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What is your name and address?

Kimberly H. Dismukes, 5688 Forsythia Avenue, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70808.
By whom and in what capacity are you employed.

I am a self-employed consultant in the field of public utility regulation. I have been
retained by the Office of the Public Counsel (OPC) on behalf of the Citizens of the
State of Florida to analyze SSU's rate filing in the instant docket.

Do you have an appendix that describes your qualifications in regulation?

Yes. Appendix I, attached to my testimony, was prepared for this purpose.

Do you have an exhibit in support of your testimony?

Yes. Exhibit_[zg(HD—l) contains 41 Schedules that support my testimony.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to respond to certain portions of Southern States
Utilities, Inc.'s (SSU, Southern States, or the Company) request to increase rates by
$18,137,502, which equates to an increase of $11,791,242 for water service and

$6,346,260 for wastewater service.

My testimony is organized into nine sections. In the first section of my testimony, I
address SSU's weather normalization clause proposal. In the second part of my
testimony, I examine SSU's rate design proposal. In the third section, I discuss the
Company's conservation program. In the fourth section, I discuss the gain on the sale
of the Venice Garden System and other gains that SSU has recently recognized or

anticipates recognizing. In this section I also address adjustments to SSU's equity
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ratio. In the fifth section of my testimony, I discuss several adjustments related to
SSU's test year level of revenue. In the sixth section of my testimony, I discuss the
Company’s acquisition program and associated adjustments. In the seventh section,
I address various expense adjustments that I recommend to correct SSU's test year
level of expenses. In the eighth section, I address adjustments to rate base that I
recommend—specifically adjustments related to Lehigh and Buenaventura Lakes.
Finally, in the ninth section, I present my overall recommendations concerning my
adjustments and their impact on SSU's revenue requircment.

Do you have any general comments before you begin your testimony?

Yes. In order for the Office of the Public Counsel to orderly compiie and produce the
testimony of its consultants, counsel for the Citizens requested that I use a cutoff date
with respect to discovery of January 26, 1996. Thus, because there was still discovery
of the Citizens outstanding as of this date, it may be necessary for me to supplement
my testimony as SSU responds to discovery. In most cases I have noted these
instances throughout my testimony.

Weather Normalization Clause

Please turn to the first section of your testimony. Would you describe SSU's
proposed weather normalization clause?

Yes. According to SSU's witness, Mr. Forrest Ludsen, the Company is proposing
a weather normalization clause in the instant proceeding because "SSU faces an
inordinate level of financial and business risk as-compared to water utilities operating

in other parts of the country due to circumstances beyond its control, such as
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weather." [Testimony, p. 21.] The weather normalization clause (WNC) is designed
to provide monthly adjustments in the gallonage charge to reflect deviations from the
target consumption per bill that will be established in the instant proceeding.
According to Mr. Ludsen, implementation of the weather normalization clause would
simplify the regulatory process by removing the necessity of aggressively litigating the
appropriate consumption level to use for rate setting purposes. [Testimony, p. 28.]
Do you see any problems with SSU's proposed weather normalization clause?
Yes, 1 do. There are several problems with the clause. First, SSU's proposal is
essentially a revenue decoupling or revenue normalization proposal. It is not merely
a weather normalization clause proposal. If implemented as proposed by SSU, the
Company will be insulated from all forms of variation in revenues and pass this risk
onto customers. The Commission should carefully consider the desirability of
dramatically shifting the risk of revenue recoverability from SSU's stockholders to
ratepayers. Although Southern States is a regulated utility and has an obligation to
serve its customers, this should not provide it with an automatic guarantee that it will

recover essentially 100% of its revenues despite circumstances.

As proposed, SSU's WNC will insulate it from variations in weather, conservation,
tourism, changes in the economy, and all other factors that affect water consumption.
1t is insulation from the risks of the latter three factors of the clause that are the most
disturbing. Ratepayers should not be put in a position of guaranteeing collection of

SSU's proposed revenue requirement regardiess of the circumstances. SSU should
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bear some, if not all, of this risk.

In the electric industry when similar proposals have been made to decouple revenues
from profits, the Commission has specifically not allowed the utility to decouple the

effects of the economy. [Order No. PSC-95-0097-FOF-EI ]

Second, contrary to Mr. Ludsen's opinion, the mere establishment of the weather
normalization clause or decoupling proposal should not reduce the litigation
associated with establishing the appropriate test year consumption level. If the test
year level of consumption is not properly set, the weather normalization clause will
produce much wider vanations in surcharges or rebates than necessary. While it might
be desirable for SSU to know that it will recover its revenue regardless of any errors
or omissions in the rate setting process, it is still extremely important that the starting

point of the process is correct.

I question to what degree SSU truly believes its own statement since it has proposed
two adjustments that have significant impacts on test year consumption—its repression
adjustment and its conservation adjustment. If the regulatory process was to be
simplified by the WNC, with no need to litigate the appropriate consumption levels,
SSU would not have needed to propose its repression or conservation adjustments.
In fact it is interesting that SSU has only made adjustments to revenues that are

beneficial to it in the development of test year consumption levels. Both the repression
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and conservation adjustments reduce test year consumption levels and increase
current rates to customers relative to not proposing such adjustments. If SSU wished
to reduce the level of litigation associated with test year consumption levels, it would

not have proposed these two adjustments.

Third, and related to the second problem with SSU's proposal, SSU has not staried
with weather normalized test year consumption. (I discuss this greater in the fifth
section of my testimony.) Unless corrected, this error will produce rebates in the
future. In my opinion, customers would rather pay lower rates now than pay higher
rates now and get rebates in the future. Furthermore, it would not be good regulatory
policy for the Commission to ignore the test year consumption controversies merely

because any injustice will be corrected in the future.

The Commission should ensure that test year consumption levels are set as close to
reality as possible. Since the clause proposed by SSU is supposed to be a weather
normalization clause {even though it is not), the Commission should make sure test

year consumption levels are also properly weather normalized.

Fourth, the Company has not properly accounted for changes in costs that would be
affected by changes in consumption. The Company's proposal essentially assumes that
all costs are fixed and that changes in consumption would not change costs. This is

an unrealistic assumption, SSU does incur costs that vary directly with the level of
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consumption. These are purchased water, purchased power and chemical costs.
Unless these costs are adjusted for actual consumption levels, as opposed to targeted
consumption levels, SSU will over or under collect the revenue requirement resulting
from this case. In other words, if sales decline and expenses are not adjusted
accordingly, excess profits may result which are not a function of management's
performance. Under recovery could also result, but this risk is less than over
recovery, since the regulatory process is not symmetrical. SSU has no incentive to
draw attention to excess profits, but would be quick to request rate relief when profits
fall below the authorized level. SSU's proposal may create a pattern of excess profits

only partially balanced by the possibility of inadequate profits.

Fifth, SSU has not explained how it proposes to recover over or under collections.
In other words, will the difference be collected by merely adjusting each month's
gallonage charge, or will it appear as a separate line item on customers' bills? Clearly,
the latter option is preferable to the former, as it should create less customer
confusion. Customers can se¢ from their bill that the actual rate per 1,000 gallons
remains constant, and that it is only the weather normalization clause that is producing
a change in their cost per unit. This is similar to the way the Commission treats fuel

adjustment clauses.

Sixth, the clause may create customer confusion, because if customers consume less,

(in total) the actual unit cost will increase. Similarly, if customers consume more, the

7



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

unit cost will decrease.

Seventh, SSU's decoupling proposal could lead to perverse incentives related to
quality of service issues. Under traditional regulation a water utility has the incentive
to quickly respond to outages because lost water sales directly affect profits. If the
Company is assured that all revenues will be collected regardless of the level of sales,
it may not react as quickly to line breaks and the like that affect water sales and
quality of service.

Are there any other aspects of SSU's proposal that you believe should be brought to
the Commission's attention?

Yes. The Commission needs to consider all of SSU's proposals together. The
Company is requesting to change its rate structure such that it will coliect more of its
revenue requirement from the base facility charge (BFC) than the gallonage charge.
According to Dr. Whitcomb, SSU is proposing to change the percentage of revenue
collected through the base facility charge from 33%, approved in Docket No. 920199-
WS, to 40% in the instant proceeding. Likewise, less of SSU's total revenue
requirement will be collected from the gallonage charge. SSU proposes to collect
60% of its revenues from the gallonage charge versus the 67% approved in the last

rate case. [Testimony, pp. 10-11.]

SSU's rate design proposal will shift greater risk for revenue collection to customers.

This results because SSU is guaranteed to collect all revenue associated with its BFC,
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all else equal. By shifting a greater portion of its revenue requirement into the BFC
SSU has shifted the risk relationship between customers and stockholders. This
produces greater revenue stability for SSU. Thus, under the Company's proposal, the
revenue instability associated with changes in consumption will be less than past
experience has indicated. If the Commission grants SSU's rate design proposal it
should not adopt the WNC until experience is gained with the proposed rate design.
As described in a later section of my testimony I do not agree with SSU's proposed
rate design changes.

You have identified several flaws in SSU's weather normalization proposal. What do
you recommend?

1 recommend that the Commission not approve SSU's WNC proposal. It is seriously
flawed and shifts most, if not all, of the risk associated with revenue recovery to
ratepayers. To the best of my knowledge, the Commission has never approved such
clauses in the past for water, electric, or telephone companies, and 1 see no
extenuating circumstances that would warrant it in the instant case.

Do you have an alternative recommendation if the Commission believes that such a
clause is desirable?

Yes. First, the Commission, if it approves any form of weather normalization clause,
should do so only on a trial basis. The Commission should annually reevaluate the
effects of the proposal on both SSU and ratepayers. Such a reevaluation will allow the
Commission to fine tune the process as more experience is gained. It is worthwhile

to note that in the electric industry, similar decoupling proposals have been abandoned
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or rejected because of the potential tmpact on customers' rates.

Second, I would not recommend even an alternative proposal unless the Commission
also appropriately adjusts test year consumption to ensure that the effects of weather
are minimized. Otherwise, customers will be asked to pay higher rates today in
exchange for rebates in the future. I do not believe that this would be equitable or

good reguiatory policy.

Third, the Commission should adjust the formula proposed by SSU to adjust for
expenses which directly vary with consumption. To ignore this change in expenses
would allow SSU to over or under collect its true revenue requirement. It similarly

could put SSU in an over or under earnings position.

Fourth, as an incentive for SSU in the future to "get the pot right" at the beginning
of the process, the Commission should require SSU to pay interest on revenues which
are over collected. The opposite would not be true for revenues that are under
collected. (SSU should not be allowed to charge interest for revenues that are under
collected.) If the Company is required to pay interest on revenues that it over collects,
SSU will have an incentive not to under project test year consumption. Interest would

be calculated in accordance with the Commission's Rules.

Fifth, because I do not believe that it is appropriate for customers to insulate SSU
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from 100% of the variability in its revenues, I recommend that the Commission not
approve recovery of 100% of changes in consumption. My recommendation varies
depending upon the Commission's decision with respect to the rate structure issue. If
the Commission adopts the rate structure proposed by SSU, then I recommend that
the Commission allow SSU to collect 50% of the changes in consumption through a
revenue normalization clause. As I previously noted, SSU's rate design proposal
already exposes customers to greater risk than the previously approved rate structure,
In addition, because there are factors that will affect consumption which are not
properly borne by customers, i.e., changes in the economy and tourism, the
Commission can ensure that customers do not bear this risk by not allowing 100%
recovery of changing consumption levels. It is worthwhile to note that in his
deposition, Dr. Whitcomb indicated that he believed weather accounted for about
45% of the variation in SSU's customers' consumption. Allowing SSU to true-up 50%
of the variability in its revenue would be consistent with the degree to which the

Company believes weather affects the variability in consumption.

If the Commission adopts the rate design proposal that I recommend, then the
Commission should allow SSU to collect 75% of the changes in consumption through
a revenue normalization clause. Since my rate design proposal will potentially produce
greater levels of conservation and revenue instabiiity,. } believe it would be appropriate
to aliow SSU to include a larger portion of its cons;mption variability in a clause that

is designed to adjust for the effects of weather. The increased revenue stability

11



10

11

12

13

14

15

i6

17

18

19

20

21

22

associated with including 75% of consumption in the clause will help offset the
increased variability associated with the rate structure that I recommend. By allowing
SSU to recover only 75% of the variability in consumption, the Commission can help

ensure that customers do not completely bear the risk of an economic down turn.

Finally, Irecommend that the Commission modify the clause proposed by SSU. The

continual change in rates, caused by SSU's proposal, may create significant customer

confusion. I recommend that the Commission adopt 2 methodology that is similar to

the fuel adjustment mechanism used by electric utilities. That is, consumption levels

and revenue would be trued-up to actual. In other words, barring legal constraints,

one-year after the rate case is completed, SSU would file for a weather normalization

clause proceeding. At that time the Commission would determine the revenue
shortfall or excess that would be collected or credited in the following year. This has
the advantage of continual regulatory review and it should lessen customer confusion,

because the portion of customers' rates associated with the revenue normalization
clause would not change monthly.

Rate Design

Please turn to the second section of your testimony. Would you address SSU's rate
design proposal?

Certainly. According to the testimony of Dr. Whitcomb, SSU is proposing to increase
the percentage of revenue collected from the BFC and reduce the percentage of

revenue collected from the galfonage charge. Currently the Company's rates collect
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33% of revenue from the BFC and 67% from the gallonage charge. SSU proposes to
change this relationship with 40% coming from the BFC and 60% coming from the
gallonage charge. According to Dr. Whitcomb, the rate structure proposed by SSU
is a water conserving rate structure, using the criteria set forth in the Brown &

Caldwell Study.

Dr. Whitcomb suggests that because the 40/60 split results in a water conservation
score of 3.2 (according to the Brown & Caldwell study), it qualifies as a water
conserving rate structure. I have included as Schedule 1 of my exhibit the calculations

performed by Dr. Whitcomb to arrive at this score.

Dr. Whitcomb prefers the 40/60 spilt to the 33/67 split because it produces a greater
level of revenue stability for SSU. This occurs because a greater proportion of SSU's
revenue is collected from the base facility charge which is not dependent upon
consumption. SSU is guaranteed to collect these revenues, all else equal. But, this
does not enhance conservation, as Dr. Whitcomb admits in his Waterate
documentation

Remember that one of the best ways to reduce water

consumption is to shift cost recovery from the fixed

charge to the quantity charge. You can lower meter

charges and increase water price and still collect the

same revenue. [Response to Citizens Document
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Request 23 ]
Would you please discuss the criteria used by the Southwest Florida Water
Management District (SWFWMD), as developed by Brown & Caldwell, to assess
whether a rate structure is considered conservation promoting?
Yes. The study developed by Brown & Caldwell uses four criteria to evaluate the
effectiveness of a utility's rate structure in promoting water conservation. They are
rate structure form, allocation of costs to fixed versus variable charges, sources of

utility revenue, an. communication on the customer's bill.

The first criterion judges the relative conservation promoting potential based upon the
type of rate structure. The types of rate structure include: uniform quantity charge,

inclining block quantity charge, seasonal block charge, and fixed monthly charge.

The second criterion judges the conservation potential based upon the allocation of
costs between the fixed and variable component, i.e., the base facility charge versus
the gallonage charge. The more of a utility's revenue requirement collected from the

gallonage charge the greater the conservation potential.

The third criterion, the source of revenue, considers the portion of a utility's revenue

requirement obtained from rates as opposed to other sources, like tax receipts,

connection fees, and turn-on fees.

14
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The fourth criterion, communication, evaluates the communication about rates and
consumption on customers' bills. It scores the utility's conservation potential relative

to whether rate and consumption information is included on the customer's bill.

The Brown & Caldwell study assigned a weighting factor to each of these criterion.

They are as follows:

Rate Structure Form 20%
Allocation of Costs 40%
Sources of Revenue 30%
Communication 10%

As admitted in the study, these criteria are subjective and others might weigh them

differently.

After the weighting system was developed, the Brown & Caldwell study ranked and
scored the various options within each of the four criteria. I have attached the
complete scoring system included the Brown & Caldwell study as Schedule 2 of my
exhibit. For example, as shown on Schedule 2, within the rate structure form
criterion, an inclining block rate structure, where the ratio of the tail block charge to
the first block charge is greater than 1.5 times and the first block threshold is less than
or equal to 125 percent of the average monthly use for the class, a score of 3.5 is

achieved. A nonseasonal uniform charge receives a score of 2.5.
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With respect to the allocation of costs to the fixed and vaniable component, Brown
& Caldwell assigned a high score of 5 to rate structures that recover between 90 and
100% of revenue from the quantity component and a score of 1 to rate structures that
recover between 50-59% of revenue from the quantity component. As depicted on
this schedule, the sources of utility revenue range from a high score of 5, when 90 to
100% of a utility’s revenues are collected from rates and charges to a low of 1 when
50 to 59% of a utility's revenues are collected from rates and charges. The last
criterion, ranks the conservation potential of a utility's rate structure based upon the
information provided on the customer’s bill. The more information a customer is given
about his or her rates and water usage the more likely he or she will respond to price
signals. As shown, if a utility's bill contains rates, water use in the current month and
water use in a similar period of a prior year and/or and average from a prior year, a
score of 5 is achieved. On the other hand, if a utility's bill shows no information on

rates or usage, a score of 1 1s achieved.

According to the Brown & Caldwell study, in order for a utility's water rates to be
defined as conservation promoting it must achieve a score of at least 3.2. While the
weighting and scoring system developed by Brown & Caldwell is not perfect, it can
be used by the Commission as a starting point to evaluate the relative effectiveness
of a utility's rate structure proposals.

