92% 50.00% S.48% 0
Lake Swne Meuniain W®.TO% 80.00% 21.35% 1% a
Veluaia Sugar Mitl 18.00% 10.00% 50.00% 0.90% 17,468 158
Clurus Sugar Wil Woode 32.04% $0.00% 16.82% 71,953 12,102
Washington Sunny Hilks Utiites 34.99% 10.00% 50.00% 272% 10,508 288
Lake Surehine Patkway 0.00% 90.007% 0.00% 1478 b ]
Gscecla Tropiuad Park 0.0 50.00% .OT% 2,634 0
Orange Univarsity Bharea a.00% 90.00% Q00 43 o
Lake Vonotien Village 0% 20.00% 418% 580 2
Putnam Wailaka 20.58% 90.00% 10.2™% 70 s
Lake Wastern Bhares o280 50.00% 'S 7 8 1,436 2
Orange Weatnont 0.00% S0.00% 0.00% as7 0
Owosola Windsong 1.07% 30.007% 0.54% 1,953 10
Duval Woodmers A% S0.00% 4.00% 18,106 73
Putnam Wookne 12.84% $0.00% 5% 62 66
Pasoo Zephyr Shores 1.09% 50.00% 0.50% I tH 16
TOTAL WATER &m ﬂﬂﬂ
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NON-USED & USEFUL, PROPERTY TAX « AEWER
™ @ (6] ) ® ® ) )
ALED COUNTY NON-LISED
COMPOSITE HON-USED & ECONOMY COMPOSITE PROPERTY &VSERL
NOMN-LOED & USERN. OF SCALE ADJUSTIMENT TAX PROPERTY
COUNTY SEWER SYSTEM NAME U!i_ﬂl % EXCLUSION % ADJUSTMENT % FACTOR PER WFR TAR
Nassau Amelia leland O.89% 30.007% 02 99,09 108
Cltruw Apache Shores 20.04% 50.00% 14.52% 1,308 178
Semincle Appie Valley G.00% 30.00% 0.00r% 7 4] [}
Duval Bescon Hille 12.99% 30.00% 6“0 % 52,464 3508
Putnam Bevcher's Point 7.7 50.00% 16.5% 44 a7
Charlotin / Loo Bumnt Stere 8.7% 30.00% 50.00% FAE -7 35,558 2209
Saminola Chuluota 19.88% 30.007% 2.83% 1274 125
Marion Civrue Park 000% 50.00% 50.00% 0.00% 2803 ']
Chrus Clrus Springe Utilites 4. 14% 50.00% 70T 13,745 4254
Voluska Deltona Utidee 2.00% 10.00% 50.00% 0.18% 20,720 32
Martin Flshsttnan's Haven 250% $0.00% AT8% 1,152 55
Seminole Flerida Contral Commerca Park “B.09% 50.00% 2435% 21 1,532
Martin Fox Aun 18.91% S0.007% 245% 3,162 i
Lake Holiday Haven 6.30% 350.00% 1819% 2,041 3N
Volusis Jungle Dan 10.89% 10.00% 50.00% osz% 2,208 12
Mariin Lellon! Hulghls 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% %327 (1]
Highlands Lalairs Lakes 5.81% 50.00% 2.00% 1,081 2
‘ Colllor Maree Shorwe Utitities 17.99% 25.00%, 50.00% 225% 1992 178
Marton Marion Oska Uniiites 12.90% 3Q.00% 50.00% 3.29% 35,908 1,158
Seminala Meradith Manor 0.00% 30.00% .00% 1,087 0
Lals Momingview 3% 80.00% 1.19% 5 s
Putnam Paim Port 11.07% 30.00% 5.54% 1,665 )
Pasoo Puin Terece 10.00% 50.00% S.40% 4526 a7
Putnam Park Mangr $H.7% $0.00% 10.88% T "
Cltrus Paint O’ Woods 28.20% 50.00% 1412% 5182 i
Marion Sait Springe 24.02% 50.00% 50.00% 5.98% 3,785 22¢
Putnam Shver Lake Qaite oa.4% 30.00% 3.0™ §90 183
Marion South Forly 20.24% 30.00% 50.00% 5.086% 5813 4
Hernande Spring Hill Uiities 15.01% 50.00% 30.00% 32%% 62,088 2,018
Volusia Sugar M) s.0e% 10.00% 50.00% AsI% 24537 ©
Citrus Suger Mill Woods 48.52% 50.00% 24.26% 126,658 30,731
Washington Sunny Hille Utilltles $0.10% 10.00% 50.00% 2.50% 2,969 74
Lake Sunshine Parkway 28.19% 50.00% 14.09% 1,806 259
Crange University 8hore 10.90% 50.00°% S.34% .7 3,566
Lake Vanelian Vilage A59% 30.00% 1.00% 1,060 19
Duval Weoodmens 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 27,342 [+]
Pasco Zephyr Shores 5.40% 50.00% LT4% 3317 "
TGTAL SEWER 7] 59,208
TOTAL WATER & SEWER ﬁ — S,
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES
DOCKET NO. 920199-WS$

REQUESTED BY: FPSC

SET NO.: 1
INTERROGATORY NO.: 44

ISSUE DATE: Aug 26, 1992
PREPARED BY: Chuck Lewis

INTERROGATORY: 44

Please explain why the company has included a 5% increase for salaries in its fillng when
the 1992 price index is 3.63%7? '

RESPONSE: 44
Appendix 44-A is a schedule showing actual increases as of 07/31/92.

Appendix 44-B contains a copy of a memorandum provided by the Company to Staff
auditors and associated documents.

Appendix 44-C contains copies of documents reissued by the Human Resources
Department to all managers regarding 1992 increcases. The Company believes that these
documents support the Company’s 5% increase for salaries. Please note that in addition
to considerations of inflation, the increases include promotions, equity adjustments, step
and license adjustments, and bonuses.
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1992 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS

TOTAL PAYROLL $10,200,389.29

" SALARY ADJUSTMENT = TOTA

Merit Increases $339,940.00 3.33%

Other adjustments $128,458.04 1.26%
-includes: promotions,
equity adjustments, and
step and license adjust-
nent programs.

Bonuses $76,226.03 0.75%

(1): This total is as of 7/31/92. The Company
anticipates providing approximately $20,000 of additional
"other adjustments” in 1992.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Charles Winston

From: Brian P; Armstrong

Date: September 10, 1992

Re: FPSC_Audit Request No, 21 (GIGA)

---------------------------------------- I R I T R A A

Attached please find a copy of a schedule indicating the actual 1992
salary adjustments through July 31, 1991 in the amount of
$544,624.07 -- a 5.34% increase in payroll. In addition, also attached
are copies of schedules indicating the 1991, 1990 and 1989 salary
adjustments. Review of these schedules indicates a consistent level
of salary adjustments of approximately 5%.

Also attached are copies of various memoranda regarding benefits
and salary budgets for 1992. These memoranda reflect some of the
thought processes regarding 1992 salary adjustments. Please note
that the memoranda confirm that salary adjustments were based on
estimated national average increases for 1992 as confirmed in a
1991/92 compensation planning survey prepared by an independent
compensation expert (September 12, 1991 memorandum from Roxan
Haggerty and Mike Schweizer to Bert Phillips). After reviewing this
information, please do not hesitate to call me at extension 152 if you
require further information. :

B.P.A.
d1h/92M190

Attachments
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(1): This total is as of 7/3192. The Coimpany
anticipates providing approxinui: 'y $20,000 of additional

"other adjustmer:s” in 1992,

Exhibit (FLL-7) f’ 2a0Y
s 2 2
1992 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS
TOTAL PAYROLL $10,200,389.29
e —_— o — _—
SALARY ADJUS TMENT TOTAL COST  PA YROLL.
Merit Increases $339,940.00 3.33%
Other adjustments $128,458.04 1.267%
-includes: promotions,
equity adjusunents, and
step and license ~djust-
1 -ant prog -ams.
T mices $76,226.03 0.75¢
TC NS 35446240710 53454 (1)
ST ANTeD YEAR- . ND TGTA| 35662407 % 5549
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1991 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS
TOTAL PAY: OLL $8,966,839.52
SALARY A 3JUSTM. NT TOTAL COST __ PAYROLL -
L}
Merit Increases $439,375.14 4.90%
Other adjusiments $55,005.35 0.61‘%1
-includes: promotions,
¢quity adjusiments, and
step and license  Jjust-
Hient Programs,
Bonuses $32,202.46 0.36 ¢
foraLs 0 T d o $s26,66295) . 587%
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1990 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS
TOTAL PAYROLL $4,659,576.45

T T - - % OF ""
SALARY ADIUSTMUNT _ TOTAL COST _ PAYROLL -

Incre1ses and adjustments $253,237.13 5.30%
-inclundes: merit increases '
Alsoincluded are adjust-
e s for: promotions,
equity adjustme ‘s, and
step and license  djust-
gt programs,

Bonuses - $£6,000.00 0.139%

TO7ALS $159,237.43] 5_53@;{
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1989 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS
TOTAL PATROLL $2,906,261.89

el e R & o o — . T ————

| T ZOF
SALARY ADAS MENT _ TOTALCOST __ PAYROLL

Increases and adjustments $143,200.00 5.09%
-includes: merit increases
Also included are adjust-
ments for; promotions,
¢ Juity adjustments, and
sep a llicense adjust
Al programs.