Do you agree with SSU's rate design proposal?

No, I do not for several reasons. First, the Company's proposal shifts more risk for

16
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revenue collection from SSU's stockholders to its customers. I do not believe this is

necessary.

Second, while SSU claims that its rate structure qualifies as a conservation rate
structure, it certainly is not the most aggressive conservation rate structure. In fact,
its proposal is less conservation oriented than its prior rate structure. Relative to a rate
structure which collected 33% from the BFC and 67% from the gallonage charge,
SSU's proposal reduces the cost per 1000 gallons of water, thereby, providing less of
a financial incentive for customers to reduce consumption. The 3.2 score of SSU's
proposed rate design is the lowest possible score which can still be considered a

water conserving rate structure.

A review of some of SSU's internal correspondence suggests that its goal with respect
to rate structure is more revenue stability than conservation. In a letter SSU wrote
to Dr. Whitcomb, SSU stated:

One area of discussion will be your ideas on revenue

stability. Currently our commission is looking at

something like 30% of revenues coming from

our fixed charge versus 70% from the variable

charge. In the past we have also had 40%

coming from fixed, and there is one instance

(in a high per capital consumption plant) of
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20% of revenues being generated from fixed
charges. The company's stance is that
something closer to 50% should come from
our fixed charge. To give you an example, last
year there was a substantial increase in rainfall
from recent years, which causes a company's
revenues to be volatile if a substantial amount
of those revenues are generated from the
variable charge. We would like to discuss what
effects the fixed charge percentage and the
implementation of a conservation promoting
rate structure would have on the stability of
compaﬁy revenues. [Response to Citizens

Document Request 107.]

Third, while moving from a 33/67 split between the BFC and galionage charge to a
40/60 split allows SSU to stay within the score of 3.2, it is a move in the wrong
direction. I do not believe the Company, which apparently believes itself to be a
water utility which promotes water conservation, should move in a direction which
gives customers less of a price signal to conserve water. SSU's proposal, in my
opinion, is illogical. Many of SSU's systems operate in water resource caution areas

or proposed water resource caution areas. SSU's rate design is inconsistent with
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reducing consumption in these areas.

Southern States has recognized the precious and limited nature of Florida's water

supply.

Despite its stated concerns, Southern States proposes to move its rate design ina

Since Florida's aquifers hold so much fresh water,
many residents view the supply as endless.
Unfortunately it is not. In many parts of our State,
there is visible evidence of the severe depletion that
has and is occurring within our underground reservoir
system due to population growth, development, and

salt-water intrusion.

Much of Florida's natural resources and a large portion
of our economy is dependent on an adequate supply of
high-quality fresh water. But, providing enough clean
water for Florida's future is becoming a major
challenge. Floridians consume water at a rate matched
by few other states. In fact, we are second only to
California in water consumption. [Response to

Citizens Document Request 247.}
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direction that produces less water conservation than previously approved by the
Commission. SSU suggests that although it has moved in a direction away from
conservation the Commission should take comfort in the notion that they are still
within the subjective conservation designation of the Brown & Caldwell study. This
should be no comfort at all. SSU chose the 40/60 split because it produced a resuit
within the conservation designation. In my opinion, SSU should move in a direction
that gives a better price signal and produces more, rather than less, conservation.
Do you have a recommendation for a rate structure that is more conservation oriented
than the one proposed by SSU?

Yes. I recommend that the Commission approve a rate structure which collects 25%
of SSU's revenues from the base facility charge and 75% from the gallonage charge.
The Commission should continue the existing 20/80 split BFC/gallonage for Marco
Island. Because the customers of this system consume an above average amount of

water it would be appropriate to continue with the existing 20/80 rate structure.

The 25/75 split between the BFC and the gallonage charge for SSU's other systems
will move SSU to a more water conserving rate design. I developed the split between
the BFC and the gallonage charge using the criteria set forth in the Brown &
Caldwell study. The spilt that I recommend will move SSU up one notch under the
cost allocation criterion set forth in the Brown & Caldwell study and will produce an
overall score of 3.6. Inclusion of historical consumption information on SSU's

customers' bills will boost SSU's overall score to 3.7.
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Can you give an example of how your recommendation would impact rates compared
with SSU's proposal?

Yes. Assume the monthly revenue requirement for a residential customer consuming
10,000 gallons per month is $35.00. Under the 40/60 split requested by SSU, the
customer's rates would consist of a BFC of $14.00 and a gallonage charge of $2.10
per 1,000 gallons. Under my recommendation, this exact same set of circumstances
would produce rates of $8.75 for the BFC and $2.63 for the gallonage charge. If this
customer's consumption pat* rns change, the latter rate structure will send a better
price signal than the former. For example, assume this customer consumes 20,000
galions in the next month. His or her total bill will increase to $56.00 under SSU's
proposal and to $61.35 under my proposal. Thus, under SSU's proposal while a
customer’s consumption increased by 100% his or her total bill only increased by
60%. However, under my recommendation the customer's bill would increase by

approximately 75%.

The opposite is also true. If a customer conserves water, his or her total bill will
decrease more under my proposal than under SSU's proposal. Assume the same
circumstances as above, but the customer consumes only 5,000 gallons in a month.
Under SSU's proposal, the customer's bill would be $24.50, for a decrease of 23%,
with a decline in consumption of 50%. Under my recommendation the customer's bill
would decline to $21.90--a decrease of 37%.

Are there other rate structures that also promote water conservation?
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Another rate structure that may enhance water conservation is an inveried block
rate. Under such a rate structure, the gallonage charge would increase as customers
consume more water. Typically, such rate structures are done in blocks, such that the
first block recognizes the average or typical water consumption of a customer. Any
consumption in excess of this typical level would be priced higher, recognizing the
increased cost associated with producing this additional water.

Conservation Program

Please turn to the third section of your testimony. Would you explain SSU's water
conservation program?

Yes. SSU has three water conservation programs. The first is a general water
conservation program designed to educate customers about basic water conservation
practices. The second is a pilot program targeted at Marco Island's customers. The
third is a program to gear up in 1996 targeted at six communities: Palisades Country
Club, Silver Lake Estates/Western Shores, Quail Ridge, Dol Ray Manor, Sugar Mill
Woods, and Valrico Hills. According to Ms. Kowalsky, SSU's conservation witness,
these communities were selected primarily because they had high average monthly

consumption for the past four years.

SSU's statewide conservation program began in 1991 and includes communication
and public education as well as operational efforts regarding unaccounted for water
and meter change out programs. The program for Marco Island began in December

1994. It consists of public education programs including workshops, open houses,
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newspaper advertising, feature article placement, a conservation newsletter, school
programs, trolley signs, an annual Christmas float, and stickers. The program also
includes a promotion of indoor conservation retrofit devices. Initially the kits were
made available at no cost. Now the kits are available for $6 each. Each kit contains
a low flow showerhead, kitchen and bathroom aerators, and a toilet tank bag. The
program also includes water audits for high volume residential and multifamily users.
In addition to the water audit, participants were offered a $50 rebate toward an
irrigation shut-off device. Beginning in 1995 as part of SSU"- enhanced efforts on
Marco Island, SSU anticipates expanding its rebate offer to include a broader
audience and it will include rebates for both low flow toilets and moisture sensing

devices.

The expanded program beginning in 1996 for the six targeted communities 1s to
include an alleged extensive public education program, free indoor retrofit kits, water
saving toilet rebates, and rebates for irrigation shutoff devices. In addition, SSU

proposes to survey customers to assess the effectiveness of the program.

To account for the expected consequences of SSU's conservation efforts the
Company has reduced test year billing units by a total of 142,788,000 gallons. Of this
amount, 63,765,500 gallons relate to the six targeted communities and 79,022,500
galions relate to Marco Island. This information is reflected on Schedule 3 of my
exhibit.
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As depicted on Schedules 4 and 5, SSU's water conservation program is expected to
cost $524,428 in 1996. As shown on Schedule 4, this compares to a 1995 budget of
$199,250, actual expenditures in 1994 of $149,743 and actual expenditures in 1993
of $70,780. SSU's 1996 budget represents a 641% increase in costs relative to 1993,
a 250% increase relative to 1994, and a 163% increase relative to 1995. Schedule 5
of my exhibit sets forth the detail of SSU's conservation expenses for 1995, the
proforma adjustment for 1996, and the total budget for 1996.

Do you have any general comments with respect to SSU's conservation program?
Yes, I do. SSU has not demonstrated that its conservation program is cost effective.
It has provided no analyses comparing the various alternative conservation methods
that are available to it and its customers and the costs and benefits of each. In my
opinion, this is a fundamental flaw in SSU's proposal. $SU has failed to demonstrate
that any of its water conservation programs are cost effective. In the Citizens'
document request 215, SSU was requested to provide a copy of all cost/benefit
studies or analyses prepared by or for SSU concerning its proposed conservation
program. In response to this request, the Company produced one memo on the
alleged effectiveness of the Marco Island high volume user audit program and an
alleged cost/benefit analysis related to other Marco Island projects. Neither of these
documents are, in my opinion, a cost/benefit analysis of SSU's proposed conservation
program. The two alleged cost/benefit analyses do attempt to estimate the impact
(water savings) of the various conservation measures and the cost to customers of

installing the devices, but they contain many assumptions and fail to evaluate the full
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spectrum of alternatives available to SSU and the entire cost of the programs.

Do you see other problems with SSU's proposed conservation program and
expenditures?

Yes, there are several. First, SSU has proposed a 1996 proforma adjustment to its
1996 budgeted conservation expenses of $321,290. Without a proper cost/benefit
analysis SSU's request is highly questionable. There are several problems with SSU's
1996 proforma proposal. For example, the 1996 proforma adjustment includes
$14,080 for conservation expenses associated with Valrico Hills, According to
Ms Kowalsky, this system was included as one of the targeted communities because
it was in the Southwest Florida Water Management District's Southern Water Caution
Area and it had consumption in excess of the 110 gallons per capita per day goal
established for these areas. Ms. Kowalsky noted that it was not one of SSU's systems
with the highest water consumption. I would suggest that SSU look to the price these
customers have been charged, for an explanation as to why consumption is relatively
high. The cost per 1,000 gallons of water for residential customers in this system is

$.60. This is roughly half of SSU's current rates.

Another concern that I have with respect to SSU's 1996 proposal relates to the cost
and associated water conservation resulting from the free retrofit kits. As shown on
Schedule 6, the 1996 proforma adjustment includes $60,180 for these kits. SSU's
consultant provided SSU with information stating that based upon information

obtained from similar efforts in Tucson Arizona the impact from low flow

25



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

showerheads was small due to the high rate of removal of cheap devices’. {Response
to Citizens Audit Request 24 ] Furthermore, SSU has assumed that of the total
number of kits given away, only 50 to 60% of customers will actually install the
devices. This seems rather inefficient. A more cost-effective option might be to offer
a rebate after the devices &e installed. Under this scenario, only those customers that
actually install and use the devices would receive the equipment free of charge. If not
used, the rest of SSU's customers will not be asked to pay for the retrofit kits.
Another alternative would be to charge customers for perhaps 50% of the cost of the
retrofit kits. Customers would be more likely to install the kits if they had to pay for
them, than if they were provided free of charge. SSU did not prepare any analysis of
the various costs of such alternative or of the associated penetration rates. Such an

analysis would enhance SSU's decision making and lead to a more informed decision.

With respect to the six targeted communities and to Marco Island, SSU proposes to
spend $20,850 for rebates associated with irrigation shut-off devices. It is unclear to
what degree these devices are effective. According to a survey of local contractors
done by Image Marketing, rain sensors may not be effective. For example, Capri
Landscaping told Image Marketing that rain sensors only kick in when it is raining and
they only operate for 2 to 3 hours after any given period of rain. Likewise,

Thompson Irrigation indicated that they tried to install soil moisture sensors a year

1 would note that SSU apparently proposes to upgrade the kits for the targeted community. But it is not
clear if they would still be considered "cheap”.
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ago, but they did not work. Thompson Irrigation lost money on the venture because
they were forced to put in extra work trying to get the sensors to work. Image

Marketing wrote to SSU stating:

Here’s what we found out locally concerning firms

willing and able to install sensor devices. From what

we have learned, there isn't much knowledge on

Marco--or generally in Naples--concerning the value

and use of water sensor devices...We would need

some positive PR to make the islanders aware of the

sensors to the point they would be willing to pay to

have them installed. [Response to Citizens Document

Request 221.]
Do you see¢ any other problems with SSU's water conservation proposal?
Yes. It is difficult to distinguish what portion of SSU's water conservation advertising,
open houses, poster contests, parade floats, stickers, trolley signs, and the like are
really conservation efforts as opposed to public relations efforts. My review of the
invoices and memorandum submitted by SSU's marketing consultant indicates that the
Company's ostensible conservation program is designed to enhance SSU's image as

well as to produce water conservation.

For example, since 1993 SSU has sponsored a float in the Christmas parade on
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Marco Island and has budgeted for one in 1995 and 1996. Regarding the 1993 parade
float, SSU's marketing consultant wrote in a memo: "The parade went very well, and,
judging from the reaction of the crowd, the float was a big hit. The float looked great
(will send you photos as soon as they are processed) and everything went very
smoothly.... You can score this one as a positive PR effort all the way." [Response to
Citizens Document Request 221.] In an analysis of the Marco Island conservation
program/communications budget, SSU's marketing consultant indicated that the
trolley signs were "a goor SSU image builder.” With respect to the possible billboard
signs the consultant noted: "Also an excellent image builder.” Regarding special
events, the consultant noted that such efforts were "good community image builders,
but expensive and time consuming for limited exposure." Concerning the school
programs sponsored by SSU, Image Marketing (SSU's marketing consultant) wrote:
"Good image building opportunity which offers PR possibilities."” [Ibid.] With respect
to other efforts, bills from the Company's marketing consultant often use the
designation "public relations" concerning several alleged conservation programs. For
example, with respect to the conservation Kits, the consultant's bill states: "fax release
to client for approval, prepare and distribute to media with photos, fax clip of PR to
client." Concerning the poster contest, the consultant's invoice reads: "Poster Contest
PR: Write copy for press release and revise." Similar "public relations" designations

are noted with other alleged conservation expenditures.

SSU essentially claims that all of these costs are consumer education or conservation-
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related costs. 1 do not agree. SSU is spending considerabie amounts of money on
advertising and other public relations efforts that are not solely designed to enhance
conservation. That portion of the costs associated with SSU's "public relations"
efforts should not be borne by ratepayers. The Commission has consistently
disallowed public relation costs in the past. In Order No. 10306, the Commission
found that Florida Power & Light Company had included in its expenses costs related
to an exhibit at Disney World, floats for parades, membership in Reddy Services, Inc.
and expenses of the company's enesgy advocate program. The Commission concluded
that only the latter expense should be aliowed for ratemaking purposes and that the
other expenses were removed as public communication expenses. [Order No. 10306,

p. 28]

The Commission has also held that the burden of proving the reasonableness of
advertising expenditures in on the utility:

...it is incumbent upon a utility to affirmatively

demonstrated that such charges [advertising] are in the

interest of ratepayers. [Order No. 7018, p. 9.}
SSU has provided no such demonstration in the instant proceeding.
Have you identified any other problems?
Yes. SSU has budgeted $20,000 for residential water audits on Marco Island.
However, the last time SSU performed water audits for residential customers the

audits were not well received. Specifically, only 7 of 17 residential customers
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contacted participated. This is in stark contrast to the commercial audits where 66 of
the 78 customers contacted participated in the study. It is not clear that the proposed

$20,000 for residential audits would be used.

Other concerns [ have relate to SSU's budgeted expenses for "conservation”
workshops. In her deposition, Ms. Kowlasky indicated that the last conservation
workshop she attended in the fall of 1995 on Marco Island only drew 25 customers
even though all customers on the island were informed. The year-round population
of the island is approximately 11,000 with this amount increasing threefold during the
tourist season. Ms. Kowlasky explained that she thought there were extenuating
circumstances associated with this workshop that may have accounted for the low
turn out. At another public meeting on Marco Island, SSU's marketing consultant
reported that: "While the turnout was a little disappointing (64 at its peak, not
including media or SSU officials), it can't be blamed on lack of publicity.” [Response
to Citizens Document Request 221.] Considering the population on Marco Island,
the turnouts for these two meetings seem dismal at best. SSU has provided no
evidence that these workshops were or are cost effective.

Has SSU expended funds in the past associated with its conservation efforts that were
not cost effective?

Yes. SSU conducted a survey on Marco Island of customers that installed retrofit
kits. This survey was conducted on the advice of its marketing consultant despite a

conclusion reached by the same marketing consultant that it would not yield the
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desired results.

Tracking must be done from the outset, not by billings,

which contain too many variables, but with set

formulas to guarantee accuracy. Even so, I feel we

should go ahead with the Marco Island retrofit survey,

even if a bit after the fact. The information, at a

minimum, will give us a valuable look at customer

usage, attitudes and perceived water savings, as well

as serve as a good PR/conservation tool. Whether we

will be able to develop hard data from it is another

question. {Response to Citizens Audit Request 24.]
In my opinion, this recommendation from SSU's consultant should have been
questioned. What was the real impetus for the survey--water conservation results
which could not be effectively developed--or enhanced public relations?
Has SSU evaluated the relationship between its rate structure, alternative rate
structures, and its proposed conservation program?
No. Southern States' conservation expert had no knowledge conceming the
relationship between the two. It became clear to me, during her deposition, that the
conservation committee did not evaluate how rates might affect conservation relative
to spending $524,430 on specific targeted programs. In addition, in response to the
Citizen's interrogatory 274, SSU stated: "SSU has not made a comparison between

the projected water saving that could result from the enhanced conservation program
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and the water savings that could be achieved from any particular rate design." In my
opinion, this is another fundamental flaw in SSU's approach to its conservation
program. SSU is essentially asking its customers to pay considerable amounts of
money to help produce conservation when a change in its rate design could produce
the same or more conservation for a fraction of the cost.