Bonuses $5,363.¢2 0.187%

otas 0 T sisiaeta) 2
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SERVICES
infra-company comrespondencs
September 21, 1991
TO: Randi Kaplan
FROM: Roxan R. Haggerty
RE: Benefits and Salary Budget for 1992

Following discussions with Karla and Bert, the following is the
final 1992 benefit cost:

Health Insurance $ 1,599,000
Life Insurance 47,000
Long term Disability 38,500
Education Assistance 45,000
401 (k) 100, 000
Union Money Purchase Plan 28,000
Defined Benefit Pension 335,000
Service Awards 7,500
Employee Assistance Program 10,000
Wellness Recognition Program 10,000
Employee Recognition Program 3,000
TOTAL $ 2,223,000

The final salary increase budget is as follows:

Merit Increases (January) 5.0%
Incentive Adjustments 55,000
Salary Adjustments 250,000

1 )
RRH/rh 4 &

= o R T

If you have i;;rg9estions, please let me know.

i
c: \ﬁﬁke Schweizer S

Karla Olson Teasley S

Richard Ausman

Bert Phillips
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SERVICES
intra-company correspondence

REVISED MEMO
September 12, 1991
TO: Randi Kaplan
Mike Schweizer
Karla Olson Teasley
FROM: Roxan R. Haggerty
RE: Salary Budget for 1992

Based upon our current salafy costs, the following is my estimate
of 1992 salary increases:

Merit Increases (January) 5.2%

Merit Increases (April) 1.3% (3/12 e 5.2%)
TOTAL 6.5%

Incentive Adjustments $ 55,000

Salary Adjustments $250, 000

These figures are still subject to Bert's approval. The salary
adjustment fiqure includes the following types of adjustments:
Equity, promotion, step and licensing adjustments and status
adjustments.

These figures do not include the Lehigh employees. If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact me.

RRH/Trh &tw\/
Y
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September 12, 1991

TO: Bert Phillips

FROM: Roxan R. Haggerty

Mike Schweizer
RE: Salary increases for 1992

Based upon our current salary costs and analysis, the following is
our recommendation for 1992 salary increases:

Merit Increases (January) 5.2%

Merit Increases (April) 1.3% (3/12 ¢ 5.2%)
TOTAL 6.5%

Incentive Adjustments $ 55,000

Salary Adjustments $250,000

Merit Increases;

Our recommendation is based on the estimated national average for
increases in 1992. Attached is a copy of the 1991/92 Compensation
Planning Survey prepared by Mercer. Survey results indicate that
companies are anticipating increases of 5.2% in 1992. 1In November,
we will present a final recommendation based on additional survey
information.

Incentive Adjustments;

Incentive adjustments are individual lump-sum bonuses available to
employees for outstanding performance. We recommend $55,000 be
used for these bonuses in 1992. We are in the process of
developing an incentive adjustment policy which will be submitted
for your approval shortly.

Salary Adjustments;:

Salary adjustments include the following types of adjustments:
Equity, promotion, step and 1licensing adjustments and status
adjustments. From July 1, 1990 to June 30, 1991, $274,982.59
(annualized) was spent on these types of adjustments. Because we
anticipate several promotions, step adjustments and licensing
adjustments next year due to the new compensation program, we
recommend $250,000 be allocated to these types of increases.
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We are also completing our salary analysis for 1992 and will be
submitting our recommendations on how the salary structure should
be adjusted in 1992.

I1f you need any additional information, please let us know.
Your approval is prec1ated.

w1 777,«%1/

c: Karla Olson Teasley

Approved:

Bert Phillips
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1991/92 Compensation Planning Survey

Summary of Results

Over 3,100 organizations provided information for the 1991/92
Compensation Planning Survey, covering practices for over 9.8
million cmployces. The survey results show that the average pay
increase for 1991 is 5.3%, very close to the amount (5.4%) projected
by last ycar's survey participants. Projected 1992 increases arc
estimated to average 5.2% based on responses from about 82% of
the survey respondents.

This ninth annual Compensation Planning Survey conducted by
William M. Mcreer, Incorporated reports 1991 and projected 1992
pay increases und structure adjustments.  Survey participants sub-
mitted hiscal year data that most closely corresponded to the calen-
dar years of 1991 and 1992, Information was requested regarding
the type of indusiry, totial cmployce population, revenue volume,
and geogeaphic locations of the responding organizations.

The companics are categorized into 35 industry groupings and
increase practices are analyzed in detail by each of these groups.
Survey results are presented for nonexempt, exempt and executive
positions as well as by the summary classification “all groups.®
Analyses of the prevalence and percentage amounts of merit and
across-the-haoird increases are also included in the report.

1991 Increases

As noted above, the national average pay increase reported by
survey participants for 1991 was 5.3%, siightly bclow the 5.5%
overall average reported in 199 Analyzed by employec group,
1991 increases for nonexempt employcecs averaged 5.1%, exempt
employees received increases of 5.2% and increases for exccutives
averaged 5.0%.

Fed3
On 2 national basis, 1991 swructure adjustnents averaged 4.1%, © *5.3 Gy
ranging from 4.0% for nonexempt structurcs 10 4.1% for exempts = b G
and 4.3% for executive structures. Overall structure adjustments - 0-21
remain very ciose to the levels reported in 1990.
| £
1992 Increase Projections Sbe
. R . 3 o
e survey results indicate that pay increases for 1992 should -
average 5.2% next year, These budgets vary from 5.0% for nonex- g
empt positions 10 5.1% for exempts with 5.4% for executives. =
=
ct
Projected structure adjustments for 1992 range from 3.9% for —
nonexcmpts to 4.0% for exempts and 4.2% for excecutives, with an <
overall average of 4.0%, slightly below 1991 movements. -
The frequency of organizations with pay freezes or deferrals in-
creased dramatically from 1% in 1990 to 7% in 1991, This is not
surprising in view of the turbulent cconomic conditions present
over the past year.
x
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Highlights of National Practices

1991 Increases

Total Base Pay Increase Budgets 5.1% {2927)
Merit increase only
Across-the-board only
Combination merit and
across-the-board

5.1% (2300)
4.4% ( 215)
5.3% { 400)

Nonexempt

Exempt

5.2% (2928)

5.2% (2499)
4.7% ( 177}
5.3% ( 314)

Executive

5.6% (2573)

5.6% (2258)
4. 7% ( 88)
5.8% ( 229)

All Groups

5.3% (2989)

5.3% (2623)
4.6% ( 233)
5.4% ( 475)

Structure Adjustments 4.0% (2024) 4.1% {2000} 4.3% (1430) 4.1% (2151)
Companics with Freezes/Deferrals 4% ( 109) 4% ( 123) 7% ( 196) 7% ( 206)
Projected 1992 Increases Nonexempt _Exempt Executive _'I_\I!'surgugg
‘Total Base Pay Increase Budgéts 1" 5.0% (2665) 5.1% (2560) | 5.4% (2314) 5.2% (2610)
Merit increase only 5.0% (2061) 5.2% (2239) 5.4% (2054) 5.2% (2326)
Across-the-board only 4.4% ( 162) 45%( 85 45%( 72) 4.4% ( 183)

Combination merit and

across the board 5.2% ( 338)

Structure Adjustments 3.9% {1908)

Companies with Freezes/Deferrais 2%( 60)

52% { 259)

4.0% (1896)

2% ( 66)

55% ( 194)

4.2% (1397)

4% ( 92)

5.3% ( 400)

4.0% (1984)

3% ( 93)

Numbers in parentheses represent the number of companies responding in that category.
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Analysis Dy Region and Industry

Sunvey participants were asked o adentify the U8, region(s) in
which they had emplinvees who were affected by the reported
increases, Hecaose the reported increases at times affected
emplovees inmore thin one region, a single company's data was

The most significant vasiation wis scen by examining compensa
tion planning dat by industry group. Industrics with the bighest
representation in the survey sample were manufacturing, health
care. finance/banking, and insurance. A five year summary of the

changes in budpgeted increases for selected industrics is displayed
helow,

included in the regronal analysis for multiple locations, 1992 in-
creases will be consistient across the country with the Southeast,
North € entral and South Central regions expecting, §.1% and the
Nowtheast and West Coast expecting 5.2,

Pay hicrease Trends Dy Industry

SM-66T1026 "ON 323200

) Industry 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992¢

Acrospace 4.9% 52% 5.0% 51% 5 0%

Agriculture 5.1% 55% 5.3% 50% 4.8% ke
Business/Inlo Services 57% 56% 57% 58% 55% 0% g g
Chermacal 52% 5 3% 55% 53% 53% O e
Communications 5 6% 5.6% 5.6% 56% 55% = E: ﬁ‘,
Computer Service/Software 65% 6 1% 6.2% 5 9% 56% ~ ot
Canstructinn/Engineering 52% 55% 5.6% 5 6% 53% o) =
Coansulhing/Legal/Accounting 6.9% 6 7% 6.6% 6 1% 5 9%

Diversitivd 5.3% 5.4% 5. 4% 5 5% 51% e
Cducation 55% 5.5% 54% 4.9% 4 8% EA
Electrical/E lectronic 51% 5.5% 5.5% 5.3% 5.3% -
Entertainment 57% 5.5% 6 0% 5 1% 4 8% = -
Finance/llanking 5.6% 57% 55% 50% 4.9% 1 om
Food Monufacturing/Processing 5.1% 5.4% 5.3% 5 5% 5.4% l-h
Governmem 4.7% 4.4% 4.9% 52% 4.6% =
Health Care 5.2% 5.3% 5.5% 56% 54% =
Hotel/Restaurant 5.4% 5.6% 5.5% 51% 51%

Insurance 59% 51% 5.8% 5.6% 54% Z
Manulacturing 50% 5.2% 52% 5.0% 5.0% *
Mining/Milling/Smelting 5.0% 4.9% 5.0% 5.3% 5.2% -
Not-for-Profit Miscellaneous 5.4% 5.3% 55% 5.5% 52%

Office/Computear Equipmant 5.8% 59% 5.7% 5.3% 5.1%

Oil & Gas 5.0% 54% 5.6% 5.6% 55%

Pharmaceutical 5.5% 5.8% 5.9% 6.2% 6.0%

Printing/Publishing 5.1% 5.2% 5.4% 5.0% 4 8%

Puip/Paper/fLumber 4.7% 4.9% 5.0% 4.4% 4.5%

Real Estate 5.3% 5.6% 5.7% 51% 5.0% 3
Research & Development 5.6% 57% 55% 5.5% 5.3% <
Retail 5.3% 55% 5.2% 4.8% 4 8% a
Service Miscellancous 58% 5.4% 5.7% 5.5% 5.4% N
Textiles/Apparel 53% 53% 54% \
Transpor ation 5.1% 5.4% 4.9% 51% 4 B%

Utilities 4.8% 49% 51% 52% 5.2%

Wholesale/Distribution 5 4% 55% 5 4% 5.2% 5 1%

AN
: N
*Projected ~

—_— s L ’/"’JJ



UTILITIES

1991 Increases

Yot Busa Py lnarsase Bisdgsls
Merit increase only
Across-the-board only

Combination merivA-T-B

% Cos with freszos/dolerrals

Projected 1992 Increases
Total Base Pay increase Budgets

Merit increase only
Across-the-board only
Combination mentA-T-B

Suucture Adjustments
% Cos with freezes/delerrals

WHOLESALE/DISTRIBUTION

1901 increases
Merit increase only
Across-the-board only
Combination merivA-T-8

Structure Adjustments

% Cos wilh treezes/detarrals

Projecied 1992 Increases
Tois! Base Pay Increase Budgeis

Meril increase only
Across-the-board only
Combination merivA-T-8

Swructure Adjustmenis
% Cos with freezes/deterrils

Nonexempis
50% (118 ¢

A9% { 89)
45% [ B)
55% { 18)
3% (W)

1% (1)

40% ( 08)

48% (78
4 1% { 6)
48% { 14)
37% ( 90)

2% ( 2)

Nonsxsmpis

- 5.0% (88):

52% | 43)
TN (4
43% | 1)

4.1% { W)
12 % (8

5.0% ( 56)
51% { 41)
% {2)
47% (13)
4.1% {37

0% (0

Exempis

A%

$1% (102)
46% ( 4)
54% (1)

0% (103}
1% (1)

5A% (101)
56% ( 89)

1% (4
43% (9)

3% ( %)
2% { 2)

Exempts

T S1% ( 89)
52% { 46)
‘un% ( ‘)
45% (8

“ux (M
13 % { 8)

5.0% { 54)
50% ( 45)
ey (1)
51% ( 8}
4.2% ( 39}

2% (1)

36

Executives

% {79
1 % { 1)

53% (83)
S4% (75
43% | 3)
g% ( 6)
% { &4)

I% (3

Exscutivea

s.0% (84
56% ( 48)
% (1)
a7 (5

W% { 24)
3% (8

53% (52
53% ( 44)
\.t% ( 1)
53% (7
2% | 24)

4% {2

All Groups
$.2% (1)
535, (109)
a6 { 9}
55 (17}
4.0% (108)

y - ¢ 1)

8% (10M)
53% ( 93
4 2% (7)
45% ( 14)
3% [ o)
3% (3

All Groups
8 (S8

S54% {52
4% ( 5)
45% { 13)

43% (W)
12 % (8

51% { 58)
51% ( 49)
43% { 3)
50% { 15)
4.2% (42)

4% ( 2)

1320

31qTyxd

7 3591104
*ON

0 30 81 adeq

{£-T1d)
CM-RARTNZA

L "ON 3TQTYXF USspn]

/4/ /{" = J)/‘-:,./

Fas el ’/t‘/:i

L4

oatr B



Docket No. 920199-WS p ey TI 2

Forrest L. Ludsen Exhibit No. 7 rue 5 i 1
Exhibit (FLL-7)
SSU Fage 19 ST
SERVICES
intra-company corespondance
September 10, 1991
TO: Randi Kaplan

Mike Schwelizer
Karla Olson Teasley

FROM: Roxan R. Haggerty
RE: Salary Budget for 1992

Based upon our current salary costs, the following is my estimate
of 1992 salary increases:

Merit Increases 5.2%
Incentive Adjustments .5%
Salary Adjustments 2.0%
TOTAL 7.7%

These figures are still subject to Bert's approval. The salary
adjgstment figure includes the following types of adjustments:
Equity, promotion, step and licensing adjustments and status
adjustments.

These figures do not include the Lehigh employees. If you have any
questions, Pi;jje feel free to contact me.

|
RRH/rh /L\‘ Y

J
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November 21, 1991
T0: B._Fhillips C. Sveat
K. c:i::xs P.n.wuplgr
J. Bush M. Schwaizer D. Cordar
C. Luke B. Hsath
S. Sparks
R. Kaplan ¢. Wood P. Bruce
V. Clark R. Terraro B. Schradar
L. Killer B. Kamingki D. Sweat
K. Bartsr . D. Lovall
B. Reeder C. Lavis J. Boyd
T. Russ E. Mangold B. Cross
G. DeMaris H. Loucks J. Wright
J. Hilton A. Sweat E. Manning
J. Sweat J. Williams
M. Szukala D. Puller
S. Gallis B. Yocunm
-+ R. Williams
J. Lavasque
D R. R.gi“t?
W. Vowall
G. Long
F. Sandarson
FROM: Roxan R. Haggerty
RE: Annual Performance Appraisals
Attached are the Perfornmatice Appraisal Perms for the employees you

aisals (Annual Review)

The Supervisor‘'s Guidehook X Performance Appraisal
Guidebook which will assi . completing your appraisals,
Each enmployee should be reviewed on tha Key Responsibilities and
Perforzmance Standards that were agreed upon in January. You should
also review each employee's progress on the Special Projects and
Objectives estaplished for 1991.
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After you have completed this portion of the form, both the
employee and you will sign Part III of the form and forvard the

form to your Division V;ca Presidant. Vice Prasidents
will review the form, indicate their approval and forward the forms
to the Human Rescurcas Department. )

You will alsoc need to complets 3 Personnel Action Form for each
ezployeea you supervise. The PAF should indicate your merit
increase and step adjustment rscommendation(s). The merit increase
guidelines and stap adjustments are attached.

Merit increases and step adjustments will be effective on December
26 and will be in employses' paychecks on January 17. After the

performancs appraisals and PAF's have baen procassed, copies vill
be sent to you. :

In addition to step and merit adjustments, you may also recomzend
outstanding employees for an incentive adjustment. An Incentive
Adjustment Recommendation rom_is attached. Pleasa complets this
form for each employee you Wish tO recommend for an incantive

adjustment. Incentive payments will be made sometime in January or
February. -

If you have any questions, please call.

RRH/rh [bﬁ.r—)

L\
.