What are your recommendations with respect to SSU's water conservation program?
Given SSU's lack of overall conservation planning and cost/benefit analyses the
Commission would be justified in disallowing all of SSU's conservation expenses

Nevertheless, I recommend that the Commission allow some of SSU's expenditures,
specifically, $175,957. This produces a disallowance of $313,473 associated with
SSU's conservation expenses. In addition, the Commission should remove from
SSU's expenditures $35,000 to recognize that the South Florida Water Management
District is assisting SSU with the funding of some of these programs. In total 1
recommend that the Commission disallow $348,473 of SSU's proposed 1996

conservation expenses.

I have allowed some conservation expenditures because it is my understanding that
the water management districts require SSU to have a public education program in
order to qualify for a consumptive use permit. I have also allowed most of the
expenses associated with the Marco Island conservation program because of the high
consumption per customer on the island and the potential water shortages faced by

this community. I have disallowed all costs associated with the six targeted
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communities because SSU has not shown that the conservation programs are cost
effective and because SSU can gain as much or more conservation by merely changing
its rate structure. This is decidedly less expensive than SSU's proposal. I also have
disallowed all costs associated with public relations efforts. If the Company's
description indicated that it was public relations-related, 1 disallowed the cost. In
addition, I recommend disallowance of one-half of SSU's advertising costs which SSU
claims are conservation related. SSU has not demonstrated that these ads are in fact
solely designed to produce water conservation. In fact, my review of past
advertisements suggests that they are designed for both purposes--public relations and
conservation. I also recommend disallowance of the water audit cost and survey costs

associated with Marco Island for the reasons previously described.

Next, 1 recommend that the Commission disallow a portion of the cost associated
with sponsorship of a 1996 conservation education program. SSU has not justified
the increase in 1996 expenditures budgeted for this program. In fact, SSU has not
provided any information on the nature or benefits of this sponsorship. Finally, as I
just mentioned, SSU will receive $35,0007 in cost share funds from the South Florida
Water Management District. SSU failed to take these funds into consideration when
developing its 1996 budgeted expenses. Since SSU will not incur these costs, they

should not be recovered from ratepayers. My specific recommendations are set forth

SSU has received approval of its request for $10,000 to fund its 1995 water conservation rebate program.
SSU has submitted & proposal for funding of $25.000 in 1996. According to SSU's response to Citizens's
Document Request 163, the 1996 request has been approved.
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on Schedule 7.

Gain on Sales and Equity Adjustments

Please turn to the fourth section of your testimony. Has SSU recently sold assets for
which it recognized a gain on the sale?

Yes, these gains, and in one instance a loss, are shown on Schedule 8 of my exhibit.
As shown, the largest after-tax gain, $19,088,063, occurred in 1994 when SSU sold
its Venice Garden Utility (VGU) to Sarasota County, under the threat of
condemnation. 1 have included the total pre-tax gain on this system as an after-tax
gain due to the unique tax circumstances of sale. Apparently, SSU took a special
election on its income tax return such that income taxes were minimized or deferred.
While I believe a portion of the total gain was taxed or deferred, SSU has, to date,
refused to provide a copy of SSU's income tax returns as requested by the Citizens.
If these are provided, I will adjust this figure accordingly. In addition, other

adjustments may arise when SSU produces its income tax returns.

SSU also recognized two gains from parcels of land sold at its Spring Hill system in
1995. These two sales produced after-tax gains of $33,394 and $44,866. In addition,
SSU anticipates selling its River Park system in 1995 for an anticipated gain of
$33,726 and another parcel of land at Spring Hill for an after-tax gain of $201,950.
SSU also incurred a loss of $115 associated with the sale of land in Seminole
County. In total, these gains and the one loss amount tq $19401882 7

Are you proposing that part of the gain on these sales be passed along to Southern
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States’ customers?

Yes. I am recommending that these gains be amortized over a period of five years
consistent with the Commission's rules concerning non-recurring items. According to
SSU's response to the Citizens' interrogatories 207 and 53, all of these assets were
included in rate base as 100% used and useful. SSU recognized other gains during
1993 and 1994, but the associated assets were not included in rate base. I have,
therefore, not included these other gains in my calculation of the amount of the gain

that should be amortized above the line for rate making purposes.

SSU is likely to claim that the proceeds from the gain on the sale of VGU do not
belong to the customers regulated by the Florida Public Service Commission, since
the Venice Garden system was not under the Commission's jurisdiction at the time
of the sale. In fact, when the Citizens initially requested information concerning gains
on sales of utility assets SSU did not provide the information with respect to Venice
Gardens, allegedly because it was not an FPSC regulated system. This however,
contradicts the Commission's recent decision in Docket No. 930945-WS, where the
Commission found:

...we find that SSU is a single system whose service

transverses county boundaries. As such, this

commission has exclusive jurisdiction over SSU's

existing facilities and land in the State of

Florida....[Order No. 95-0894-FOF-WS.]
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Given that the Company strongly advocated the position that the Commussion had
complete jurisdiction over all of its systems, I find it disturbing that SSU failed to
initially provide the Citizens with the information requested concerning all systems
and assets sold.
Why do you believe that these gains should benefit Southern States customers?
There are several reasons why these gains shouid be shared with ratepayers. First,
in past proceedings this Commission has required utilities to share with ratepayers the
gain on the sale of utility property. For example, in Docket No. 82007-EU the
Commission stated:

In Docket Nos. 81002-EU (FPL) and 810136 (Guif

Power), we determined that gains or losses on the

disposition of property devoted to, or formerly

devoted to, public service should be recognized above-

the-line. We consider it appropriate to treat this gain

in the same manner ... [Florida Public Service

Commission, Docket No. 820007-EU, Order No.

11307, p. 26.]
The Commission should continue with its precedent and attribute the gain on the sale

of these assets and land to ratepayers.

Second, with respect to the land sales, I question how SSU couid sell 1and that was

previously included in rate base as 100% used and useful. One must question why
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customers were asked to provide a return on land included in rate base that, by its
very sale, indicates that it was not used and useful. Absent unusual circumstances,
SSU's past actions have required ratepayers to provide a return on land that was
apparently not used and useful. Accordingly, consistency would require that the

Commission allow customers to receive the benefit from these gains.

Third, while Southern States will claim that no costs of the VGU system are being
borne by the remaining FPSC regulated systems, this is not completely accurate.
Because of the sale, FPSC systems, as well as the other systems, are absorbing the
A&G and general plant costs that would have been allocated to VGU had it not been
sold. Thus, indirectly through the allocation of common costs, Southern States'
customers are paying for a portion of the costs that would have been allocated to

VGU.

For these reasons, I believe the Commission should impute to the benefit of Southern
States customers a portion of the gain on the sale of Venice Garden and the
properties at Spring Hill, the anticipated sale of the River Park System® and the
anticipated sale of land at the Spring Hill system.

In SSU's last rate case the Commission determined that the gain on sale of an SSU

system should not be shared with ratepayers. Do you agree with the Commission's

If the Commission adopts my recommendation with respect to the gain on sale of the River Park system,
it would need to consistently adjust the allocation of admimstrative and general and customer expenses
to remove these customers from the allocation factor and redistribute the costs.
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decision?

No. In addition to the reasons addressed above, there are several other reasons the
Commission should allocate of portion of the gains to customers. First, as I mentioned
earlier, the Commission has determined that all of SSU's systems are under its
jurisdiction, as such, the gain on sale resulting from the VGU system should be

shared with all customers of SSU regulated by the Commission.

Second, in the past, under circumstances similar to the present case, the Commission
has required customers to absorb the loss on the sale of an entire system. Specifically,
in Order No. 17168 the Commission found:

Subsequent to the test year, Southern States sold the

Skyline Hills water system to the Town of Lady Lake.

We believe the gain or loss on the sale of a system

should be recognized in setting rates for the remaining

systems. Based on the net investment in plant by the
utility, closing costs, and the purchase price, the sale
of the Skyline Hills system resulted in a loss of $5,643.
This loss should be amortized over a three-year period
resulting in an annual expense of $1,881. [P. 9,
emphasis added.]
It would be unfair for the Commission in the above instance to require the customers

to absorb a loss after the sale of an entire system, but not to similarly allow them to
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share in any of the associated benefits. Unless the Commission consistently treats
gains and losses the same, customers will be caught in a "catch 22"--if it's a loss,

customers pay, but if it's a gain, customers get nothing.

Third, SSU anticipates selling other systems in the future. In his deposition, Mr.
Sweat indicated that his recommendation to divest several additional systems was
viewed favorably by SSU's management. Mr. Sweat's recommendation comes from
a draft strategic plan developed by himself and others. This plan specifically targeted
several systems:

...this look at ourselves must include a look at systems

such as Marco Island, Kingswood, Oakwood, Holiday

Haven, Leliani Heights, Fox Run, Fisherman's Haven,

Beecher's Point, Wootens, Tropical Isle, Jungle Den

and Sunny Hills. An evaluation over an eighteen

month period will be conducted on the feasibility of

SSU's divestiture [of] these and other specific satellite

operations. A critical look will be given to certain

operations that fall into singular categories such as:

. geographically strains operating and

maintenance performance
. stagnated growth or no growth

. politically correct
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. water supply originates from another

source
. exceptionally high operating cost
. capital intensive

These systems for the most part are stifled by small
customer numbers, geographical distances, inhibiting
water purchase agreements, etc. [Response to Citizens
Document Request 161.]
It is evident from SSU's strategic plan that it anticipates sales in the future and that

such sales will be a recurring item.

Fourth, SSU will undoubtedly argue that VGU has always been treated as stand alone
for ratemaking purposes. While true, this does not mean that there have not been
costs incurred for the benefit of the VGU system that were in fact paid for by the
other systems of SSU. SSU's method of allocating all administrative and general
expenses requires that all customers share in these costs regardless of which system
incurred the expense. For example, in the Marco Island rate case Docket No.
920655-WS, 1 testified that the Company incurred approximately $14,000 in legal
fees concerning either permitting or EPA and/or DER violations for the Venice
Gardens system. [Response to Citizens Interrogatory 307, Docket No. 920199-WS
and Citizens Interrogatory 64, Docket No. 920655-WS.] These fees were not directlj

charged to the VGU system, but were instead charged to ail customers of SSU,
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contrary to my recommendations. While the amount in this particular instance was
not large, SSU has made it a policy to treat all of its systems as if they were one,
allocating all administrative and general expenses and customer expenses regardless
of what system the expenses were incurred to benefit. Either SSU is one system as
it argues, or it is not. Under SSU's theory---it is one system--there should be no
distinction between one group of customers and the next--all should share in the costs
and all should share in the benefits, including gains on sales.

Schedule 8 also includes the gain on sale from the St. Augustine Shores system.
Would you explain why you have included this gain?

Yes. As I mentioned above, the Commission did not approve of sharing this gain with
customers in the last case. However, [ respectfully disagree with the Commussion's
decision in that case and I believe that given that SSU's customers have been required
to absorb losses from sales of entire systems, that it is only fair that they likewise
share in the gains. Accordingly, I have included in my calculation of the gains that
should be attributed to ratepayers the gain on St. Augustine Shores.

Have you developed a recommendation concerning the amount of the gain that
should be attributed to Southern States’ customers?

Yes. Using the number of customers as a basis to distribute the gain between the
various systems, I determined that Southern States filed FPSC systems' share of the
gain is $16,817,059. I recommend that the gain be amortized over five years, so the
adjustment to increase test year net operating income would be $3,363,412.

Have you attributed any of these gains to stockholders?
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Yes, I have. With respect to the gain on the sale of the VGU system , I attnibuted the
portion of the gain that would have been allocated to VGU had it still been a part of
the SSU family. The portion of the gain that I attributed to SSU's stockholders was
$1,651,117. I made the same type of allocation with respect to the sale of St.

Augustine Shores, with $118,020 attributed to shareholders.

With respect to the other assets, systems, and land that was sold or anticipated to be
sold, I attributed 3% to stockholders. I believe the remainder, 97%, should be
moved abéve the line. The percentage attributed to stockholders is based upon the
percentage of SSU's efforts devoted to its acquisition program. For these gains, 1
have estimated the after tax gain to be $313,820. Of this amount $304,405 should be
moved above the line and attributed to SSU's remaining customers. Using a five year
amortization this produces an adjustment to test year net operating income of
$60,881.

Do you have an alternative recommendation if the Commission does not adopt your
primary recommendation?

Yes. If the Commission treats these gains as non-utility or does not pass them along
to ratepayers then I believe that, at a minimum, the associated dollars should be
removed from the equity portion of SSU's capital structure. Assuming the
Commission makes the determination that these funds are nonutility and thus belong
to stockholders not ratepayers, then it is only appropriate that these funds be removed

from equity. This Commission has historically determined that nonutility assets should
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be removed from the equity component of the capital structure. In my opinion, a
determination that these funds should not be attributed to ratepayers is analogous to
attributing them to nonutility functions. As such, SSU's equity should be reduced by
$8,940,411. This amount is net of the $12.0 million SSU's paid to MPL in the form
of dividends in 1994. This adjustment would reduce SSU's requested overall cost of
capital structure from 10.32% to 10.20%--with an associated reduction to SSU's
requested net operating income of $189,463 and a reduction to its revenue
requirement of $322,977.

Do you recommend any other adjustments to the equity component of SSU's capital
structure?

Yes, as depicted on Schedule 9, I recommend that the Commission adjust the equity
component of SSU's capital structure to recognize the refund the Commission ordered
SSU to make pursuant to Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF-WS. In that Order the
Commission ordered SSU to refund the difference between the statewide rates
approved in Docket No. 920199-WS and the rates approved in Order No. PSC-95-
1292-FOF-WS. As a result of this refund of approximately $8.2 million, SSU will
incur a reduction to its 1996 net operating income of approximately $4.8 million or

more, depending upon when SSU makes the refund.

I also recommend that the Commission reduce SSU's equity ratio to remove the
general plant allocated to its gas operations. It appears that SSU only removed the

direct investment in its gas operations from the equity component of its capital

43



10 V.

i1 Q.

12

13 A

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21 Q.

22 A

structure. To be consistent with this adjustment, the Commission should also remove
$203,924 associated with the general plant that was allocated to its gas operations.
As shown on Schedule 9, these adjustments reduce SSU's overall cost of capital
from 10.32% to 10.27%. It also reduces SSU's required net operating income by
$80,750 and its reduces its revenue requirement by $143,153. This schedule also
depicts the change in the Company's overall cost of capital using the cost of equity
recommended by Citizens's cost of equity witness. As shown using a cost of equity
of 10.10% and the equity adjustments that I recommend, SSU's overall cost of capital
18 reduced to 9.43%.

Revenue Adjustments

Please turn to the fifth section of your testimony. Would you discuss the adjustments
that you have made to SSU's test year revenue?

I have made several adjustments to SSU's test year revenue. These adjustments are
depicted on Schedules 10 through 20. Schedules 10 through 18 relate to the issue of
weather normalization. Schedule 19 adjusts SSU's variable expenses for the increase
in consumption that I recommend due to SSU's failure to adequately consider the
effects of rainfall on consumption. Schedule 20 relates to revenues associated with
new reuse customers on Marco Island. I am also proposing an adjustment for the
revenue effect of SSU's conservation program. The impact of this adjustment is
depicted on Schedule 3.

Would you please discuss your weather normalization adjustments?

Certainly. SSU has proposed to use a projected 1996 test year in this proceeding. To
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derive its billing units (gallons) for the projected test year, SSU averaged 1991
through 1994 gallons and then increased this average by the historic compound
average growth rate in customers over the same period of years. This computation

was made on a system by system basis.

The primary flaw in SSU's methodology is that it has failed to take into consideration
the impact of weather, in particular rainfall. During 1994 SSU's billing units were
notably understated due to heavy amounts of rainfall. SSU's management reports are
replete with references to the abnormal level of rainfall depressing 1994 revenue.
Likewise, SSU's MFRs indicate the costs for several systems were either higher or
lower due to the heavy rainfall experienced during the historic test year 1994,
Similarly, in a letter to Dr. Whitcomb, Mr. Isaacs wrote that: "._last year there was
a substantial increase in rainfall from recent years...." [Response to Citizens
Document Request 107.] Mr. Bencini , in his deposition, also made reference to the

abnormally high level of rainfall experienced during 1994.

SSU apparently considered a specific adjustment for the effects of rainfall on its
consumption data, but for whatever reason rejected using such an approach. Ina
memo to Forrest Ludsen from Tony Isaacs, Mr. Isaacs wrote:
We may have a slight problem in the weather
normalization. To do the extensive analysis he had

originally planned John would need data that are not
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on-line with NOAA. He 1s checking with the

climatologist at Southwest Water Management

District to see where the data is available from.

This doesn't mean he can't do the study, just

that it may not be as in depth as originally

proposed. To gather data manually from

different sources would hold up the study by

several weeks, which we don't have.