\
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Wﬁ)———-——n——_
Min. to 90% 91%-110% Over 110%
of Midpoint of Midpaint ~of Midpoint
% lncrease % Ingease . % Increase
Rating '
Fully capable: : 4.5% 4.0% 3.0%
Marginally satisfactory: 2.5% 20% 20%
Does not meet requirements: 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

The merit increase guidelines are designed to recognize levels of performance and position
within a salary grade. Increased performance will result in increased merit potential,
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(Mmums'@ . of | (Midpoint of

Grade Salary Grade) Step B Step C Step D s;m:}_mgém
4 995 1035 1075 1110 1170
(5.74) (5.97) (620) - (6.40) (6.75)
E 1070 1110 1150 1190 1255
(6.17) (6:40) (6.63) (6.87) (724)
6 1140 1185 1230 1275 1340
(6.58) (6.84) (7.10) (7:36) (7.73)
7 1220 1270 1320 1365 1435
(7.04) (7.33) (7.62) (7.88) (828)
8 1305 1360 1410 1460 1535
(7.53) (7.85) (8.13) (842) (8.86)
9 1415 1470 1525 1575 1660
(8.16) (8.48) (880 (9.09) (9.58)
10 1490 1600 1650 1700 1790
(8.60) (923) (952) (5.81) (1033)

il A S

Forrest”i: Ludsen E;h No.

Most employees entering these positions will begin at the miimum of the grade (Step A).
Each July and January (following six months of service), emmployees in these grades will be
eligible for a step adjustment. Employees must have satisfactory performance, a good safery
and attendance record and meet all other position requirements prior to moving to the next
step. Employees will be eligible for step adjustments until they reach Step D (after 3

adjustments).

Positons included in step adjustment program:

Office Clerk

Office Services Clerk
Receptionist

Accounting Qerk I
Customer Sesvice Rep. |
Lead Meter Reader
Assistant Buyer

Records Technician .
Senior Accounting Clerk
Customer Service Rep. III
Senior Dispatcher
Computer Technician
Office Services Coordinator
Executive Secretary

Data Entry Operator [

Meter Reader

Data Entry Operator 1 |
Assistant Computer Operator
Dispatcher

Accounting Clerk I

Customer Service Rep. II
Secretary !

Computer Operator

Senjor Data Entry Operator
Secretary II .
Senior Customer Service Rep.
Assistant Rate Analyst

APPENDIX 44-C
Page 4 of 11




ANCENTIVE ADJUSTMENT RECOMMENDATIO: Docket No. 920199-WS

Forrest L. Ludsen
. Exhibit No. 7

Employee’s Name: gxhibéz (FLL-7)
Employee’s Current Job Tide: _Page 24 oF 30
Recommending Supervisor:

Supervisors may recommend an employes for an incentive adjustment for efforts and accomplishments in
the areas outlined below: . '

Jdob Performance

-Exceedix:xg performance standards -High quantity/quality of work
-Performing additional duties -Performance under extreme deadlines
-Performance under stressful circumstances/pressure situations

Productivity

oDeve!oging new ideas or concepts which save company time ar money
-Enhancing customer service capabilities
-Development or involvement in special project or team

Qther
-Leadership efforts -Dedication and commitment to company
: (Include information regarding employee’s history with the company and

why an in;:em_ive adjustment should be granted for this employee. Continue on a separate sheet, if
necessary.

APPROVALS:

Vice President: Human Resources:

resident:

THIS RECOMMENDATION 1S NOT TO BE DISCUSSED WITH EMPLOYEE UNTIL APPROVED.

APPENDIX 44-C
Page 5 of 11
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June 15, 1992 Page 25 of 30
70: Distridution
FROM: Roxan R. Haggerty
RE: Semi-annual performance Appraisals

Attached ars the performance appraisal foras for the employees that
you supervise. DpDuring the next month, supervisors need to complets
the semi-annual performancs rsvisv section of the form (PART II).

During the reviev procass you should consider hov well each
employes has completed his or her ksy responsibilities during the
first half of ths year. Each employee's performancs should be
measured by whether or not he or she was able ¢to mest the
performancs standards. All esmployees should be measured on hov
vell they adhere to company and employee policies and procsduress.

Scms employees may be eligible for step adjustments in July.
Attached {s an updated listing of the stap adjustment schedule.
Please use this list to complets your Personnel Acticn Fora (PAF).

The semi-annual performance appraisal timeframe will be the
folloving: ‘

June 16 . Performancs appraisal aaterials
distributed to supervisors. )

Supervisors hold semi-annual pu-toiime.,

June 16 - July 10
reviev mestings vith employess.

supervisors should then .1: the fora.

July 13 . Performancs appraisals and personnel
action foras (PAF's) vith gtap adjustment
recomnendations to be forwvarded to the
appropriats Vics President or Operations
Tean menmber.

July 17 . Approved appraisals and PAr‘'s forvarded
to Human Resources.
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July 25 « Approved PAP'S will pe returned to
supervisors. = Supervisors should meet
vith affected employees during the veek
to discuss step adjustment.

July 31 . Step adjustments reflected in employee
: ga{chmzz for the period July 9 through
uly 22.

Buman Resources has been advised that we can aet procsss any step
adjustment incresases without an approved performance appraisal
form. Any PAF's forwarded vithout an appraisal form will be
returned to the appropriats supervisor.

In addition, only step adjustuents will be processed vith the semi-
annual performance reviev. No merit or equity adjustaents should
be submitted. s

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact us. We
\'ouldi ?1 bappy to assist any supervisor in completing their
appraisals.

As alvays, we appreciate your assistancs in making this a
productive and bengficial procass for our ezployses.

RRH/rh ‘}\\.

APPENDIX 44-C
Page 7 of 11
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Corporate Services Karla Olscn Teasley ' °
" Ralph Terrero
Mal Pisher
Mike Schweizer
Kerry Crooks
Jack Bush
Cindy Luke
Rates and Customer Service Forrest Ludsen
Chuck lewis

Helena Loucks
Allison Swveat
Judy Sweat
Mary Ann Szukala
Darrell Sveat
Steve Blankanshein
Connie Middleton
JoAnne Calosso
Gil Compton
Sue Slonager
Tammy Jackson
Dorothy Waldrep
Dennis Kohr
Paula Daenell
Ron Moore

Planning and Engineering Chuck Wood

Bob Kaminsky
Woody Handricks

Finance Scott Vierima

Ginger Clark
Lisa Killer

Judy Kimball
Terry Russ
Kathy Harter

Robin Small

Susan Paris
Barb Raeder

Randi Raplan

Gene DeMaries .
John Hilton
Stave Gallis
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Qperations Jim Ragsdale
Docket No. 920195-WS

Don Corder Forrest L. Ludsen Exh. No. 7
Brian Heath Exhibit (FLL-7)
Jim Jochnson =
Sanm Sparks
Dvayne Sweat
Rick Eck
Bill schrader
Frank Brucs
Tiz Vanasdale

Jos Robearts

Doug Lovall

Gary Caporale

Bret Zigler
Gane Manning
Jerry Wright
Bill Cross

Ken Kerlin

Paul Thompson

Dave Danny
Mike Quiglay
Ron Weis
Ge Boyce
likr? Ehlen
Tom Pound
Frank Kane
David Schroeder
Bevery Bumpous
Bill Abernathy
Wayns Vowell
Tom Hennelly
Jerry Manning

Bill williams

Dennis Puller
John lavesque
Harold Registar
Bob Williams

Paul Reinhart
8ill Yocum

Tony Beuvier

Tommy Strawn
Jack Oxendines
Ricky Leach

Priscilla Wamplar

Frank Sanderscn
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Computer Technician Senior Customer Service Rep.
Office Services Coordinator Assistant Rate Analyst
Executive Secretary
LICENSING PROGRAM
Salary
Increase
Attal:n.mem of Backflow Prevention License: 25
Atmmmt of "C" Distribution License: 25
Attax.nment of "B" Distribution License: 25
A!mem of "A" Distribution License: A0
Anayuncnt of "C" Collection License: 25
Attafmnent of "B" Collection License: 25
Atummt of "A" Collection License: 30
Attainment of a Chlor, Safety Tech. License: 2s

The above adjustments would be available to individuals in the following positions:

Maintenance Technician
Senior Maintenance Technician
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INFORMATION SUBSTANTIATING REQUESTED 5%
PAYROLL INCREASE
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES
DOCKEY NO. 920199-WS

REQUESTED BY: FPSC

SET NO.; i
INTERROGATORY NO 44

ISSUE DATE: Aug 26. 1992
PREPARED 8Y: Chuck Lewis

INTERROGATORY: 44

Please axpiain why *he company has included q 5% increQse 107 salaries in ifs fling when
the 1992 price index is 3.63%7?

RESPONSE: 44
Appendix 44-A is & schedule showing octual Increases as of 07/31,92.

Appendix 44-8 Contans g copy of @ memomandum provided by the Company to Staff
Quaitors and associgted documents.