[Response to Citizens Document Request

107.]
For some unknown reason SSU abandoned its efforts to directly adjust its 1994 billing
units to account for the impact of abnormally high levels of rainfall. SSU, however,
did have Dr. Whitcomb prepare an analysis that examined the impact of weather (Net
Irrigation Requirements) on SSU's consumption. This analysis was not used for

purposes of the instant rate case.

SSU maintains that its method of determining test year billing units helps solve some
of the problems associated with 1ts failure to normalize its billing units. This results
because SSU has averaged four years worth of data. The implicit assumption in SSU's
rationale is that while in some years the rainfall might be high in other years the
rainfall would be low and on average the result produces billing units that reflect

normal weather. This is a relatively simplistic and inaccurate assumption. SSU
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indicated 1n its response to Citizens's interrogatory 97, that to develop a model to
accurately measure the impact of weather/rainfall "would be extremely complex and
unduly costly to prepare and maintain." [Response to Citizens Interrogatory 97.]
Have you reviewed any data which demonstrates that rainfall was abnormally high
during the period used by SSU to average test year billing units?

Yes. Schedules 10 through 15 demonstrate that rainfall was abnormally high for the
years 1991 and 1994. For the years 1991 through 1994 rainfall for the majority of
SSU's systems was above average. SSU's method of developing projected test year
billing units is flawed and significantly understated projected test year consumption

and revenue.

The information presented on these schedules was obtained from SSU's response to
Staff's interrogatory 14. This response contained rainfall data obtained by SSU from
each NOAA station closest to fourteen of SSU's service areas. The rainfall data
coliected accounts for 96.6% of SSU's total residential consumption. The data
collected showed inches of rainfall for the period 1960 to 1994 and it compared the
average annual rainfall for the period 1960-90, where available, against 1991, 1992,
1993, and 1994. I have presented a summary of this data on Schedule 10. This
schedule shows that in almost all service areas, the rainfall experienced in 1991 and
1994 was abnormally high, and in several instances the rainfall experienced in 1992
was unusually high as well. For example, in the service area that contains Beacon Hills

and Woodmere, the rainfall experienced in 1991 was 35.32% above the average for
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the years 1960-90. Likewise, the rainfall experienced in 1992, 1993, and 1994 was
32.82%, 12.55%, and 32.07%, respectively above the average. For the Marco Island
and Marco Shores area, rainfall in 1991 was 34.91% above the average, rainfall in
1992 was 3.15% below the average, rainfall in 1993 was 17.39% above the average
and rainfall in 1994 was 12.12% above the average. In total, for Marco Island and

Marco Shores, for the years 1991-94 ramnfall was 15.32% above the 1960-90 average.

As noted on this schedule there were a few months during 1991-94 where data was
missing for three service areas. To overcome this problem, I substituted the average
level of rainfall during the month for the period 1960-90, for the missing months.
The results of this analysis are depicted on Schedule 11. With data available for all
service areas for all months, it is possible to compare the total for 96.6% of SSU's
service area. As shown on this schedule, the average annual rainfall for all of the
systems for the period 1960-90 was 661.52 inches. This compares to 824.93 inches
in 1991, 761.12 inches in 1992, 635.11 inches in 1993 and 818.23 inches in 1994, In
total, rainfall for the period 1991-94 (the pertod SSU chose to average its billing
units) was 14.86% above the average of the 30-year period. Clearly, the time period
used by SSU to estimate 1995 and 1996 billing units is significantly biased downward
due to the abnormally high level of rainfall experienced during this time period.
Schedule 12 of my exhibit graphically compares the level of rainfall experienced in
each of the years 1991 through 1994 to the average experienced over the period

1960-90. Schedule 13 contains the detailed information supporting Schedules 11 and
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12. It shows the monthly rainfall for each of the years 1991 through 1994. In those
months were there was missing data, I substituted the average for the period 30-year

period. I have noted when a substitution was made with the use of an astrict.

I also prepared two similar schedules, but instead of substituting the average for the
months of missing data, T substituted zero. In other words, I assumed that there was
no rainfall in the months when there was missing data. This is an unrealistic
assumption, but it nevertheless still shows that even with this overly conservative
assumption, rainfall experienced in the years 1991, 1992, and 1994 was above
average. As shown on Schedule 14, during 1991 rainfall was 24.40% above average,
during 1992 it was 13.04% above average, during 1993 it was 6.61% below average,
and during 1994 it was 21.02% above average. In total for the four year period,
rainfall was at least 12.95% above normal. Schedule 15 shows the detail supporting

Schedule 14.

The data presented on Schedules 10 through 15 demonstrates that, to the extent
rainfall affects consumption, which even SSU has been forced to admit, the billing
units used by SSU to estimate its 1995 and 1996 billing units are woefully understated
due to the above average level of rainfall experienced over the period 1991 though

1994, The Commission should reject the method used by SSU to project its 1995 and

.. 1996 billing units and projected test year revenue.

Have you developed an alternative to SSU's projected test year billing units?
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Yes, I have. The results of my analysis are depicted on Schedule 16. My alternative
uses the results of a study prepared by Dr. Whitcomb entitled "Financial Risk and
Water Conserving Rate Structures" and produced in response to Citizens's document
request 24. In that study Dr. Whitcomb estimated the impact of rainfall (actually Net
Irrigation Requirements) on SSU's water consumption. While the study prepared by
Dr. Whitcomb did not capture the effects of net irrigation requirements for all
systems, the study did encompass 96.6% of the total SSU residential water use.
Accordingly, since the majority of SSU's residential water consumption was captured
in this study, I have used it to estimate the impact of weather on SSU's biIIing units.
The results of the study indicate that average annual weather normalized water

consumption for SSU's residential customers equals 9,476 gallons per bill per month.

I used this estimate to develop weather normalized billing data for residential
customers for the projected test year 1996. The results of this analysis are shown on
Schedule 16. Using the number of bills for residential customers projected by SSU for
1996 I applied the weather normalized consumption per bill to arrive at the 1996
projected billing units. As shown on this schedule, using this method produces an
increase in projected 1996 residential consumption of 1,227,876,000 gallons.
Multiplying this increased consumption by SSU's test year gallonage charges
1,199,444
produces an increase in test year revenue of $1,937,947. Accorldingly, I ;ecommend
1249, ¥¢

that the Commission increase projected test year revenue by $1,937,947.

Did you prepare any other analyses of SSU's proposed test year billing units?
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Yes. The resuits of this analysis is shown on Schedule 17. Instead of using SSU's
1991 through 1994 average consumption as the starting point to project 1995 and
1996 billing units and revenue, I used the average of 1992 and 1993. I excluded 1991
and 1994 for three reasons. First, as I have discussed, 1994 experienced an
abnormally high level of rainfall and therefore distorts the average. Second, 1991 also
was a year when the rainfall was abnormally high and would tend to understate the

consumption. Third, SSU has indicated that the 1991 data is not particularly reliable.

As shown on this schedule, if 1992 and 1993 billing units are used to project 1996
billing units, an increase in total consumption of 318,515,813 results. This produces
increased test year revenue of $428,398. If the Commission does not accept my
primary recommendation to increase test year revenue by $1,937,947, then I
recommend that it increase test year revenue by $428,398.

Have you examined other data which suggests that SSU's estimation method
understates test year billing units and therefore revenue?

Yes. Schedule 18 shows SSU's historical and projected test year billing units by year
and the average consumption per customer by year. As shown on this schedule, for
all FPSC systems, in 1991 SSU's customers consumed an average of 10,515 gallons
per month, in 1992 they consumed 10,935, in 1993 they consumed 11,124, and in
1994 they consumed 10,016. It is interesting that customers on average tend to show
increased consumption per year with the exception of 1994 It is not clear to what

degree this decline is influenced by abnormally high levels of rainfall or other factors
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would expect to see an increase in consumption per customer projected for 1995 and

1996.

However, SSU's projections show just the opposite. Specifically, for 1995* SSU's
estimate of gallons and bills suggests that on average customers will consume 10,327
gallons per month. For 1996°, the results are lower with customers consuming 10,283
gallons per month. Both of these estimates are substantially below the actual 1991,
1992, and 1993 consumption per customer and only slightly higher than the amount
experienced in 1994. SSU's estimated consumption per customer for 1995 and 1996
is even below the average for the four years which is 10,640. Since SSU has not
demonstrated to what degree, if any, conservation has affected 1994 consumption it
is not possible to accurately assess its impact on 1994 consumption data. Because
SSU's conservation program has been in effect since 1991, one would expect these

earlier years to reflect the impact of conservation on consumption.

One difference between 1994 and earlier years would be consumption related to
SSU's enhanced conservation efforts on Marco Island. But, SSU's pilot conservation
program for Marco Island did not begin until late 1994. Therefore, its impact would

be minimal. Nevertheless, even if the full impact of SSU's enhanced conservation

Before repression.
Before repression.
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program on Marco Island were added back to 1994 billing units, the total
consumption per customer would increase to only 10,103, which is still substantially
below prior years. In summary, it is evident that for whatever reason, weather or
other factors, SSU's 1994 billing units are significantly below prior years. By including
this data in the base from which its projections are determined, SSU has understated
projected test year billing units and revenue, and overstated its revenue requirements.
Did you make an adjustment to account for the increased expenses associated with
the increased consumption that you recommend?

Yes. My adjustment is shown on Schedule 19. If the Commission accepts my
recommendation to increase test year billing units by 1,227,876,000, then it would
need to likewise adjust test year variable expenses to account for the increased
consumption and related costs. As shown on this schedule, this adjustment would
increase test year expenses by $515,332.

Would you please address your next adjustment to test year revenue?

Yes. The next adjustment, shown on Schedule 20, relates to effluent sales to new
customers on Marco Island. SSU assumed that during the projected test year it
would no longer be providing potable water to Hideaway Beach and the Tommy
Barfield School, but instead would be providing effluent for reuse to these two
customers. Accordingly, SSU reduced test year revenue by $183,688 and increased

wastewater revenue by $13,668.

In response to Citizens's interrogatory 192, SSU indicated that the Hideaway Beach
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reuse facilities would not be on-line by the end of the projected 1996 test year. In
depositions, SSU's witnesses did not know if the Tommy Barfield facilities would be
in place by the end of the projected test year. SSU will be providing a late-filed
deposition exhibit to answer this question. For purposes of making my adjustment I
have assumed that the Tommy Barfield reuse facilities will not be in-service by the end
of the projected test year. Accordingly, as shown on Schedule 20, I have increased
test year water revenue by $183,668 and reduced test year wastewater revenue by
$13,688.

Earlier you mentioned that you made an adjustment related to SSU's conservation
program. Would you please explain this?

Yes. As discussed in the third section of my testimony, I recommend that the
Commission reject some of SSU's proposed conservation expenses for the six targeted
communities. If SSU likewise does not implement its conservation program for these
systems, as it has suggested it would not if the expenses are not approved by the
Commission, then the conservation revenue impact estimated by SSU would also not
materialize. Schedule 3 of my exhibit removes the revenue effect of the conservation
programs for which I recommend disallowance of the related costs. As shown, test

year revenue should be increased by $70,710.

For consistency I have also adjusted the variable expenses that would change as a
result of the change in consumption. SSU failed to make this adjustment. Specifically,

in response to Citizens's interrogatory 310, SSU indicated that it did not adjust
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variable expenses for the associated decline in consumption related to its conservation
proposal. Schedule 3 of my exhibit shows the amount expenses that should be
reduced if the Commission adopts SSU's proposal as well as the amount expenses that
should be reduced if the Commission adopts my proposal. As shown, under my
recommendation, test year expenses should be reduced by $33,372.
Acquisition Program
Please turn to the next section of your testimony. Would you address SSU's
acquisition program and its affect on customers?
Yes. SSU has an aggressive acquisition program underway. It is in the process of
attempting to acquire several systems. In its strategic growth plan SSU suggested that
even though:

the market today is considered a 'sellers' market, the

opportunities are such that Southern States should add

50,000 customers to its current customer base within

ﬁve years. SSU can achieve customer growth by

adopting an aggressive acquisition attitude, and

soliciting resources from our parent Minnesota Power.

We must consider paying more than rate base for

utilities that fit our growth needs and accomplish our

financial goals. [Response to Citizens Document

Request 161.]

SSU's report elaborated further with respect to the types of systems it expects to
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target:

This report recommends that an immediate full scale

effort be placed on the acquisition of the targeted

FPSC A&B utilities in Florida. However, included

with this acquisition effort is a commitment to the

smaller utilities that are strategically located or

otherwise a natural fit into SSU family of systems. The

report details our acquisition strategy outside Florida

in the southeast corridor states. It list[s] our

acquisition target states, from the first to last, and our

reasoning behind our choices. [Ibid.]
It is clear from SSU's strategic plan that SSU is not planning on buying small run
down systems that are considered by some to be nonviable. In fact, its strategic plan
and its divestiture plan suggests just the opposite. Contrary to some beliefs, SSU is
not the savior for small run-down nonviable systems.
Does Southern States suggest that its acquisition program is beneficial to its
customers?
Yes. Southern States has continually argued that by acquiring more systems it can
reduce its costs on a per unit basis. In other words, as SSU grows it can spread its
fixed costs over a larger customer base. In the instant case, Mr. Vierima testified that
in addition to economies of scale and other efficiencies offered by Southern States,

its size enables it to hire specialists who concentrate their efforts on certain limited
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fields of expertise and identify areas where costs can be decreased or quahity of
service improved. [Testimony, p. 10.]

Have you examined any evidence that suggests that SSU's acquisition program is not
necessarily beneficial to customers?

Yes, I have. First, as shown on Schedule 21, I examined the impact of SSU's
acquisition of Buenaventura Lakes on the costs of this system on a before and after
acquisition basis. I compared the stand alone cost of Buenaventura Lakes to the cost
of providing service under SSU's ownership. As depicted on th’s schedule, SSU's
acquisition of this system actually increased the cost to the customers of
Buenaventura Lakes--it did not decrease, as would be expected if SSU's acquisition
offered it the economies of scale SSU so often touts. As shown on this schedule, the
cost to operate Buenaventura Lakes on a stand alone basis in 1996 dollars is
$1,957,883. This compares to the cost after acquisition by SSU of $2,503,780, also
in 1996 dollars. In other words, instead of decreasing costs, SSU's acquisition of this

system increased its operating costs by $545,897--or 28%.

The most alarming aspect of the increase is depicted under the category administrative
and general expenses. This would normally be the area of expenses were a reduction
would be reflected since these costs are relatively fixed and SSU should be able to
provide service at less cost than a stand alone system. Contrary to my expectation,
SSU's acquisition of Buenaventura Lakes increased administrative and general

expenses by $494,532---an increase of 123%. Clearly there were no economies of
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scale to the customers of Buenaventura Lakes after it was acquired by SSU.

Have you reviewed any other information concerning Buenaventura Lakes which
suggests that either SSU has not properly identified the potential cost savings as a
result of acquiring Buenaventura Lakes, or that others could operate it more
efficiently?

Yes. The City of Kissimmee was interested in purchasing this system. It uitimately
concluded that the system should not be purchased because the asking price was too
high and consequently it would not produce a positive cash flow. Nevertheless, the
City prepared a study to examine the cost of providing service to the customers on
a stand alone basis as well as if it were acquired by the City. This analysis showed that
while the cost to operate the system would increase, it would only increase by
$32,000--not over $500,000. It is also worthwhile to note that if the City had
acquired this system, customers rates would have decreased not increased as
requested by SSU in the instant case. Specifically, if this system had been acquired by
the City, the rates for these customers would have been $1.19 per 1,000 gallons for
water and $4.03 per 1,000 gallons for wastewater. This compares to SSU's proposed
rates of $2.16 and $4.74, respectively. The base facility charge would have also been
lower. The BFC for water under the City's tariffs is $2.23 and for wastewater it is

$8.05. This compares to SSU's request of $9.17 and $17.59, respectively.

SSU also did a preliminary analysis of the cost to operate Buenaventura Lakes if it

was acquired by SSU when it was pursuing the system. Contrary to the amount
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included in SSU's test year expenses, SSU projected that it could reduce
Buenaventura's administrative and general expenses by one-half. In the instant case,
SSU only removed 21% of Buenaventura Lakes administrative and general expenses
prior to adding SSU's administrative and general expenses® to Buenaventura Lakes.
If 50% of the costs were reduced as originally estimated by SSU, an adjustment of
$307,000 would be needed as opposed to SSU's adjustment of only $127,327.
Perhaps the acquisition of Buenaventura and the impact on costs is an anomaly. Did
you examine any other recent acquisitions?

Yes. I made a similar comparison for SSU's acquisition of Lehigh Utilities in 1991.
This analysis is presented on Schedule 22, and it reflects a similar result. As shown,
on a stand alone basis, Lehigh's costs for its water operations were $803,241. After
acquisition by SSU, its costs were $908,906 for an increase resulting from SSU's
acquisition of $105,665. The same resuit occurs for the wastewater side of the
operations. On a stand alone basis, Lehigh's operating costs were $686,013. However,
after acquisition by SSU its wastewater operating costs increased to $822,610--an
increase of $136,597.

Have you examined any other data that shows, contrary to SSU's assertions, that
there may not be administrative and general economies of scale associated with SSU's
larger size?

Yes, I have. Schedule 23 examines SSU's administrative and general expenses and

It is the addition of SSU's allocated administrative and general expenses that causes the costs for the
Buenaventura Lakes systems to increase so dramatically.
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customer expenses per customer in 1991 compared to the expenses in 1994, 1995,
and 1996. As shown on this schedule, and contrary to expected results, SSU's
administrative and general and customer expenses have actually increased on a per
customer basis. In 1991, the cost per customer of its administrative and general and
customer expenses was $54.18. This cost increased to $70.26 in 1994, to $74.03 in
1995, and to $76.78 in 1996. From 1991 to 1996 SSU's number of customers
increased by 6,207. Despite this increase in the number of customers, the actual cost
per customer increased. This result is the opposite of what one wo 'd expect if there
were the economies of scale alleged by SSU. In fact, this schedule suggests that there
are diseconomies of scale associated with SSU's larger size and the acquisition of new
systems.

Your analysis suggests that SSU's customers have not benefited from SSU's
acquisition program. How can the Commission protect SSU's customers from these
inefficiencies?

I recommend that the Commission reduce SSU's adjusted test year expenses to
account for the diseconomies of scale or inefficiencies that I have identified. To
develop this adjustment, 1 allowed SSU to recover the cost per customer of its
administrative and general expenses as incurred in 1991. I then multiplied this cost,
$54.18, times SSU's 1996 average number of customers to arrive at a 1991 level of
expenses adjusted for the current number of customers. This produced an expense
level of $8,929,022. To this amount I added inflation for the years 1992 through

1996. This produced an allowable or efficient 1996 level of administrative and
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general and customer expenses of $10,257,661. From this amount I subtracted the
amount of administrative and general and customer expenses SSU is requesting in the
instant proceeding, to arrive at a gross inefficiency adjustment of 32,395,104,
Applying the FPSC allocation factor to this amount results in an adjustment of
$1.818,842. From this amount I also subtracted other adjustments that I recommend
and those of other consultants that reduce the inflated level of SSU's 1996 expenses
relative to the 1991 level of expenses. For example, in 1991 SSU did not incur the
same level of conservation expenses as requested in the instant proceeding. Likewise,
I have taken into consideration the payroll/wage adjustment recommended by Mr.
Katz as well as the other adjustments that I recommend that reduce 1996 expenses.
By removing the impact of these other adjustments I have ensured that there would
be no double counting of other adjustments with respect to this adjustment. As shown
on Schedule 23, after taking these other adjustments into consideration, I recommend
that the Commission reduce test year expenses by $243,773 to account for SSU's
diseconomies of scale or other inefficiencies.

Have you made any other adjustments for SSU's acquisition efforts?

Yes, I have. These two adjustments are reflected on Schedules 24 and 25 of my
exhibit. As shown on Schedule 24, I have reduced test year salaries by $175,928 to
reflect the portion of SSU's salaries devoted to SSU's acquisition efforts. SSU books
the costs of its acquisition efforts to an account that is recorded below the line.
However, for purposes of the projected test year SSU failed to recognize the full

amount of costs that should be recorded below the line. SSU estimated that $30,585
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would be recorded below the line for its acquisition salary-related efforts. This
amount, however, is substantially less than what was recorded below the line in 1994

and is substantially less than what should be recorded below the line in 1996.

Schedule 24 shows each person that expended time on SSU's acquisition efforts in
1994 and the percentage of their time devoted to this effort. To arrive at the amount
to remove from the 1996 test year, I used the percentage of time actually devoted in
1994 applied to each person's 1996 base salary, with three exceptions. The exceptions
include the three individuals that work in the corporate development section of SSU.
This is the department at SSU that is primarily responsible for SSU's acquisition
efforts. According to Mr. Sweat, he spends approximately 90% of his time on SSU's
acquisition efforts. Therefore, instead of utilizing the percentage actually recorded
in 1994 for Mr. Sweat and his subordinates, I used Mr. Sweat's current estimate of
the time he expends on SSU's acquisition program. Since SSU intends to increase
its acquisition efforts relative to 1994 it is only reasonable that a larger portion of Mr,
Sweat's salary and his subordinates’ salaries be recorded below the line in 1596, My
estimate of the additional salaries that should be removed from test year expenses and
recorded below the line is most likely quite conservative. I have not increased any of
the percentages of other persons in SSU that work on the acquisition of new systems,
despite SSU's increased effort in this area. As shown on this schedule, my adjustment

reduces test year expenses by $175,928.
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The next adjustment that I recommend is similar. As shown on Schedule 25, T have
removed from test year expenses 90% of the amount of material and supplies,
transportation, and miscellaneous expenses charged to Mr. Sweat's responsibility
center. Since the majority of Mr. Sweat's time is devoted to SSU's acquisition
program it is only logical to conclude that the same percentage of expenses should
likewise be charged below the line. The adjustment that I recommend reduces test
year expenses by $10,742.

Expense Adjustments

Please turn to the seventh section of your testimony. What other adjustments do you
recommend?

I am recommending several other adjustments. These are shown on Schedules 26
through 36. The first adjustment shown on Schedule 26 removes from the test year
the salary of the Company's public relations/governmental relations employee. In
response to Citizens's interrogatory 114, SSU stated that for the projected test year
it did not record below the line any salaries related to lobbying. With respect to the
salary of its employee designated for its governmental/lobbying efforts, SSU
responded: "The 1995 budget contains no below the line salary expense for lobbying
although the budget does include a charge of $92,000 for lobbying costs to be
performed by outside consultants. The 1995 budget was prepared prior to Mr. Smith's
hiring at SSU, and therefore, his labor being included in lobbying costs was not

anticipated." [Response to Citizens Interrogatory 114.]
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I have reviewed the travel vouchers of Mr. Smith for the year 1995 and most of his
travel relates to lobbying efforts. For example, his expense reimbursement request for
March 1995 contains the following descriptions: "lobbying activities-telephone calls,"
"lobbying activities-lodging," and "legislative committee meeting-Tallahassee airfare".
Similar descriptions are made on his reimbursement request for May 1995, some
examples include: "legislative dinner"," lobbying activities," and "Tallahassee
Chamber Meeting for Legislator-Tallahassee tickets". Other examples on his expense
reimbursement requests for other months include such descriptions as: "Public
Relations Society of America Chapter Meeting," "Tallahassee-lobbying dinner," and
"Tallahassee Legislative Relations". [Response to Citizens Document Request 85.]
With rare exception, Mr. Smith's travel has been mainly related to lobbying and/or

public relations.

Correspondence between Mr. Smith and SSU's lobbying consultant also confirms Mr.
Smith's dominant role as a lobbyist for SSU. For example, in a letter to Mr. Sharkey,
SSU's lobbying consultant, Mr. Smith wrote:

Thank you again for including me on the guest list for

dinner with the Governor and Mrs. Chiles. It was a

most enjoyable and memorable evening. While the

affair was intended as a tribute [to] the excellent work

you've done on behalf of the Governor, it was I who

felt honored to be in attendance. [Response to Citizens
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Audit Request 222 ]
In a fax to Mr. Smith, Capital Strategies (SSU's lobbying consultant) wrote:
"Attached is an agenda for the meeting in Tallahassee next week. I have ascertained
that the Governor is in town on the 30th and have requested a 'courtesy visit' with

him. His scheduling office will let me know tomorrow. I will call you." [Ibid. ]

Other correspondence also supports Mr. Smith's involvement in lobbying for the
benefit of SSU. In a memorandum from Mr. Sharkey to Mr. Smith, Mr. Sharkey
wrote:

I spoke with Kari Hebrank of the Association of

Counties regarding the water and sovereignty issue for

the counties. She is going to be handing the topic in

the Legislature for the Association. She told me that

Mike Twomey had attempted to excite the Association

into developing legislation supporting statutory

authority for counties to regulate investor-owned

utihities. She told me that she does not believe that the

FAC will actively promote this initiative but they have

developed a legislative position in support of the

concept. I mentioned to her my conversation with

John Hart, the incoming President of FAC and his

concern that the Association not get too
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involved in this issue. Kari does not want the
association to get out in front on this. We need
to educate their executive committee on the
issue as soon as possible, which I will start to

do immediately. [Ibid ]

It is apparent from the correspondence between Mr. Smith and SSU's lobbying
consultant that Mr. Smith is one of the main contacts at SSU who hand!-s legislative
matters. Mr. Smith is also a registered lobbyist for SSU. [Response to Citizens
Interrogatory 95.] The Commission has historically not permitted the recovery of
lobbying and public relations activities from ratepayers. Such efforts are for the
benefit of stockholders not ratépayers. As shown on Schedule 26, I recommend that
the Commission remove from test year expenses $65,661 which is the 1996 budgeted
salaries and overheads for Mr. Smith.

What is you next adjustment?

My next adjustment is similar. As shown on Schedule 27, I recommend that the
Commission remove from test year expenses, those costs included in the budgeted
test year related to public relations, government relations, and image enhancement.
The Commission has consistently found that such expenses do not benefit customers,
but are for the benefit of stockholders. [Order No. 7669, p. 10; Order No. 11307;
and Order No. 24049, p. 28.] As shown on this schedule, I recommend removal of

the following expenses: $375 associated with public relations association dues; $5,000
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related to Florida Leadership training; $658 related to legal costs which are lobbying
or public relations reiated; $900 for public relations memberships; and $13,250
associated with corporate image enhancement. The total adjustment for the FPSC
systems is $15,626.

Would you please describe the adjustments shown on Schedule 287

Yes. There are two adjustments depicted on Schedute 28. First, as part of its goal
setting process for 1995, SSU established a goal to reduce certain budgeted
expenditures below the level of the approved budget by 5%. These were specifically
identified as administrative and general and operating miscellaneous costs {material
and supplies, telephone, postage, temporary help, etc.) and contractual services for
legal, accounting, engineering, and other. [Response to Citizens Document Request
56.] Since SSU will or has presumably strived to meet this goal, I recommend that the
Commission adjust the overall level of budgeted expenses in these categories by 5%.
In response to Citizens's interrogatories 130 and 131, SSU indi;:ated that the 5%
reduction would amount to $239,000. This equates to an FPSC adjustment for 1996

of $191,002.

Second, I propose an adjustment to true-up SSU's 1995 budget to actual. For
purposes of this adjustment I used the September 1995 year-to-day budget variance
analysis prepared by SSU. I examined each difference between SSU's 1995 budget
and actual expenditures made as of September 1995. For those expense accounts over

or under budget where it appeared that the overage or underage would continue into
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the remainder of 1995, I accordingly adjusted the expense account. These adjustments
are shown on the bottom half of Schedule 28. The adjustments that I recommend
reduce test year expenses by $305,033.
What is the next adjustment that you propose?
My next adjustment is shown on Schedule 29 and relates to SSU's request to recover
from SSU's customers $208,776 associated with MPL's shareholder expenses. Mr.
Vierima explained:

The MFRs include $209,000 of costs which

represents Southern States' portion of costs incurred

by Minnesota Power regarding shareholder reporting

and communication. These costs have been assessed to

the parent and all subsidiaries based on average

invested equity as a percent of consolidated equity.

[Testimony, p. 35.]

Mr. Vierima explained that the shareholder expenses include costs for shareholder
meetings, SEC filings, stock exchange fees, rating agency fees, registrar and transfer
agent expenses, board fees, annual and quarterly reports, proxy statements, and the
staff assigned to respond to shareholder inquiries. [Ibid.] Other than this brief
description, SSU has provided no support for these costs or how they benefit SSU's
ratepayers. The Commission in the past has disallowed certain shareholder expenses

that are passed onto a subsidiary:
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Shareholder relations expenses are incurred for
activities related to image building and good will. This
type of expense is not normally allowed by this
Commission if incurred by a utility. This type of
expense should be disallowed if incurred by a parent
and passed through to subsidiary companies. [Order
No. 11307, p. 23]
The Commission has also disallowed ownership/investor costs allocated f om a

parent company. [Order No. PSC-0708-FOF-TL, p. 31.]

In my opinion, SSU has not demonstrated that the costs it seeks to recover from
ratepayers are appropriate. SSU has produced no documentation supporting this
expense or that the components thereof represent costs that the Commission typically
allows in rate proceedings. Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission disallow
50% of the costs requested by SSU. As shown on Schedule 29, the Commission
should remove $79,272 from SSU's projected test year expenses.

Would you please explain the adjustments you recommend concerning rate case
expense?

The adjustments that I recommend are depicted on Schedule 30. I made two types
of adjustments. The first relates to SSU's current rate case and the second relates to
SSU's request to recover the cost of the uniform rate state-wide rate investigation as

part of rate case expense in this case.
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What adjustments are you proposing to the current rate case expense?

I made several adjustments. First, as discussed later, I increased rate case expense
by $30,481 to reflect the overtime included in the 1995 budget. Second, I removed
the rate case consulting fees for witnesses that have not prefiled direct testimony in
this proceeding. SSU's rate case expense included $30,000 for consulting fees for Mr.
Gartzke and $20,000 for Mr. Cresse. Since neither of these consultants have provided
direct testimony in this proceeding, I removed the associated expenses. If these
conce -ltants are used for rebuttal testimony, it might be appropriate to add these costs
back, at least with respect to Mr. Cresse. I also removed the cost the Company
estimated for its cost of capital consultant, Dr. Morin. In my opinion, the
Commission should not allow this expenses or any additional costs incurred by SSU
for cost of capital testimony. The Commission developed the leverage formula to
estimate water and wastewater utilities' cost of equity. This was done to ease the
burden on the Commission and ratepayers due to the significant time and effort
typically expended on this issue in rate cases. If SSU chooses to use a witness for this
subject, then its stockholders should bear the associated cost, because its stockholders
will be the sole beneficiary to any increase in the cost of equity proposed by SSU over
the leverage graph.

Concerning your adjustment for the state-wide uniform rate investigation, would you
please explain the background of that case?

Certanly. SSU first pursued the issue of uniform rates in Docket No. 900329-WS,

That case was dismissed and as such there was no decision by the Commission

70



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21 Q.

22 A

concerning uniform rates. In its 1992 rate case (Docket No. 920199-WS) SSU
included a request for a capped rate--supported by SSU's witness Mr. Cresse. The
Commission, however, went beyond the cap proposal requested by SSU's and
ordered state-wide uniform rates, excluding only those systems which were not part
of the "giga" rate case. This uniform rate design decision prompted intense
opposition from systems whose rates would be materially higher than they would
have been on either a stand alone basis, or under the rate design proposed by SSU.
In response to this opposition, the Commission, on its own motion, opened Docket

No. 930880, an investigation of the appropriate rate design for SSU.

Both reconsideration and appeals of the uniform rate design aspects of the
Commission's Order in Docket No. 920199-WS ensued. Similarly, after the
decision in the investigation docket, the parties also asked for reconsideration of that

proceeding and filed an appeal.

Recently, the First District Court of Appeal, reversed the Commission's uniform
rate design Order in Docket No. 920199-WS and the Commission subsequently
ordered a rate design very similar to that originally proposed by SSU. Shortly after
the First DCA's reversal of the uniform rates, SSU unsuccessfully sought review in
the Florida Supreme Court.

Did SSU pursue the issue of uniform rates to the fullest extent possible?

Yes. Although SSU did not initially propose uniform rates in Docket No. 920199-
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WS, SSU became an advocate of the Commission's ordered rates. SSU spared no
expense in defending uniform rates, going so far as to petition for extraordinary
review of the First DCA decision by the Fiorida Supreme Court. Indicative of its
endeavor, SSU acquired the services of former Florida Supreme Court Justice Arthur
England who charged SSU $500.00 per hour, well in excess of the fees charged by

counsel normally retained by SSU.

Even though the imposition of uniform rates otherwise would have been st. jed by
the operation of law, i.e., where an order is appealed by an agency of the government,
SSU requested and the Comnussion granted SSU's request to dissolve the stay of the
Commission's Order in Docket No. 920199-WS.

In your opinion are the costs that SSU's has incurred to pursue state-wide uniform
rates reasonable?

No. I do not believe that all of these costs should be borne by ratepayers. SSU has
never maintained that the choice of uniform over stand alone rates, or visa-versa will
affect their revenue requirement. Consequently, I question whether the considerable
expense of advocating one rate design over any other--where the result is revenue
neutral--is reasonably incurred.

Was there an exception to the revenue neutrality of this rate design issue?

Yes. When SSU successfully sought to dissolve the stay of the Commission's Order
in Docket No. 920199-WS it may have put several million dollars of its revenue at

risk. At the time SSU gladly accepted this risk, apparently because it believed the
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court would affirm the Commission's decision. Contrary to its belief, other parties
were successful in obtaining a reversal of the Commission's Order. Because SSU may
be unable to recover foregone revenue from many customers, it may experience a
revenue shortfail.

Why do you believe SSU was willing to incur the costs you have described?

I do not know what SSU's motives are. I question whether SSU would have incurred
the costs that it did, if it knew that such costs would not be recovered from
ratep; yers. SSU may believe that its stockholders will benefit in the long run if
uniform rates are adopted by the Commission. In the absence of this reasoning, it is
difficult to imagine a reason why SSU would spend over $400,000 on a revenue
neutral issue.

Hasn't SSU consistently alleged that uniform rates will benefit its customers?

Yes it has. SSU may have an initial obligation to its customers to bring to the
Commission a rate design which its believes is not unduly discriminatory. But SSU
has exceeded that obligation. SSU has remained a staunch advocate of uniform rates
primarily because it gives the appearance of lower rates to customer groups that
might expenience extremely high rate increases. Nevertheless, a large number of
Southern States' customers are far less than satisfied with SSU’s looking out for their
interests. These customers have not only been put to the expense of arguing against
the Commission's decision, they have also had to incur expenses arguing against
SSU's defense of the Commission ordered rate design. If SSU is permitted to include

its uniform rate design advocacy expenses in rate case expense, these customers
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would also have to finance SSU's fight.

What do you believe would have been an appropnate role for SSU, in this
investigation?