Appendix 44-C contains copies of documents reistuad by the Humon Resources
Depanment 10 Sl manogers regording 1992 increases. The Company belleves that these
documents suppart tha Company's 5% Increase for sglaries. Please note that in gddition
to consigerations of infiation, the increases include promotions. equity adjustmants, step
and license adjustments, and benuses.
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1902 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS
TOTAL PAYROLL $10,200,389.29

Merlt Increases $339,940.00
Other adjusunents $123,458.04
-includas: promotions,
equity adjustments, and
step and license adjuste

(1): This towl is as of 7/3192. The Comapany
antcipaies providing approximacly $20,000 of additional
other adjusmnents” in 1992,
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MEMORANDUM
To: Charles Winston
Prom: Briaa P. Armstrong
Date: September 10, 1992
Re: EPSC_Audit Request No. 21 (QIQA)

---------------------------------------- LE PR LR R N N N e L R

Attached please find a copy of a schedule indicating the actual 1992
salary adjustmeats through July 31, 1991 in the amount of

~ $3544,624.07 -- 2 3.34% {incrcasc in payroll. In addition, also attached
are copies of schedules indicaiing the 1991, 1990 and 1989 salary
adjustments. Roview of thess schedulcs Indicates a consisient level
of salary sdjustments of approximatcly 3%.

Also attached are copies of variows memoranda reguding benefits
and salary budgets for 1992. These memorands reflect some of the
thought processes rsgarding 1992 salary sdjusimeats. Pleasc nots
that the memorands confirm that sslary adjusiments wwre based on
estimated national average increases for 1992 as confirmed in &
1991/92 compensation planning survey prepared by sn Independen:
compensation ecxpert (September 12, 1991 memorandum from Roxan
Haggerty and Mike Schweizer to Bert Phillips). Afer reviewing this
informadon, pleass 4o not hesitate w0 call me at extension 152 if you
roquirc further information,

BP.A.
d1h/92M190

- Attachments
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(1): Thisteotal is as of 7/3192. The (“on:pany
anticipates prand.u; apgroviira 'y $20,000 of additjonal

“other adjustmer:s” in 1992,
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FORREST L.
EXHIBIT
1992 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS
TOTAL PAYROLL $10,200,369.29
e ~— 5
= SATAKY AR TMENT  TQTALCOSL  PAYROLL
Murit Incroases $339,940.00 3,33
Other adjusimenty S128,433.04 1.26
-in¢ludes. promotions,
equity adju.tinants, and
step and license ~djust-
) SNEPIOy ams.
P Avces $76,226.03 0.75¢
10 S 3544624077 5.54¢
FSTi AATaD Yi AR NDTOTA| 386462407 §ag
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1991 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS
TGUFAL PAY: OLL $%,006,839.52
o L ~QF . o
SALARY 3 3JUSTM NT- TOTAL COST  PAYROLL.
[ ]

Merit Increases $439,375.14 4.90%
Cther adjustments $55,005.38 0.6 I‘ﬁ

-includes: promotions,

cquity adjustmenis, an

siep and Hconse  Jjuse-

WERL Programs,
Bonusas $32,20246 0.36

COTALS S $515,662.95 5.87
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1990 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS
TOTAL PAYRQLL $4,680,576.45

W - - | — W W W . SRS -y —a

% OF
e SALARYADMLSAGNT TOTN.QQSL _ PAYROLE

Tnre 15es and adjusiments $233,257.13 3.401’
-includes: merit increases
Al:0 included are vdjust-
¢ 18 for: promotions,
equity adjustme 'y, and
step ard license  just-
116 [Programs.

Qanuses €4,000.00 Q.13
TOTALS _ $:89.37.43) 5.5)
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1959 SALARY ADJUSTMENTS

TOTAL PATROLL

S Al ARY ADRIS WENT,__ _TOTAL COST

Increases and adjustmeonts
-includes: merit increases
Alsa included are ndjusts
ments for: promolions,
¢ juity adiustments, and
stapa |liegnse adjust
M programs,

Sonuses

TGTALS

(FLL~8) PAGE 7 of 27

/

EXHIBIT
$2,906,261 89
3 T ROF
PAYROLL
$148,100,00

$5,300.C7

$15,300.¢)]

s.oeﬁl

,°i“4

52,
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»~SERVICES
fre<comoany

September 21, 1991

TO: Randi Kaplan
FRCM! Roxan R. Haggerty
RE: Banaefits and Salary Budget for 1992

Following discussions with Karla and Bert, the following is the
tinal 1992 benefit coet:

Health Insurance $ 1,599,000
Life Insurance 47,000
Long term Disability 38,300
Bducation Assistance 45,000
401 (k) 100,000
Union Monay Purchase Plan 28,000
Defined Benefit Pension 339,000
~ Barvice Awards 7,500
Enployee Assistance Progras 10,000
Wallneas Recognition Progras 10,000
Employee Recognition Program -3.000
TOTAL $ 2,221,000

The final salary increase budget is as follows:

Herit Incresases (January) 95.08%

Incentive Adjustments 33,000

Salary Adjustments 180,000

If you have any tions, please let ma know.
a0l R
-} Jl\llu Schveizer - Yo

Karla Olson Teasley
Richard Ausman
Bert Phillips
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7 SBRVICES
1tra-<company coresponiencs

REVISED MENO
September 12, 1991
TO: Randi Kaplan
Mike Schuweizer
Karla Olson Teasley
PROM ¢ Roxan R. Haggarty
RE: Salary Budget for 1992

Baasd upen our current onlaiy coats, the follow i8 BY est
of 19932 salary increases: ‘ ing 4 imate

Merit Inoreasesa (January) 2.2%
o~ Merit Increases (April) 1.3% (3712 * 3.2%)
TOTAL g.3%
Incentive Adjustasents $ 35,000
Salary Adjustments $250,000

These figures are still subject to Bert's approval,
adjustment figure includes the following t;;;l of ldgg;t:::::g

Equity, promotion, s and 1licensi ad
adjustments. tep "9 3““‘"@ and status

These figures do not include the Lahigh employeas. If you have any
qu.st.‘lon-‘, pluy fesl fres to contact me.

RRH/ch &C L

L
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7~ BERVICES
NS COMBRNY Srrenpondsncs

Septanbay 12, 1991

TO: Bert Phillips

FROM: Roxan R. Haggerty
Mike Schweizar

RE: Salary increases for 1992

Based upon our current salary costs and analysis, the folloving 1is
our recemmendation for 19832 salary increases:

ARY

Merit Increaass (January) S.2%
Marit Incremases (April) 1.38% (/12 » 5.2%)
TOTAL £.33%
Incentive Adjustments $ 55,000
- sSalary Adjustnents $250,000
Merit InCreases:

Our recommendation is based on the estimated national average for
increases in 19%2. Attached is a copy of the 1991/92 Compensation
Planning Survey prepared by Mercar. Survey results indicate that
companies are anticipating increases of 5.2% in 1992. In Novenmber,
wa vill present a final recommendation based on additional survey
information.

Incantive Adjustments:

Incentive adjustwents are individual lusmp-sus bonuses available to
snployeas for outstanding performance. Ws recomamend $88,000 be
ussd for these bonuses in 1993. We are in the process of
davaloping an incentive adjustmant policy wvhich will be submitted
for your approval shortly.

Salaxy Adjustaents:

Salary adjustaments include the following types of adjustaents:
Equity, promotion, step and licensing adjustments and status
adjustments. From July 1, 19%0 to Jume 230, 1991, 3274,982.59
(annualisexdi) was spent on thess types of adjustaents. peacause we
—_ enticipate seversl promotions, step adjustments ana licensing
edjustments next ysar dus to the new COEPENSATiOn program, we
recomnend $9250,000 be allocated to thess types of increasas.
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Page 2

We are also conpleting our salary analysis for 1993 and vwill Ds
submitting our recommendations on how the salary structure should
be adjusted in 1991.

If you need any additional information, please let us knov,
Your approval is appraciated.

w07 N AR

¢! Karla Olscn Teasley

Approved:

“Bert Phillips




1991192 Compensation Planning Survey

Summary of Results

Over 3,100 arganizaons peovided information for the 1991/92
Compersation Survey, covering practices for aver 9.8

* milion omployors. ‘The survey results show that the avcrage pay
incremse [0 1991 i55.5%, very closc to the ammount (5.4%) projecied
by s year's survey panicipasis.  Prejecied 1992 incecascs arc
cstimated 10 average $.2% based on sespenscs from about 8% of
the survey tesponchoms.