Clearly, SSU needed to participate in the uniform rate investigation. However, SSU's
participation went beyond that of a utility making itself available to the Commission's
inquiry. Nothing in the Commission's investigation put any of SSU's revenue at risk.
In fact, the Commission's Order on this subject aptly notes that the investigation was
revenue neutral. It was an inquiry into the wisdom and perhaps authority for
uniform rates. SSU participated as an enthusiastic advocate in that docket as if it
were at risk. SSU solicited and bused customers supporting uniform rates into service
territories where there was opposition, it engaged the services of a telemarketer, and
it hired a public relations consultant. The costs of these types of actions should not
permitted by the Commission.

Would you describe the costs SSU incurred concerning this investigation?

Yes. SSU incurred $432,069 associated with the uniform rate investigation. Its costs
include $34,358 on a telemarketing consultant, $95,285 on consultant testimony,
$4,587 on Image Marketing Associates (SSU suggests that this was for customer
education) $102,629 on legal services, $104,804 on FPSC notices, transportation,
and security, $54,963 for "customer education mailings", $1,574 for open houses,

and the remainder, $33,888, on miscellaneous travel, federal express, and the like.

Several of these expense by their very nature should not be recovered from customers.

74



10

11

12

13

i4

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

These include expenses for a telemarketing consultant, expenses for Image
Marketing--a P/R consultant, expenses for "customer education" mailings, and
expenses for open houses. These expenses were incurred by SSU for the sole
purposes of gaining customer support for uniform rates. Such expenses are analogous
to lobbying expenses and public relations expenses which the Commission does not
allow recovery from ratepayers. SSU initiated a strong campaign to gain customer
support for uniform rates. Its efforts included such things as placing door hanger on
customers' doors, various unneeded direct mailings to customers, an” busing
customers in support of uniform rates into areas where there was opposition. SSU has
not provided a breakdown of the $104,804 of expense associated with notices,
transportation, and security, so it is not possiblie to determine what portion of any of

this expense is reasonable.

SSU is requesting that customers pay $432,069 for expenses incurred in the state-
wide rate investigation. This is aimost one-half of what the Company expects to
spend in the instant rate proceeding where $18.0 million dollars is at stake.

What is your recommendation with respect to expenses SSU incurred in the uniform
rate investigation?

Most of SSU's expenses should be disallowed. As set forth above, SSU had an
obligation to bring to the Commission a reasonable and not unduly discriminatory
rate design. Once this rate design was brought before the Commission, SSU's

obligation on the issue was satisfied. SSU also had an obligation to fully co-operate
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with the Commission's investigation. But the advocacy of uniform rates in that
docket was unnecessary, or benefited SSU's stockholders, not ratepayers.
Accordingly, as shown on Schedule 30, I recommend that the Commission disallow
80% of the costs SSU's incurred, or $345,671.

What is the next adjustment that you recommend?

The next adjustment that I propose implements the recommendation of the Citizen's
engineering consultant concerning excess unaccounted for water. Schedules 31 and
72 of my exhibit show that to account for excessive unaccounted for water above
10%, the Commission should reduce test year chemical, purchased power, and
purchased water expenses by $67,121.

Would you please address the adjustment depicted on Schedule 337

This schedule removes from test year expenses Operations and Administration
Projects (OAP) that will be fully amortized by the end of the 1996 test year. SSU did
not adjust its 1995 or 1996 test year expenses to remove those expenses that will be
amortized by year-end 1996. As shown on Schedule 33, my adjustment reduces test
year expenses by $93,452,

What is the next adjustment that you recommend?

The next adjustment that I recommend is shown on Schedule 34. According to SSU's
budget variance comparison for the month of June 1995, SSU overestimated the cost
of an aquifer performance test at Keystone Heights. According to the Company's
budget report, a change is scope reduced the cost of this OAP project by $45,000.

According, I have reduced the cost of this project. Since the project will be amortized
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over seven years, test year expenses should be reduced by $3,214.
Would you please explain the adjustments shown on Schedule 35.
Yes. This schedule combines several miscellaneous adjustments that I recommend.
Many of these SSU has already indicated would be appropriate adjustments. The first
adjustment shown on this schedule reduces test year salaries by $16,764 for an error
SSU made in applying its salary increase to 1995 salaries and wages to arrive at 1996

salaries and wages. This adjustment reduces test year expenses by $16,764.

The next adjustment increases test year revenue for revenue received by the Company
which was greater than the cost of providing the service. The monthly billing to
customers of the Palm Terrace system include a fixed charge for electricity use for
street lights. SSU receives a bill for the exact amount of electricity used. The excess
of the amount collected from customers and the amount paid to electric company is
recofded below the line for ratemaking purposes. SSU claims that this is the
appropriate treatment because it is a non-utility function. I disagree. Unless the
expenses associated with processing the bills are recorded below the line, the excess
revenue should be recorded above the line. Accordingly, test year revenue should be

increased by $7,000.

The next adjustment reduces test year purchased water expense for the Enterprise
system by $22,753. In response to the Staff's Audit Request 145, SSU indicated that

it erroneously included $24,720 associated with purchased water at Enterprise in its
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1995 budget. The amount that should be removed from the 1996 test year, according

to SSU, is $22,753. [Response to Staff Audit Request 145.]

The fourth adjustment relates to overtime expenses. In its 1995 budget the Company
included $30,481 for overtime related to the rate case. These expenses should either
be considered nonrecurring or moved to rate case expense. I have accordingly,
removed them from thc projected test year expenses. I have included them as an

allowable expenses under my adjustment to rate case expense.

The next adjustment that I propose concerns employee recognition expenses. These
include such items as luncheons for employees and other small tokens of appreciation.
SSU's budget indicated that additional employee recognition expenses would be
incurred during 1995 due to the demands of the rate case. Since SSU will not be
processing a rate case in every year following the test year in this proceeding, I see
no reason to allow the abnormally high level of expense as if it were recurring. In
addition, a comparison of the employee recognition expenses incurred by SSU in
prior years demonstrates the excessive nature of the amount budgeted in 1995. In
1992, 1993, and 1994 SSU incurred $13,989, $13,613, and $19,099, respectively
associated with employee recognition expenses. These amount compare to a 1995
budgeted figure of $33,785. [Response to Citizens Interrogatory 222.] I recommend
that the Commission reduce this expense to the level incurred during 1994, adjusted

for inflation and customer growth. Therefore, test year expenses should be reduced
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by $14,341.

The next adjustment relates to bad debt expense. SSU's March 1995 budget vaniance
report indicated that bad debt expense was reduced by $46,955 to reflect a lower

reserve requirement. Accordingly, I have reduced bad debt expense by $46,955.

The seventh adjustment shown on Schedule 35 reduces test year expenses by $76,463
for a 1794 Price Waterhouse audit included in the 1995 budget. SSU also included
in its 1995 budget an audit for the year 1995. SSU's budget appears to mclude the
cost of two audits, yet only one should be included. Therefore, I have reduced test

year expenses by $76,463 to recognize this double counting.

The next several adjustments relate to utility-related income recorded below the line
for ratemaking purposes. With the exception of the management fee for Pirates
Harbor, SSU agreed in response to Citizens's interrogatory 189 that this income
should be moved above the line for ratemaking purposes. I have also moved above
the line for ratemaking purposes the management fee charged to Pirates Harbor. [
reviewed SSU's allocation of common costs to determine if any of these costs were
allocated, below the line, to the management function at Pirates Harbor. Since no
costs were allocated to this function, the associated income should be moved above

line. The total amount of these adjustments is $10,997.
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Scheduie 35 also depicts an adjustment for revenue not billed. In response to
Citizens's interrogatory 214, SSU identified several customers that receive water or
wastewater service either free of charge or at a discount. In my opinion, if SSU
chooses to provide water and wastewater service either free of charge or at a
discount, these foregone revenue should be borne by stockholders, not ratepayers.
Accordingly, I recommend increasing test year wastewater revenue by $50,595. The
Company has not demonstrated that its other customers receive any benefit from these
free or discounted services. In some instances SSU indicated that in exchange for free
or discounted services it recetved the use of an easement or right of way. I did not
include these instances in my adjustment. I would note that the agreements which
support these discounts were provided at the time my testimony was being finalized.
If the agreements contain additional information, I will supplement my testimony

accordingly.

The last adjustment shown on this schedule relates to $225,100 associated with a
cooperative funding agreement between SSU and the Big Cypress Basin for partial
funding of the Marco Island ASR Project. In its response to Citizens's interrogatory
202, SSU indicated that this contribution was not included in SSU's proposed test
year rate base. Accordingly, since the cost of the ASR Project is included in the 1996
rate base, it is only appropriate to include the associated cost share funds as CIAC.

This adjustment would reduce SSU's rate base by $225,100
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As shown on Schedule 35 the total miscellaneous adjustments that I recommend
amount to: a reduction in expenses of $163,245, an increase in income of $8,474,
an increase in revenue of $57,595, and a reduction to rate base of $225,100.
What is the next adjustment that you propose?

The next adjustment relates to the recommendation of Dr. Dismukes to not approve
SSU's repression adjustment. For consistency, I have reversed SSU's adjustment to
reduce test year expenses for the related reduction in chemical, purchased power and
purchased water expenses. As shown on Schedule 36, this increases test year expense
by $287,585.

Rate Base Adjustments

Please turn to the eighth section of your testimony. What rate base adjustments are
you proposing?

I am proposing two sets of rate base adjustments. One group relates to the Lehigh
system and the other relates to the Buenaventura system. With respect to Lehigh, I
am recommending two adjustments. These adjustments are shown on Schedules 37
and 38. Schedule 37 presents my recommendation with respect to land included in
SSU's rate base that should be removed. Schedule 38 depicts adjustments for non-
used and useful transmission, distribution, and collection lines. Schedule 39 reduces
and increases portions of Buenaventura's rate base consistent with the Commission
decision permitting the transfer of this system to SSU. Schedule 40 reduces SSU's
rate based for wetlands at Buenaventura that are nonused and useful.

Would you please describe your adjustment to Lehigh land?
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My recommendation includes two adjustments to the land at Lehigh included in rate
base. The first adjustment recognizes an error SSU made in developing the rate base
for Lehigh. In response to Staff Audit Request 104, SSU indicated that the first three
parcels of land purchased form its affiliate Lehigh Corporation and shown on
Schedule 32, should not have been included in rate base. This land should be removed
from rate base and included in land held for future use. This adjustment reduces test

year water rate base by $122,035 and wastewater rate base by $260,562.

The next adjustment that I recommend relates to the fourth parcel of land shown on
this schedule in the amount of $19,268. 1 recommend that the Commission reduce the
value of this land by 60% consistent with its decision in Lehigh's last rate case, Docket
No. 911188-WS. In that case SSU argued that the difference between the purchase
price of the consortium of Lehigh companies and the book value of those companies
should be attributed 100% to the unregulated operations, including the company
which owned a substantial amount of land. The discount from book value
represented by the purchase price was 60%. Topeka Group, Inc. purchased the assets
of the Lehigh group for $40.0 million while the book value of the group was $99.0

million.

The Commission essentially agreed with SSU that no discount from book value
should be attributed to the utility operations and that all of it should be attributed to

the non-utility operations. Accordingly, the land that SSU purchased from Lehigh
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Lehigh group's non-utility investments that were valued at 60% below book value.
It was not possible to determine the value of this land included on the books of Lehigh
Corporation because SSU refused to provide the information requested in discovery.
Nevertheless, for purposes of the adjustment that I am making, I have assumed that
they were purchased at book value as opposed to market value. Accordingly, for
consistency with the Commission's decision and SSU's claim in the last Lehigh rate
case, the cost of this land should be reduced by 60%. As shown on Schedule 37, rate
base for Lehigh's wastewater operations should be reduced by an additional $11,561.
I also recommend that the Commission require SSU to write down the value of the
land included in land held for future use. This will prevent SSU from moving the
purchase price of this land into rate base in the future. The Commission should order
that the remainder of this land be written-down by $229,558.

What is the next adjustment that you recommend with respect to Lehigh?

Schedule 38 of my exhibit represents adjustments the Commission should make to
remove non-used and useful assets from Lehigh's plant in service, and the associated
adjustments for depreciation expense and accumulated depreciation. These
adjustments relate the developers agreement and relationship between Lehigh
Corporation and SSU. In July 1992, Lehigh Utilities, Inc.” and Lehigh Corporation

entered into a developers agreement which set forth the terms under which Lehigh

At this time Lehigh Utilities, Inc. was a separate subsidiary and had not yet been merged with SSU.
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Corporation and Lehigh Utilities, Inc. would construct water and wastewater facilities
that would subsequently be used to provide water and wastewater services to
customers at Lehigh. The agreement provided that Lehigh Corporation could
construct certain utility assets, but that Lehigh/SSU would only reimburse Lehigh
Corporation for funds expended as customers connected to the system. In August
1994, SSU and Lehigh Corporation entered into a modified developers agreement.
The terms of that agreement indicate that pursuant to modified escrow agreements®
with the states of Michigan and New York, Lehigh Corporation can withdraw funds

from the escrow account to construct utility assets at Lehigh.

According to the Company's response to Citizens's interrogatory 241, as assets are
constructed by Lehigh Corporation, they will be subject to the Modified Developers
Agreement which requires SSU to record the assets with an offsetting refundable
advance to Lehigh Corporation. As future customers connect, SSU will repay Lehigh

Corporation for the cash received in the form of connection charges.

From reading the Company's response to Citizens's interrogatories and the depositions
of SSU's witnesses the arrangement should work such that any non-used and useful
assets that are constructed by Lehigh Corporation would be offset by refundable

advances until such time as customers actually connect. While in theory the agreement

The escrow agreements between Lehigh Corporation and the States of New York and Michigan were
originally established to ensure the availability of funds for utility connections at the time lot owners in
New York and Michigan built on their Jots.
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sounds reasonable, SSU application of it in the instant case is not. The Company has
included substantial amounts of non-used and useful assets constructed by Lehigh
Corporation in rate base without the offsetting refundable advances’.

Would you please explain how you made this determination?

Yes. In 1995 and 1996 the Company proposes to include in rate base $1,602,000 and
$220,000 of water transmission and distribution mains associated with Lehigh
Corporation and the Escrow Agreement. Likewise is proposes to include $905,000
and $451,000 o wastewater assets respectively in its 1995 and 1996 rate base.
According to the Company's response to Citizens's document request 196, of these
amounts only a small portion of these assets are related to customers that have
connected to the system. These amounts are represented on Schedule 38 as contractor
payments. As shown, in 1995 the non-used and useful amount of these water assets
amount to $1,476,540 and in 1996 they amount to $42,000, for a total of $1,518,540.
Similarly, for wastewater, the amount of non-used and useful assets amount to
$661,460 in 1995 and $93,750 in 1996, for a total of $755,210.

How do you know that the Company did not effectively remove these assets from rate
base when it applied its non-used and useful percentages to this account?

A review of the Company's F Schedules show that from 1994 to 1996, the non-used
and useful percentage of transmission, distribution, and collection lines decreased,

they did not increase. While this might be expected, since the Company projects

There is still discovery outstanding on this subject that may require that I supplement my testimony in the
future.
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customer growth between 1994 and 1996, the Company failed to add to the
denominator of the used and useful calculation the additional lots represented by the
addition of these transmission, distribution, and collection lines. From 1994 to 1996,
the number of available lots remained unchanged for Lehigh's water system at 7,789,
Similarly, from 1994 to 1996 the number of wastewater lots remained unchanged at
5,270. Clearly, since the Company is adding substantial amounts of transmission,
distribution, and collection plant to plant in service, the number of available lots
should have increased from 1994 to 1996. If the Company had correctly increased the
number of lots, then it is possible that the application of the non-used and useful
percentages would have correctly removed these plant additions. This, however, was
not done.

Earlier you mentioned that this non-used and useful plant would be offset with an
equal amount of escrowed funds. Has the Company included these funds in rate base
to off set the non-used and useful plant?

No, it has not correctly performed this calculation. The Company's MFRs, pages 715
and 703 for water, and pages 481 and 469 for wastewater, show that the Company
assumed 100% of its advances for construction were non-used and useful. Thus,
when calculating its non-used and useful plant for Lehigh, the Company subtracted
the advances for construction. As a result, the amount of non-used and useful plant
for Lehigh increases rate base as opposed to decreasing rate base. This results
because the amount of advances for construction is greater than the non-used and

useful plant. This confirms that the Company did not correctly determine the amount
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of nonused and useful transmission, distribution, and collection plant associated with
Lehigh.

Would you please explain how you developed the adjustment that should be made to
rate base?

Yes. These calculations are set forth on Schedule 38. First, I examined the total
amount of transmission, distribution, and collection plant on the Company's books
for 1996. From this amount I subtracted the amount of Lehigh Corporation
constructed assets that are not used and useful. Next, I applied the Company's non-
used and useful percentage to the balance of transmission, distribution, and collection
plant to arrive at the amount of non-used and useful plant that is consistent with the
Company's lot count percentage. For water this produced non-used and useful plant
of $1,500,977. To this amount I added the non-used and useful assets constructed
by Lehigh Corporation which for water amounted to $1,518,540, for a total non-used
and useful amount of $3,019,517. From this amount I subtract the amount of non-
used and useful transmission and distribution lines as determined by the Company,
$1,847,422. 1 subtracted this amount from the total non-used and useful plant to
arrive at the amount of the adjustment that should be made to the Company's piant in
service. This amounts to $1,172,095 for water plant. The same calculations produce
an adjustment to wastewater plant of $667,015. Accumulated depreciation should be
reduced by $279,673 for water and $196,177 for wastewater. CIAC should be
reduced by $36,757 for water and $34,021 for wastewater. Accumulated amortization

of CIAC should be reduced by $2,268 for water and $2,503 for wastewater.
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Likewise, depreciation expense should be reduced by $26,454 for water and
$14,252 for wastewater.

Would you please explain the adjustments that you propose with respect to
Buenaventura Lakes?

Yes, the first group of adjustments are depicted on Schedule 39. These are the same
adjustments ordered by the Commission when it approved SSU's acquisition of
Buenaventura Lakes by SSU. As shown on Schedule 39, water rate base should be
reduced by $29% 190 and wastewater rate base should be reduced by $930,770.
Depreciation expense should also be reduced by $2,261 and $22,173, respectively for

water and wastewater.

The second group of adjustments relate to wetlands at the Buenaventura system.
These are presented on Schedule 40. SSU's due diligence study described the
wetlands as follows:

On December 31, 1983, 207.72 acres of wetland[s]

was transferred to OOU by Real Estate Corporation at

a figure of $9,230/acre. The sites were to be used as a

segment of OOU's efftuent disposal system. In OOU's

1985 rate case, the cost of the land was reduced to

$4,547 per acre [due] to the nature of the related

property transaction. OOU later wrote the land cost

down (in accordance with FPSC order) to $717,854.
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Added to the land cost was $816,614 of
construction costs related to berms and piping,
bring the total wetlands cost on OOU's books
to $1,585,257. Only 39 acres of the wetland[s]
have functioned effectively as a disposal
system. The FPSC, in OOU's 1988 rate case
No. 871134-WS indicated that of the wetlands
only 15.2% [were] used and useful, allowing
$240,959 in rate base. Due diligence disclosed
the upper wetlands have not been used since
January 1989. It is recommended that the
offering price for OOU be reduced by
$1,066,933 the net book value of the upper
wetlands, and that REC should take title to the
131 +/- wetland[s]. [Response to Citizens

Document Request 168.]

Some notes obtained by OPC while reviewing SSU's acquisition files also reveal the
non-used and useful nature of most of these wetlands. These notes state:

Reports indicate that the upper wetlands (130 acres)

have not been used since 1989. This is bound to be an

issue in the next rate case. (How long can you argue
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that they are drying out?)
The Company's due diligence study indicated that an adjustment of $591,110 should
be made to the land account and that account 36220-3, Oxidation Lagoon should be
reduced by $628,270. This study also showed that accumulated depreciation should

be reduced by $153,141 as of December 31, 1994.

In response to Citizens's interrogatory 278, the Company gave the following response
to Citizens' inquiry about the wetlands,

The investment in the wetlands at Buenaventura Lakes

is in wastewater utility plant in service. This

investment in wetlands has not increased since the

FPSC audit performed at the time of transfer.... The

wetlands are necessary as a backup to the

groundwater infiltration system placed in service. The

investment in wetlands is approximately $1.5 million.

[Response to Citizens Interrogatory 278 ]
Unlike the determination made by SSU in its due diligence study and the Commission
in OOU's last rate case, SSU is now suggesting that the wetlands are 100% used and
useful. 1 believe that the facts show that most of the wetlands are not used and useful

and have not been used since 1989. Accordingly, I have made an adjustment, shown

on Schedule 40, to remove this investment from SSU's rate base. As shown, plant in

service should be reduced by $1,219,380, accumulated depreciation should be
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reduced by $200,261, and depreciation expense should be reduced by $15,707.
Summary and Overall Recommendation

Please turn to the last section of your testimony. Do you have a schedule which
summarizes your recommendations and the adjustments that you propose?

Yes, 1 do. A summary of all of the adjustments that I propose is presented on
Schedule 41. The first column of this schedule describes each adjustment, the second
column shows the amount of each adjustment, the third column shows the net income
impact of the adjustments, and the fourth column shows the revenue requirement
impact of the adjustments I recommend. In total, these adjustments reduce SSU's
requested revenue requirements by $9,933,350.

Does this complete your testimony prefiled on February 12, 19967

Yes, it does.
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APPENDIX 1

QUALIFICATIONS

What is your educational background?

I graduated from Florida State University with a Bachelor of Science degree in
Finance in March, 1979. I received an M.B.A. degree with a specialization in Finance,
from Florida State University in April, 1984,

Would you please describe your employment history in the field of Public Utility
Regulation? |

In March of 1979 I joined Ben Johnson Associates, Inc., a consulting firm specialiiing
in the field of public utility regulation. While at Ben Johnson Associates, I held the
following positions: Research Analyst from March 1979 until May 1980; Senior
Research Analyst from June 1980 until May 1981; Research Consultant from June
1981 until May 1983; Senior Research Consultant from June 1983 until May 1985,
and VicelPresident from June 1985 until April 1992. In May 1992, [ joined the
Florida Public Counsel's Office, as a Legislative Analyst IIl. In July 1994 I was
i)romoted to a Senior Legislative Analyst. In July 1995 I started my own consulting
practice in the field of public utility regulation.

Would you please describe the types of work that you have performed in the
field of Public Utility Regulation?

Yes. My duties have ranged from analyzing specific issues in a rate proceeding to
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managing the work effort of a large staff in rate proceedings. 1 have prepared
testimony, interrogatories and production of documents, assisted with the preparation
of cross-examination, and assisted counsel with the preparation of briefs. Since 1979,
I have been actively involved in more than 160 regulatory proceedings throughout the

United States.

I have analyzed cost of capital and rate of return issues, revenue requirement issues,
public policy issues, market restructuring issues, and rate design issues, involving

telephone, electric, gas, water and wastewater, and railroad companies.

In the area of cost of capital, I have analyzed the following parent companies:
American Electric Power Company, American Telephone and Telegraph Company,
American Water Works, Inc., Ameritech, Inc., CMS Energy, Inc., Columbia Gas
System, Inc., Continental Telecom, Inc., GTE Corporation, Northeast Utilities,
Pacific Telecom, Inc., Southwestern Bell Corporation, United Telecom, Inc., and U.S.
West. I have also analyzed individual companies like Connecticut Natural Gas
Corporation, Duke Power Company, Idaho Power Company, Kentucky Utilities
Company, Southern New England Telephone Company, and Washington Water
Power Company.

Have you previously assisted in the preparation of testimony concerning
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revenue requirements?
Yes. I have assisted on numerous occasions in the preparation of testimony on a wide
range of subjects related to the determination of utilities' revenue requirements and

related issues.

I have assisted in the preparation of testimony and exhibits concerning the following
issues: abandoned project costs, accounting adjustments, affiliate transactions,
allowance for funds used during construction, attrition, cash flow analysis,
construction monitoring, construction work in progress, contingent capacity sales,l
cost allocations, decoupling revenues from profits, cross-subsidization, demand-side
management, depreciation methods, divestiture, excess capacity, feasibility studies,
financial integrity, financial planning, incentive regulation, jurisdictional allocations,
non-utility investments, fuel projections, mergers and acquisitions, pro forma
adjustments, projected test years, prudence, tax effects of interest, working capital,
off-system sales, reserve margin, royalty fees, separations, settlements, and resource

planning.

Companies that I have analyzed include: Alascom, Inc. (Alaska), Arizona Public
Service Company, Arvig Telephone Company, AT&T Communications of the
Southwest (Texas), Blue Earth Valley Telephone Company (Minnesota), Bridgewater

Telephone Company (Minnesota), Carolina Power and Light Company, Central
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Maine Power Company, Central Power and Light Company (Texas), Central
Telephone Company (Missouri and Nevada), Consumers Power Company
(Michigan), C&P Telephone Company of Virginia, Continental Telephone Company
(Nevada), C&P Telephone of West Virginia, Connecticut Light and Power Company,
Danube Telephone Company (Minnesota), Duke Power Company, East Otter Tail
Telephone Company (Minnesota), Easton Telephone Company (Minnesota), Eckles
Telephone Company (Minnesota), El Paso Electric Company (Texas), Florida Cities
Water Company, General Telephone Company of Florida, Georgia Power Company,
Jasmine Lgkes Utilities, Inc. (Florida), Kentucky Power Company, Kentucky Utilities
Company, KMP Telephone Company (Minnesota), Idaho Power Company,
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company (Arkansas), Kansas Gas & Electric Company
(Missouri), Kansas Power and Light Company (Missouri), Lehigh Utilities, Inc.
(Florida), Mad Hatter Utilities, Inc. (Florida), Mankato Citizens Telephone Company
(Minnesota), Michigan Bell Telephone Company, Mid-Communications Telephone
Company (Minnesota), Mid-State Telephone Company (Minnesota), Mountain States
Telephone and Telegraph Company (Arizona and Utah), North Fort Myers Utilities,
Inc,, Northwestern Bell Telephone Company (Minnesota), Potomac Electric Power
Company, Public Service Company of Colorado, Puget Sound Power & Light
Company (Washington), Sanlando Utilities Corporation (Florida), Sierra Pacific
Power Company (Nevada), South Central Bell Telephone Company (Kentucky),

Southern Union Gas Company (Texas), Southern Bell Telephone & Telegraph
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Company (Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina}, Southern States Utilities, Inc.
(Florida), Southern Union Gas Company (Texas), Southwestern Bell Telephone
Company (Oklahoma, Missouri, and Texas), St. George Island Utility, Ltd., Tampa
Electric Company, Texas-New Mexico Power Company, Tucson Electric Power
Company, Twin Valley-Ulen Telephone Company (Minnesota), United Telephone
Company of Florida, Virginia Electric and Power Company, Washington Water
Power Company, and Wisconsin Electric Power Company.

What experience do you have in rate design issues?

My work in this area has primarily focused on issues related to costing. For example, | .
I have assisted in the preparation of class cost-of-service studies concerning Arkaﬁsas
Energy Resources, Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, E] Paso Elec;ric Company,
Potomac Electric Power Company, Texas-New Mexico Power Company, and
Southern Union Gas Company. 1 have also examined the issue of avoided costs, both
as it applies to electric utilities and as it applies to telephone utilities. I have also
evaluated the issue of service availability fees, capacity charges, and conservation
rates as they apply to water and wastewater utilities.

Have you testified before regulatory agencies?

Yes. I have testified before the Arizona Corporation Commission, the Connecticut
Department of Public Utility Control, the Florida Public Service Commission, the
Georgia Public Service Commission, the Missouri Public Service Commission, the

Public Utility Commission of Texas, and the Washington Utilities and Transportation
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Commission. My testimony dealt with revenue requirement, financial, and class cost-
of-service issues concerning AT&T Communications of Southwest (Texas), Cascade
Natural Gas Corporation (Washington), Central Power and Light Company (Texas),
Connecticut Light and Power Company, El Paso Electric Company (Texas), Florida
Cities Water Company, Kansas Gas & Electric Company (Missouri), Kansas Power
and Light Company (Missouri), Houston Lighting & Power Company (Texas), Lake
Arrowhead Village, Inc. (Flonda), Lehigh Utilities, Inc. (Florida) Jasmine Lakes
Utilities Corporation (Flonida), Mad Hatter Utilities, Inc. (Florida), Marco Island
Utilities, Inc. (Florida), Mountain States Telephone and Telegraph Company
(Arizona), North Fort Myers Utilities, Inc. (Florida), Southern Bell Telephone and
Telegraph Company (Florida and Georgia), Southern States Utilities, Inc. (Florida),
St. George Island Utilities Company, Ltd. (Florida), Puget Sound Power & Light

Company (Washington), and Texas Utilities Electric Company.

I have also testified before the Public Utility Regulation Board of El Paso, concerning
the development of class cost-of-service studies and the recovery and allocation of the
corporate overhead costs of Southern Union Gas Company and before the National
Association of Securities Dealers concerning the market value of utility bonds
purchased in the wholesale market.

Have you been accepted as an expert in these jurisdictions?

Yes.
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Have you published any articles in the field of public utility regulation?
Yes, I have published two articles: "Affiliate Transactions: What the Rules Don't

Say", Public Utilities Fortnightly, August 1, 1994 and "Electric M&A: A Regulator's

Guide" Public Utilities Fortnightly, January 1, 1996.

Do you belong to any professional organizations?

Yes. 1 am a member of the Eastern Finance Association, the Financial Mahag'emem.
Association, the Southern Finance Association, the Southwestern Finance
Association, the Florida and American Water Association, and the National Society

of Rate of Return Analysts.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedule 1

Rate Desigfl Score

Rate Structure Form

Allocation of Costs to Fixed/Variable Charge
Sources of Utility Revenue

Communication on Bill

Total

WA wia P 3Cm XS

Weighting
Factor
Percent Score Total
20.00% 25 0.5
40.00% 20 0.8
30.00% 50 15
10.00% 4.0 0.4
100.00% 32
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CHAPTER 7

WEIGHTING SYSTEM FOR CRITERIA

The previous chapter (Chapter 6) summarizes the guidelines developed in Chapters 2
through 5. As specified in Chapter 6, the utilities have to initially satisfy those guidelines which
are the most effective in promoting water conservation {unless they qualify for the stated
exemptions) and within 2 years satisfy all the guidelines. That is, the guidelines are presented
in a Go/No Go format The short coming of this Go/No Go format is that a water utility may
satisfy 3 of the 4 criteria (by a wide margin in the cases of Criterion 1 and 2) but still not have
rates that are defined as a water conservation promoting because of not meeting one of the
criterion.

For example, a utility may meet the two relatively qualitative criteria (Criterion 1 and 4)
and recover 100 percent of the utilities total revenue requirements via rates (as compared to the
75 percent requirement set forth in Criterion 3), but only recover 70 percent of the net revenue
requirements via the quantity charge (as compared to the 75 percent required by Criterion 2).
Clearly this uiility (which fails via the requirement that all four criteria be satisfied) actually
collects more of its total annual revenue requirements via the quantity charge (70 percent
[1.0 x 0.70]) than does the utility which passes all four criteria (56.2 percent [0.75 x 0.75]). In
an attempt to avoid these types of anomalies, we have also developed a weighting syvstem for
determining whether or not a utility has adopted a water conservation promoting rate structure.
This weighting system can be used by the District as an alternative to the Go/No Go system
summarized in Chapter 8.

Weighting System

In order to develop a weighting system, it is first necessary 1o establish a rank (via

weighting factor) for each of the four criteria. These weighting factors are presented in the tabie
below,

O30 REAR EPOR TSN 2GS 23-0AFERYI-C7. WP
QM3 PSE25




.

b

Southern States Utilitics, inc.
Summary of Adjustments

Docest Mo P50A9H-WE
famberh' H Dwmukes
Extobit No __ (KHD-1;

Description
Conservabon Expense Adjustnent
Cost Share Funds
Dualowed Expenses
Conservwnon Revenue Relaled Adnstment
Six Pilot Project Revenue Adpatment
Conservagon: Vanabit Expanse Adjustment
Ciamn oy Sade
Reduce Equity Component of Capisl Structure
Weathe MNormahzaton
Increase Water Revenue
Incress¢ Variable Expenses
Marco Reuse Progect

increass Water Revenue
Docrease Wastewster Revenue

InefBiciency Adjustment

Reduce Expernes
Budget Adpusmments
KRA Goals
Budget True-Up
Shareholder Experses
Rate Case Expense
Excess Unacocunted for Water
OAP Prosects. Decreass Expenses
Keysione Heights: Decrense Expenses

Miscel. cous Adustments

VI T AN Wi T WS

Adjurtment

{526,972)
($241,562)

s.ne
(833,37

$3,363.412

54,800,000

£1.937.947
$315,332

S1B3, 668
(513,688}

(5243,773)

€5125,9218;
(310,742}

($63.661)
(315,626)

($191,0021
(§305,033)

($79.272)
(596,673
£367,121)
{593.452)

(83.214)

($163,245)
38,474
$57,595
{8225,100)

$757,585

($122,035)
(3272123

($1.839.110;
$475,850
$70.778
(%4,771)

(340,706}

{3298,190)
(§930.770)
(32,261)
(832,173)

{51,219,380)
$200,261
($15,707)

Net
Operuting

Income

$16,567
31483719

341,479
$20.49%
£3.363. 412
583,975

$1,136.877
£316,543)

$107,741
(58,029)

$149,737

308,064
§6,59%

540,332
39,598

$117.321%
3187,366

$48,693
359,381
$41,228
£57,403

$1,974

$100.273
$24%4
$33,785

$21.227

(3176.649)

$11.508
$25,661

$173.428

(544,873)
($6,674)
5450
525,004

$28,11%
81,772

31,389
$13.619

5114988
(518,885)
59,648

Revenur

_Roguirement

($28,242)
(3252,947)

(570,730}
(534.944)
(53,733,608

($143,153)

{$1,932,911)
$539.611

($183.667)
513,687

(§253,257

[5)84,216)
(511,248

(348.754)
(516,362}

($200,00C}
($319,403)

(583,007}
($101,227)
($70,284)
(597,85%)

{$3,366)

{$170,935)
($14,446)
($57,595)
(836,186}

$301,134

($19,618)
($43,745;

(5293,643)
$76,494
311,378

(8767)
(342,623)

(347.935;
(5149.624)
{$2.368)
($23.217)

(3196,019)
332,193
($16,447)

(59,938,845)

Seurer

Schrdule
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Docket No. 950495-Ws
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___ (KHD-1)