This niath 2anual Compensation Plarming Survey conductod by
Wilkam M. Mcrcur. Incamporatod rcposts 1991 and projociod 1992
pay increases and Krecture adjestments. Susvcy participants sub-
mitaed fiscal year data that most Clasely comespoaded (o the calen-
dar years of §991 and 1992. (nformagion was soquested rcganding
the type o industry, oial cmployee ., ICYCRUE volume,
and geopraphic Incstions of the respending orgasintions.

|
The comapanics are cascgoriacd into 35 indusuy groupings and
facneasc practices arc analyreed in detadl by cach of these groups.
anmmdhmmmm
positions as wall as by the summary ¢ ion “all groups.”
Anﬂyusoﬂtnmnmmdputwmudmemm
across-thebwand inorcases are also inciuded in the seport.

1991 Increases

As noted ahove, the national average pay increasc scporied by
survey participancs for 1991 was 5.3%. slighnly bolow the 3.3%
owvenall averige scpancd in 1990, Amalyzcd by cmployce group.
1991 increascs for noscxcpt cmplayecs averaged 3.1%, excmpt
cmployces reccived increases of 5.2% and incrcases for caecutives

averaged 5.65%.

Oo 3 national basis, 1991 scruciuse adjusimenis averaged 4.1%,
ranging from 4.0% for NONCXCMPE SINICTNCS (O 4.1% foc cxcomps
and 4.3% for cxccutive sructurcs. Overall gtructuse adjustncnts
remain very closc 10 ihe kevels seporied in 1990.

1992 Increase Projections

The suvey results indicate that pay iscrcascs fir 1992 should
sverage 5. 2% next year. These andpers vary from $.0% for nones-
cope positians to $.1% far cxcmpts with 5 4% [or CXCQULCS .

Projected structure xfjusiments for 1992 nange from 3.9% for
noaczcmpts to 4.0% for cxcmpts and §.2% fov exccutives, with an
overall sverage of 4 0%, sighdy below 1991 movemaonts.

“The (rcquency of Qaaniant mns with pay levzes or deferrals in-
creascd desanatically fram 15 in 1990 10 7% in 1991, This is ant
surprising in view of the turbelent cconomic conditions present

qnctlbtmlycar.
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Higblighis of Nertienal Practices

L —

1991 lncreases Nonexenpt Exernpt Exscutive Al Groups
Total Base Pay incresse Budgats 5.1% (2927} 6.2% (2928 BA% 2573) 5.3% (2989)
Meril increase only 5.1% (2300 5 2% (2499) 5 6% (2258) 5.3% (2623}
Across-the-hoard on y ta% ( 015 47%( 117 47%{ 68) 4.6%( 233)
Combination merit and 53% ( 30 S53%1 3 58%( 229) 54% ¢ 475)
across-the-boerd
Structure Adjustments 4.0% [2624) 4.9% (2009 £.3% (14300 41% {2150
Componios with Freezes/Detomrals 4% { 109} 4% ( 123 % | 196) % ( 2D06)
Projected 1992 Incresses Nonexempe Eampt Exscitive Al Groups
“Totsl Base Puy laevesse Sudgend %757 - §.0% (2066} SI%NEIN0 7 5.4%03W) S3% 260
- Merit increase only 5.0% (2061} 5.2% (2239) 5.4% (2054) 5.2% (2326)
Ao uss-lhg-bﬂtfd only 44%( 62 45%1 85) 45%1 72) 44% ¢ 183)
Combination merit and
arrouss the board 5.2%({ 3W 5.2%{ 259) 55%( 194) 53% 1 40D
Structurs Adfustmants 31.9% (19081 4.9% (W95) 4.2% (1397) 4.0% (1984}
Companiss with Freeres/Delerrals % ( 60) 1%{ 66) MM 9 N N

Numbers in pacernthbases represent e aumber ol compeaies responding in that category.
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Mnrlysis by Reglon and Indussry

Mney purncpanty woerne asked 0 wentdy the US. region(s) in
wWhn ti biny bad cmplovees wha wene alfecisd by the opostcd
Creaes Hecare the reportod inercases at tnws affecid
cmpb necs i morg than one region. a singgle Company's Jdata was
inchuled s tine reggonal aaalvsis e nmllipic kcatioms. 1991 10-
Croses woill e Commestient aCross the couatrr with the Muheast.
Niwtls ¢ et ral sl Souh Contral regioas expocting S.1%- and the
Nl st and West € aus cxpoctiag § 2%

Py Increase Veewds by Industry

— ... Ny we
Asroupace 49%
Agricullanea $1i%
Buaincaniinie Services ST
Chasvwral S
Conwnracabons 56%
Cormputrt ServicelSotware 65%
Constes lnVEnginserang 2%
CensulbngfLegaliAccounting 9%
Devorgibe-d 53%
Educatinn 55%
Elrcrrica/ lecirenic 51%
Emcdsmment ST™
Frnancoftianiing 5%
foodMenviscturingProcessieg 1%
Gavermnmerg 4I%
Hoalkth Care 57%
HatolReslawspnt 54%
Inwrsrce 5%
Manulacturing -;b %
MaingAliling/Smalting 0%
Nos-for-ProfitMiscellansous 5 4%

¢ Equipmant 58%
Oil kG 5%
Phumicouticel .5
Praviing/Publishing SMm
Pulp/Paporfumber 4.%
Resl Entale SN
Ressarch & Developnmnt .M
Retail S
Servise Miscsitanseus 5%
Teunles/Apparel
Transponastion S %
W LN
Winlesal o/Distribution 5a%

A\ ‘

The most sigific ant vaniation was scen by cxamining compeasa
Non plaaning doia e indusiry group. lndusirics with dwe highcs
opwesentatum n thie mirvey smphe wore oumdaciuring, health
e, finmance/banking, ol sosurance A Hive yvoar sammary of the
o in bmbges dacreaes tor solecied ingdusanes is displayed
I loow

»we l!_” %1 ne
s7% LO% 51% 0%
65% S 5% 4 5%
56% % 5 0% 55%
5% 5 5% 5% 53%
56% S.6% S 6% 55%
61 6.2% s 9% 5 6%
55% $.6% 56% 5%
679 6.6% 6% 5 9%
5.4% 5.a% 5 54 5 1%
£5% 54% 4.9% 48%
6% 5% B 6.I%
5 5% so% 5 W s
57% §.5% 5.0% am
5 4% 53% 5 5% 5.4%
aan s $.2% “em
$3% §5% ss% 5.4%
56% 5.5% 5. 1% 5.1%
57% 59% $.6% 5.4%
7% 5.2% S 0% 5.0%
49% 50% $.3% 5.
53% 565% $5% 5.2%
5% 5% 5% 5%
S.e% SO 5% 5.5%
S.0% 59% 7% 5.0%
52% 4% 50% %
49% SO% 4.4% 4+.5%
% 5% s1% So%
5% S5% 55% $.9%
65% 52% 8% qa%
5 4% 5 7% 556% S.a%
53I% 53% 54%
b.4% 4 9% S1% 4.8%
% 61% 52% 2%
S5% Se% 529 51%
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SSU
»~ SERVICES

infra-aomoany oo

Septenber 10, 1991

TO: Randi Kaplan

: Mike Schweizer
Karla Olson Tsasley
FROM: Roxan R. Haggerty — ¥
RE: Salary Budget for 1992
. . L} ¥ o lE +da

Based upon our current salary costs, the following is my estimate
of 1992 salary increases:

Merit Increases 5.28 ° *-
Incentive Adjustments -5%

bt 3'1.!'? Mjuimntﬂ 1.0% ) B ‘“ TR e
TOTAL 7.7% - .

These figurea are still subject to Bert's approvai. The salary
adjustment figure includes the following types of adjustmants:
Equity, promotion, step and licensing adjustments and status
adjustments. - oo i e

Thase figures do not inolude the Lshigh employeaes. If you have any
questions, please feel free to conteact me, - -

{
RRH/rh {i VF,’ - - . .,
TN -
y
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SERVICES 44C
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S oe__t __or 1

Novaabexr 21, 1991

T0: A._Pnillics K. _ZTanalay C._Sveat
R, Auman %, Pisher =
. - Swast
J. Bush K. Schweizer D. Coxday
€. Luke ’l. Iu:
R. Xaplan g, Yaod ?. kruca
V. Clark R. Tarraro B. Bchrwdar
L. rillaer . m D. M.t
J. ERimhall ¥. Nandricks 7+ obaxts
K. Eartar . D. lovell
R. fmall Z. ludsan J. Salsn
B. Reedar ¢. Lewis J. Beyd
T. Ruse ¥. Mangeld 5. Cross
G. DaNarie 1. loucks J. Wright
J. Rilton A. Svaat E. Ramning
J. Sveat J., Wlltaus
M. Ssukala D. Muller
8. Gallis 5. Yoous
s- z.%um
. sagqua
0 3. Registar
%. Yavald
6. Long
r. rsan
FROM: Roxan R. Raggerty
RE: Annual Performanca Appraisals

T tnrthn leyens
supecvise. The third portion of rRizale (M:“'IF Iwii':?

nesds to be completad )

The Suparvisor's 6Guidange S8 Performancs Appraisal
Guidebook which will ass T aamplating your Taisals.
Each employas ghould bs ravieved on tha Ray Responsibilities and
Perforzance Standards that vera agraad upon January. You should
8lsc review each employaa's prograss on tha Special Projects and
Objectives sstablishad for 1991,
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After you have coapletad this portion ef ehe gorg, buth the
appleyee and you will esign Part III of the forg g im e

fora to your Division Viss DPresident. vics Presidents
will reviev tha fozm, indicata wheir appreval and gorvarg the LOCES
ta «he Husan Rescurcss Depsrtment. .

Yeu will elso peed to complete a Permennal actian Yors 203 each
exployes jyou gupervise. The PP should indicats sarit
inczeass ang step adjustment reccassndaticn(s). The sarit incTsase
guidelines and stap adjustsents ase attacheq,

Merit incrsases and stap adjustaents will be effective on Decsuber
26 and will be in employees’ J-wclmkl an January 17. Aftar the
periormancs appraisals and PAY's NAVE Deen proceased, copies will
Ba sant €5 you, -

In addition to stap and merit adjustnants, ygu mg : recoxaend
outstanding employess for an incantive ad “lf.n-ng. .1:: Incantive
Adjustzant Recomasndation Form is sttached. FPlaase complets this
form for each employes you vish to recommand far an incentive

adjustnant. Incentive paymsnts vill Be Dade scmetime in January or
Febzruarwy.

If you havs any quastions, please sall.

RRE/rh .
L,




b Zrr e Y-S w]

DOCKET NO. 920199-WS | APPEMDIY |  44-C
FORREST L. LUDSEN EXHIBIT NO. 8
EXHIBIT (FLL~-8). PAGE 19 Of 27 PAGE 3 2 OF_U
___.—_.__—-—-——_-——-‘-———'—
Min. to 90% :ls-uu Over 110%
of Midpoint Midpatn of Midpotist
Raung
Fully capable: . 4.5% 4.0% 3.0%
Marginally satisfactory: 2.5% 0% 20%
Does not moeet requiements: 0.0% 0% 0.0%

The merit increase guidelines are des ed 10 recognize levels of performance and on
within a salary grade. Increased M?mwﬂmmhwmmmm
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e B
4

(5.74)

3 1070
(647
-6 1140
(6.38)
7 1220
(1.04)
8 1305
(153)
9 ML
(L.18)
10 1490
Most cmpioye
Each July lnd

adjustmena),

Positons included in step adjustment program:

Qffice Clark

Office Serviees Clark
Receptionist

Accounting Clerk {
Customer Serviee Rep. !
Land Meter Reader
Asasigrant Buyer

Records Technician .
Senior Aecoumtn' Cerk
Customer Servica Rep. Il
Semior Dispascher
Computar Technictan
Office Services Coordinator
Execurive Secretary

STEP ADJUSTMIENT SCALRS APPENOIX 44 -C

PAGE

Steal  Siea € fiepD

1035
@M

1110
(640)

1185
(684)

1220
(7.33)

1360
(725)
1470

(849)

1600
(°-23)

1075
(620)

1150
(6.63)

1230
(110)
1320
(7.8)

1410
(8.13)

1525
(8.80)

1650
(942)

1110

(640) -

11590
(687)

1275
(736)

1365
(7.88)

1460
(me2)

1575
(9.09)

1700
(9.81)

six mopths of service), empioyeas in thess

eligible for a step adjustment. must have satisfactory parforpance.
ms:ttudm?mdu:auﬂmm = amm

requiramants 10 moving
nep. Empioyees will be cligible for step adjusments uodl ey reach Siep D (atier 3

Dam Eogy Operator {
Metsr Reader

A::‘gunﬁngcm i
Customer Service Rep. I

Secresary |
Computer Operatos

Senior Dau Enmtry Operator

Secreuary I

Senjor Customer Service Rep.

Assistant Rate Analynt

11
Ml

(Midpoigs of

iy gage)
1170
(675)

1255
(724)

1340
an)

1433
(838)
1333
(8.26)

1660
(9%)

1790
(1033)

snugmmwmnmmdmm(&qu

10 the next

-
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June 18, 1993

01 Oimtribution

PRON: Roxan R, Eaggerty

xE: Semi~annual perforaance AppTaisals

Attached are th. raance isal foxras for m qloyou that
you suparviams. n-;?“

the semi-annual p-::amuu reviev sect ct the tm mn' 1I1).
buring the reviav process you should considar m vell each
enployae has ae-pnt:d his or her Xsy espensibi)y ﬁ'l-"
fizst balf of ths year. Rsch ﬂ’“!“'i ﬂr!m (] h
measured by whethar or not he er she able

rformanca standsrds. All amployses lhﬂuld ™ l-uurul o hn
3:1 1 they adhars toc company and eaployes policies and procedures.

Scne empl nn be sligible for step ustaents im July.
Attached s °‘Y -a““ listing of tha M‘aj M.lz.
Plaags use th.tn 1ist to complats yeur Barsonnel Agsion Pora {FAT).

T2  sami-snnual parformance appraisal timeframa will e tha
telleving:

June 1¢ - Performanse appraisal mstazials ~
diatributsd & superviasory. '

June 16 ~ July 10 Superviscts beld semi-annual parzorsancs

teview mestings with llp:.nrnn

yollowing ~seview loyess
sBould buve the epportunt F O
COEBONLS "II

supervisors &ullpmhﬂ

July 13 »  Performance
on foras Ill"l vl.
. :cu osu } vith ltn ls

iates Yica h-u or ans
;pprm um mmi

July 17 . Approved appralsals and pPar's farvarded
to Nuzman Resourcas.
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 Employse’s Name: page_S____or
Empioyes’s Current Job Tite: e
r~  Recommending Supervisor: ‘

-

Supervisons ;ay fecommend an employes for an incentive sdjustment for effons and acsomplishmesnts in
the aress ovilined below: '

Job Perfurmange

-Excecding performance scandards -High quanciry/quality of work
-Performing addhions) duries -Performance undar axtreme deadlines
«Perfarmancs under nresstul clreumitAnces/pressure amuanons

Productivity

-Devaloping new ideas or conespts which save cornpany e o moncy
~Enhsneing eustomer service apabilities

-Develapment qr involvemnan: in special projest of 1Eal

Qiker

Laadership sffores -Dedication and commirnent 10 campany
{lnclude informarion regarding croployee’s history with the company and

REASON FOR NOMINATION; :
why an in)c:mtve adjustment should be granted for this employee. Comimue on 2 separate shaay, i
necaspary.

APPROVALS:

Vics Prasidan:: Human Resources:

Presiden::

THIS RECOMMENDATION IS NOT TO 8E DISCUSSED WITH EMPLOYEF UNTIL APPROVED.
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Juy 28 : PAP's will e Tearmed te
«  Supawvigers should mest

Approved
rvissys
vtg; atfected employess during the weak

July 11 . Step adjustments refisatsd in
. , 3:!:":;’?' for ths pariod July om

Runan Reseurcga m been advisad that we can procs stap
ddjustsent incrsasas without an approved l:ttﬂrllnc: ,&hﬂ
fora. Any PAP's forvarded without an appraisal fora will be
returned ts the appropriate superviser.

In additien, anly step adjustmants vill be procsssed vith the semi-

;:a:;:' mm gavisv. Yo merit or equity uljutn?u should

It you hava any questions, plesse feal fxue tp gontact us. e

vould ba
‘”“i“h?lm to assist any Asuparvismor in esmpleting their

As alvays, we seciats youzr assistanca in making this
productive nﬂicin procasa for oux employass, d *

s en ‘}\
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DISTRINITIONS PAGE .
Executiva sart Phillips
Corparata Revelopaans Charies Sveat

Corpozata fsxyices Raxia Olsen Teasley

Ralph Tearrere
Mal Pisher
Niks Schweizer
Crooks

Jack Bush
cindy Luks

Sataz_and _qustoper Servica TOorDest Ladsen

chuck Lewis
Helata Loucks

Judy Sveat
Mazy Ann Szukala
Darrell Sveat
Stave ain

Rlankansh
Commie Middleteon
JoAnna Calosse
g&z 81

a Slonager
Do :n’ o %aldrep

ro
numin?m

Jaula Daamall
Ron Nooras

Blanning apd Enginsscicg chuck Hood

Bab Rami
Woody Rendrioks

Finanza Scott Viarime

Gingar Clarkx
Lisa Eiller

Judy Kimball
Terzy Russ
Fathy Xarter

Aobin Small

Susan Paris
Bard Readar

Randl Xaplan

Gane DaMarie .
John Hlilton
Stave Gallis
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gReraticns Jin Ragedale

Son Corder

irian Bsath

Scott laggi

Jin Jehnson o .
San Sparks

Dvayns Sveat

ek Enk

311 schradar

Prank jruce

Tim Vanasdale

Joe Robarts
OO ey Caporal
Caporale

Sret Jiglar
Sarey Prigny
@
uﬁeu-?

Ken Rerlin

Paul Thompscn

pave Danny

Mike Quigl

Ron Wais

ce

Rixe ERien
Ton Pound

ranx Xane

2:1! m:am.dor

ous

M1l athy
Wayns Vowsll

Ton Sannally

Jerzy Xanning

8ill williams N

Dennis Muller
Jshn lav 'Y

Rieky Lsach
Priscilla vaapler

Frank Sanderzan
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Offiae Scrvices Custouner Serviea
Execuiive hc.:’“lﬂt Assintnt Rats Analyst Rep.
LICENSING PROGRAM

‘“‘mtg'.lécmﬂ Prevention License:
: t Distribudon
::mnmmd-g- Distrbution Umr
\ainmens of A" Disribution Licsnse:
ent of "C* Collection License:

Amﬂ“dwmm
2“‘!““’ of "A" Collestion Licease:

fainmanm of & Chler. Safety Tech, License:

bBBEkkR EE‘

The above adjusimeny would be
svalable  laaividuals ia the flowing
pasttioas:

Maintennncs Helpar
Maintenancs Tashrioinn
Senior Maintenanes Techrgelas
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‘ G o« e em om
‘ @ em 0w e am
’ G e ewm  am  am
’ am  am s 0w o

Most amployess entering thess positions will bagin et the miniayay grade
Midylﬁluuqm&m¢-:‘h}m~=&” ?Q
uligible for & stap adjusment. lnmbymmmmm:wday

adjustents

Positons inciuded in step adjustment program:

Offics Cleck Data Opsnaxe

Office Serviem Qe oly-wbid
e-:r? Ao monm.n
' T Dispatcher

Lasd MY ﬁ:’ Accounting Clerk 11

Records Teshujeian Secretary | e T
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- Water Utility Compensation and
Benefits Survey Results

Results from the Lst Annual Investor-
Owned Water Utility Compensation
and Benefits Survey were published and
distributed to participating compenies in
mid-July. The survey analyzed cash com-
pensation, i.e., salary and incentives,
where applicable, for 475 executive,
managerial, professional and technical
employees in 25 distinct positions within
regulated business units. This year's sur-
vey also provided compensation policy
and practice information as well as bene-
fits information for exempt, nonexempt
and union employees.

The survey was conducted by Saje
" Consulting Group on behalf of the utili-
ties. Saje is 2 human resources consulting
firm based in Langhome, PA. The prin-

‘pals of Saje have consulted and worked
«+ith approximately 15 NAWC member
companies on compensation and bene-
fits related issues since 1984.

The survey was designed to provide
management with timely and useful
compensation related information in or-
der to assist them in reviewing their cur-
rent practices as they make plans for the
coming year. The scope and content of
the survey was developed st & meeting
with a representative group of partici-
pants who identified which positions
and topics were of greatest interest for
this first survey. In subsequent years, dif-
ferent groups of positions and compensa-
tion issues will be surveyed as deter-
mined by participants. It is believed that
this participative process of identifying
relevant survey positions and topical is-
sues will best enable all companies to
address their individual needs over time.
Saje received and analyzed all partici-
pants' completed questionnaires and
presented the results in such a manner as
-0 maincain the confidentiality of indi-

idual company data.

This year's survey involved 14 compa-

30 NAWC WATER

by Tom Howitt and Gerry Stoffel
Saje Consulting Group, Inc.

nies from throughout the United States.
The participants included companies with
single as well as multiple business unics.

SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

A. Compensation

1. Salary
Salary levels for executive and manage-
rial level positions typically vary on the
basis of scope or resporsibility level of the
position.

Ovenll, the analysis showed that the
most significant determinants of pay were
utility revenues and number of customers
within the survey position's respective
business unit. In othet words, as dollar
revenues andfor number of customers

mmu.mum

in pay.

The analysis showed that as the scope
doubles, e.g., $20mm to $40mm, the salary
typically incresses 5 w 14 percent, de-
pending upon the position. Similarly, re-
ducing the acope would have a correspond-
ing impact on salsry. )

Salaries for supervisory, technical and
professional level positions with similar
responsibilities are not significansly of-
fected by business unit scope, i.e., revenues
ot customers. Typically larger companies
have more incumbents in these positions
to handle the greater volume of work.

2. Incentives

Incentive pay opportunities are pro-
vided to at least some exempr level em-
ployees by more than half of the partici-
pants. By comparison, approximately
one-third of water utilities provided incen-
tives in the early 1980s.

Companies base the actual incentive
award on one or more performance meas-
ures. The most prevalent performance
measure is company or business unit re-

DOCKET NO. 920199-ws
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sults. The second most common measure
is individual performance results. The
third most common basis for measuring
performance is team/group results and
management discretion.

B. Salary Policies and Practices

The survey gathered salary policy and
practice information for exempt and non-
exempe employees. Following are some of

1. All srvey participants use formal sal-
ary ranges.

1. Salary ranges typically have 50 percent
spreads, ie., minimum to maximum;
and 10 percent incrementy, i.e., differ-
ence between adjacent salary grades.

3. On average, companies increased their
1992 salary ranges by approximacely
45percent.

4. Correspondingly, companies’ 1992 sal-
ary increase budgets were 5.0 percent
in 1992.

5. More dhan three-quarters of dhe com-
penies grant annual salary adjusrments
on s common date versus the em-
ployee’s anniversary date. Typically,
salary increases are made within the 1st
quarter of the year.

C. Benefis

1. Prevalence
Following is a listing of benefits pro-
vided to at least 50 percent of all three

employee groups surveyed, i.e., exempt,
notexempt and union.

Benefit Prevalence
Medical Insurance 100%
Group Term Life Insurance 100%
Pension 100%
Accidental Death &

Dismemberment 91%
Alcohol/Drug Program 90%
Denal Plan 88%




EBducati® Al Assisuance £3%
Computer Bencfit Statements  83%
Retiree Heaith Benefits 8%
401k Plan 1%
HMO 65%
Prescription Drug Plan 61%

2. Employee Contribution

Among those companies praviding
medicat and dental benefits, slightly more
than one-half require active employees to
contribute approximately 10 percent of

the premium. In the cawe of those compa-
nies providing retiree henetirs, shightly
more than one-quarter require the retirees
to contribute about 7 percent of the pre-
mium.

3. Deductibles

All but one of the companies have
either a 1 or 2 deductible policy regarding
benefits. Table ! shows the average de-
ductibles for the three most prevalent
benefits with significant deductibles:

ANk e AW L AT W | W
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Unlike other surveys where partici-
pants have no input intu the survey con-
tent or scope, a number of companies
have commented upon the greater rele-
vance of this survey. The survey findings
provided meaningful results that have
proven very useful to participating com-
panies in reviewing the overall competi-
tiveness of their compensation policies
and practices.

Saje is currently planning the 1993 sur-
vey. Companies who did not participate in

the 1992 survey but are interested in being
Table 1 part of the 1993 survey should contact
Gerry Stoffel or Tom Howitt at Saje:
One Two Deductibles
Benefit Deductible Single Family Saje Consulting Group, inc.
390 Middletown Blvd.
Medical $165 $168 $374 Suite #602
Dental 45 75 258 , PA 19047
Retiree Health Benefits 192 165 345 Telephone (215) 741-2669
Fax (215) 752-2299 ¢
Welcome to . . .
Our Newest Active Member alte Whi‘trlxwv Water Co., Inc. David Dln_;;n | a
Companies itney, Caldwell Tanks, Inc.
Ry Woter Co. Inc,  Nicksville Water Co. Louisville, KY
Mmsmm vet Ranch Water Co., Sierrs Vista, AZ Thomas Kalb
onio, TX Bank of Monereal
Payne Utilities, Inc.
Baumgart Water Supply Corp. Soring, TX New York, NY
New Ulm. TX ' Bernice Mclntyre
Fairco Water Co. a’h?“ A.l‘-';(m Water Systems, Inc. Arnthur K. Little, Inc.
Boerne, TX HSass Cambridge, MA
Harper Water Co. Inc. Our Newest Associate Members Mire Yves Seguin
Harper, TX LAPOINTE ROSENSTEIN
. . Michael Curlev Montreal, Canada
PS?;::CN!?“' Water Works, Corp. Gel?;ral Environmental Fmancc ACo ]C \ LB' Trew, 11
Holiday Water Services, Inc. New York. NY 0Ba.n
Denver. CO
Dallas. TX Robert Degevter :
Lake McQueeney Estates Water Co. Degevter & A viares CPAS o
Houston, Th

McQueeney, TX

FALL 1992 31