Schedule 5
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Detail Conservation Expenses
Proforms
Account 1995 Escalation 1996 1996 1996
t jption Number CEC Budpet Factor Budget Adjustment Total
M&S-Office Printing 6208 135
State-Wide Communications $34,150 1.95% $£34.816 $0 £34 816
Marco Program $0 1.95% $0 $8.000 $8,000
Six Pilot Programs $0 1.95% $0 $11,991 $11,991
Total $34,150 $34,816 £19,991 $54,8067
M&S-Office Supplies 6208 140
State-wide Comrmunications $2,350 1.95% $2,396 80 $2.396
Marco Program $0 1.95% $0 $2,000 £2,000
Six Pilot Programs $0 1.95% $0 $2.880 $2 880
Tota! $2,350 $2,396 $4,880 $7,276
Contract Services-Other 6358 150
Statewide Communications
clippings $100 1.95% 5102 $0 $102
PR News $100 1.95% £102 $0 $102
FL Bus. Net $1,000 1.95% $1,020 $0 $1,020
surveys $5,000 1.95% $5,098 $0 $5,098
PR counse! & research $£10,000 1.95% $10,195 $0 510,195
Marce Program
public relations 50 1.95% $0 $12,000 $12,000
water audits $0 1.95% $0 £20,000 $20,000
surveys 50 1.95% $0 $10,000 $10,000
Six Pilot Programs )
literature search $0 1.95% £0 $12,000 $12,000
outside services 50 1.95% $0 $19,500 $19,500
surveys of controf group $£0 1.95% 50 $10.050 $10.050
Total $£16,200 $16,517 $£3,550 $100,067
Rental Equipment 6428 155
State-wide Communications $1,000 1.95% $1,020 $0 $1,020
Marco Program $0 1.95% $0 $0 $0
Six Pilot Programs $0 1.95% $0 $640 $640
Total $1,000 $1,020 £640 $1,660
Transportation 6508 160
Statewide Communications $600 1.95% 8612 $0 $612
Advertising 6608 166
State-wide Communications $14,500 1.95% $14,783 $0 $14,783
Marco Program $0 1.95% $0 $17,000 $17,000
Six Pilot Programs $0 1.95% $0 §7.600 $7.600
Total $14,500 $14,783 $24,600 $39.383
Misc Exp-Telephone 6758 175
State-wide Communications £1,500 1.95% $1,529 0 $1,529
Marco Program $0 1.95% $0 $252 $252
Six Pilot Programs $0 1.95% 50 $1,260 $1,260
Total £1,500 $1,529 £1,512 $3,04]
Misc Exp-Postage 6758 185
State-wide Communications $3,500 1.95% $£3,568 $0 $£3,568
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Detail Conservation Expenses

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)

Scheduie 5

Proforma
Account 1995 Escalation 1996 1996 1996
ceount ription Number CEC Budget Factor Budget Adjustment Total
Marco Program $0 1.95% $0 $3,500 $3,500
Six Pilot Programs $0 1.95% $0 $3.845 - $3.849
Total $3,500 $3,568 $7,349 $£10,917
Misc Exp-Dues & Subscription 6758 150
Statewide Communications $800 1.95% 3816 $0 $816
Misc Exp-Travel 6758 193
State-wide Communications $400 1.95% $408 $0 $408
Marco Program $0 1.95% $0 $1,728 $1,728
Six Pilot Programs 30 1.95% $0 $1.008 $1.008
Total $400 $408 $2,736 $3,144
Misc Exp-Food 6758 200
State-wade Communications $1.800 1.95% $1,835 $0 $£1,835
Marco Program . 10] 1.95% 50 5980 5980
Six Pilot Programs $0 1.95% $0 $2.320 £2.320
Total $1,800 $1,835 $3,300 £5,135
Misc Exp-Employee Training 6758 205
Statewide Communications $200 1.95% £204 50 $£204
Misc Exp-Office Cleaning 6758 210
Statewide Communications $150 1.95% £153 £0 £153
Misc Exp-Employee Recognition 6758 235
Statewide Communications $£6,600 1.95% $6,729 §0 £6,729
Mis¢ Exp-Temporary Help 6758 245
Statewide Communications $3,000 1.95% $£3,059 $0 $3,059
Misc Exp-Other 6758 250
Statewide Communications
regulatory meetings $£1,000 1.95% $1,020 50 $1,020
environmental organizations $8,000 1.95% $8.156 50 $8,156
conserve education/Cons. 96 sponsor $18.000 1.95% $18.351 $20,000 $38,351
Marco Program
public education $42.000 1.95% $42 819 (842,819) $0
contract services $35,000 1.95% $35,683 ($35,683) 50
toifet rebates $5,000 1.95% $£5,058 $4,903 $10,001
gift certificates $2,500 1.95% $2,549 ($49) $2,500
special events £1,000 1.95% $1,020 $981 $2,001
Six Pilot Programs
retrofit kits $0 1.95% 50 $60,180 $60,180
toilet rebates 50 1.95% 50 $40.300 $40,300
moisture rebates $0 1.95% $0 $18350 $18350
special events/sponsorships S0 1.95% $0 §11.000 $11.000
Total $112,500 5114696 $77,153 5191,859
Labor $76,461 £76.461
Fringe Benefits $19.108 $19.108
Total 5195250 $203,141 $321,.290 $524,431

Source: Southern States Ulilities, Inc., Response to OPC Documnent Request 181.
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Docket No. 950495-WS
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Schedule 6
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
1996 Conservation Expenses
Estimated 1996 Conservation Costs
Palisades Silver Dol Ray Quail Sugar Mill | Valrico Marco Total
Country | Lakes/Western | Manor Ridge Woods Hills Island
Club Shores
‘ Description
Public Education
a) Public Workshops (2) s 500 % 30008 50013 500|3 3000 $ 00| 2500]% 10500
b) Mailers (3) s W0is 40401 8 180 $ 0|3 66208 1060|S 11,5013 23540
¢) Special Mailings H 60| S - 3 1201 § |$ - $ 710|s - b 920
d) Advertising and Promotion s - b3 360018 - s 5 3 400018 - $ 170008 24,600
e) Special Events/Sponsorships $ 1o0|s 350018 100058 500§ 400013 1000]% 20008 13,000
f) Oulside Services $ 1000]S 800018 1000[$ 5001 s 8000{% 1000]% 1200018 3,50
Subtotal $ 2650]8% 22,0401 280|835 1,580/ 2562018 42708 45000) $ 104,060
Free Retrofit Kit Offer s 4501 § 20,190 | § 00| S 240 3 3309018 531018 - $ 60,180
(50% kits (@ $30 cach)
Toilet Rebate Program $ 30| $ 13,500 § 6001 S 2001|8 22,100[$ 3.600]% 100003 50,300
(10% rebates @ $100 each)
Imigation Shutofl' Device Rebates b3 1501 § 6,750 | § 30013 1001 $ 1105013 - $ 250018 20,850
{10% rebates @ 350 each)
Surveys of Control Group (5% of h 1001 % 1350 % 1501 $ 50¢ % 550018 900| $ 100003 20,050
Community {@ $50/Person)
Residential Water Audits $ - b - s - 3 - $ - 13 - $ 200003 20000
Total Community $ 3650]8 65,930]8 4750| % 2170]3% 97360 |$ 14080] $ 87500 $ 275440

Source: Southern States Ultilities, Inc., Exhibit CHK-3.
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Schedule 7
Southern Siates Utllithes, Inc.
Detsll Conservation Expenses: By Project
15 199 1995 1996 1995 1996 1995/19% Allewrd
Sk Six Cwst 1996
State-Wide State-Wide Marcs Marco Phiat Pllot 1995 1996 Share 199 Censervation
Ascount Description Commuwication Communication  Pregram Program Programs Programs Tots Tota) Funds Disallowance Expense
MAS-Office Printing MM $34 316 $0 38,000 30 311,991 3150 Y} RO7 311,991 31816
ME&S-Office Supplics $2,350 $2,396 30 $2.000 30 52,850 $2.350 $1,276 (S2.880) $4.396
Contract Services-Other 30 0 3N
Statewide Communications 0 30 0
clippings $100 sim $100 5102 $102
PR News 3100 3102 3100 162 (3102) L
F1, Bus. Net $1,000 $£,020 $1,000 $1,020 {51,020) $0
urveys $5.000 $5.098 £5,000 $5.008 35,098
PR counsel & research $10.000 $10,195 $10,000 310,195 (3$10,195) 30
Maree Program
public relstions 30 $12,000 30 $12,000 (312,000) $0
water sudits 30 $20,000 50 $20.000 (3$20,000) 30
surveys 50 $10.000 0 $10,000 (810,000) 30
Six Pilol Programs
litersture search 0 $12,000 30 $12,000 (312.000) 0
utside services 10 $19,500 $0 $19.500 (319,500) 0
narveys of contrel group S0 $10.050 30 $10,050 (310,050) 0
Renital Equipment $1,000 $1.020 30 30 $0 3640 $1,000 $1.660 (3640) 31,020
Transportation $600 $612 $0 30 30 30 3600 $612 $612
Adventising $14,500 $14,783 $0 317,000 30 $7,600 $14,500 $39383 (319.692) $19.692
Misc Exp-Telephone $1.500 $1.529 30 $252 30 51,260 $1,500 $3,041 (31,260} 31,780
Misc Exp-Postage £1,500 $3.568 $0 53,500 30 33,849 53,500 510917 {33.349) $7.068
Misc Exp-Ducs & Subscription 800 816 50 30 30 50 3800 316 3216
Misc Exp-Travel $400 3408 $0 S8 30 31,008 $400 $3.144 (31,008) $2.136
Misz Exp-Food §1,800 31835 $0 $980 o) $2,320 $1.300 $5.135 (82.320) $2,815
Misc Exp-Employee Training 3200 3204 30 30 $0 50 5200 $204 3704
Misc Exp-Office Cleaning 8150 $153 $0 0 10 50 3150 3153 $153
Misc Exp-Employee Recognition $6.600 36729 $0 $0 0 50 56,600 36,729 36,129
Misc Exp-Temporary Help $3.000 33,059 $3.000 $3.059 $31.059
Misc Exp-Other
Statewide Communiceiions
regulstory meetings $1,000 $1,020 $1.000 $1.020 §1,020
environmental organizations 38,000 $8.156 $8.000 $8.156 38156
conserve education/Cons. 96 3 $18.000 $38.351 $13.000 $38.35) ‘ ($20,351) $18,000
Marco Program
public educstion $42,000 $0 . 342000 $0 30
contract services $35.000 0 135,000 30 30

toilet rebates $5.000 $10,001 55000 30001 ($10,001) $0
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Southern States Utllities, Inc.
Detall Conservation Expenses: By Project
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Schedule 7

1998 19% 1995 1996 1995 1996 199%/1996 Allowed
Six Six Cesl 1996
State-Wide State-Wide Marcs Murte it Pliot 1995 19%6 Share 199 Conservation
Account Description Commonicstion Communication  Program Program Programs Trograms Totat Total Fuwds Disallowance Eaperse
gift certificates $2.500 32,500 $2.500 32,500 $2.500
specinl events $1,000 32,001 $1,000 52,001 (32.001) 30
Six Pilot Programs
retrofit kits 30 360,180 $0 360,180 (360.180) $0
toilet rebates 30 $40,300 30 $40,300 (325,000 (315,300} 30
moisture rebeles 30 318,350 $0 f18.35¢ {$18,150) 0
specisl events/sponsorships 30 $11.000 0 511,000 (311,000 $0
Labor & Fringe Benefits $30,300 320,047 345,221 $0 $95.568 (347,784) $47.184
Totsl $113,750 $166,272 385,500 $110.009 $0 $248,149 3199250 ss524430 | (335000 | (3313,473)] $175,957
FPSC Allocation Factor T7.06% T1.06%
FPSC Adjustment (326,972} {$241,562)

Source: Southern States ttilities, Inc., Response 1o OPC Document Request 181,
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Schedulc 8

Gain On Sale Adjustment
Gross Net Amortization Year Sold
Veeuce Garden Lhility $19,088,063 $19,088.063 £3,817.613 1964
51 Augustine Shores $6,758,377 £4,200,000 $840.000 1991
Seminole County .11 scres {S187) (3115) (323) 1994
Spring Hill 5.139 acres $54,387 533354 $6,679 1993
Spring Hill 6.759 acres $73.0M $44 865 $8.973 1995
River Park System $54.928 S T26 $6,745  Anticipated 1995
Spring Hill 6.1] acres $328.908 $201,950 $40,390  Anticipated 1995
Totsl $26,357.547 $23,601,883 $4,720,3T7
Tots] Excluding VGU/SAS $501,107 $313,820 $62,764
Allocation to Siockholders (3.0%)  ° $15333 $9.415 51,883
Amount 1o Ralepayers {97%)} $495 774 3304405 $60,881
VGU
Toral $19,088,063 $1%,088,063 $3,817.613
Allocation 10 Stockholders (8.65%) $1.651.117 51,655,117 $330,223
Amount to Ratcpeyers (91.35%) 517,436,946 $17,436,945 $3,487,389
St Augustine Shores
Totsl $6,758.377 34,200,000 $840,000
Allocation to Stockholders (2. 81%) $189.910 $118,020 523,604
Amount 1o Ratepayers (97.19%) $6,568,467 $4,081.980 $816,396
Total Gain on Sale
Allocation 1o Stackholders 51,856,361 $1,778,552 $355, 110
Ammnount 1> Ratepayers $24,501,186 $21,823,331 34,364,666
FPSC Jurisdiction Allocation (1) T1.06%
Gain on Sale Adjustrnent
(1) Allocation P age Rerr Gas Plans.

Source: Southern Sutes Utilities, Inc., MFR Allocation Schedules; Response 10 OPC Interrogatories 55, 105, 255, 204, and 217
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Scheduic 9
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Adjustments to Equity Component of Capital Structure
Company Cost of Equity Weighted
Amount Adjustment Adjusted Percent Caost Cost
Long-Term Debt £118,535363 £118,535,363 59.88% 9.06% _542%
Customer Deposits $1,753,184 $1,753,184 0.89% 6.00% 0.05%
Deferred ITC $1335813 $1335813 0.67% 9.63% 0.06%
Equity 582,821,786  (54,800,000)  §78,021,786 3941% 12.25% 4.83%
Adjustment for Gas ($1.481.000) ($203,924) (81.684,924) -0.85% 12.25% 0.10%
$202,965,146 $£197,961.222 100.00% 10.27%
Requested Cost of Capital 10.32%
Change in Cost of Capital 0.05%
Rate Base $158,023,064
NOI Impact $83,975
Revenue Requirement | $143.153
OPC Cost of Equity Weighted
Amount Adjustment Adjusted Percent Cost Cost
Long-Term Debt $118,535,363 $118,535,363 590.88%  9.06% 5.42%
Customer Deposits $1,753,184 $£1,753,184 0.89%  6.00% 0.05%
Deferred ITC $1,335813 $1,335813 067%  B.79% 0.06%
Equity $82,821,786 . ($4,800,000) 578,021,786 3941% 10.10% 3.98%
Adjustment for Gas ($1.481.000) ($203,924) ($1,684.924) 0.85% 10.10% -0.09%
$202,965,146 $197961,222 100.00% 9.43%
Reguested Cost of Capital 10.32%
Change in Cost of Capital 0.89%
Rate Base $158,023,004
NOI Impact $1,403,058

Source: Southem States Utilities, Inc., MFR Schedule D-1.
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Schedule 10
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Rainfall Comparison: 1960-1994
Percentage Average Average Average Average Average
of Residernial Annua) Ranfail  Annual Ramfall  Annual Rainfall Annual Rainfall  Anomuasl Rainfail
Plants Lne County: 1960-90 1991 1992 1993 1994

Ameln Iland 1.50% Naaseu 46.29 60.09 63.22 50.26 53 41
Perosnt Deviation From Aversge 29.81% 36.57T% 8.58% 15.38%
Geneva Lakce, Keysione Club, Keystone
Heights, Lakeview, Postmaster 131% Alactnss 47.13 M 54.28 43.65 . 4764
Feroent Devistion From Average 15.17% -1.38% 1.0&8%
River Highlands, Golden Termaoe, Gospel ,
laland Est, Ouk Forest, Pine Ridge, Point
O'Woads, Rosemont/Roliing Green,
Sugarmill Woods 6.06% Citrus 52138 5797 6276 4815 49.22
FPeromt Deviation From Average 10.65% 19.79% -B.09% -6.05%
Bescon Hills, Woodmere 5% Duval 47.74 64.60 63.4) 5373 63.05
Peroen: Deviation From Aversge 3532% 282% 12.55% 32.0™%
Bey Lake Est, Fourtains, Intercession
City, Lake Ajsy Est, Lake Conway Park,
Pine Ridgr Est, Tropical Park, Windson 1.02% Oncectla 44 59 222 54.06 3790 7301
Percent Deviation From Average 17.11% 21.24% -15.00%% §3.74%
Lahigh 3% Hendry 4868 66.14 45.34 M M
Porcent Devmtion From Average 315.87% 1.36%
Gibeonim Est., Lake Gibson Est., Orange
Hill/Sugar Creek 1.01% Polk 47.13 56.01 55 .88 48.61 67.27
Parcent Deviation From Average 18 84% 24.93% 3.14% 4273%
Cariton Village, East Lake Harris Est,
Femn Terr., Friendiy Center, Grand Terr.,
Hobby Hills, impenal Mobile Terr.,
Marion Oaks, Momingview, Pallisades
Country Club, Palms Mobile Home Pri.,
Picciola b, Piney Woods, Quail Ridge,
Stone M ., Sumhme Priwy, Vi X
Village 4.72% Lake 44 62 6525 55.87 44.3) 65.88
Peroer Deviation From Average AR5 2521% -0 69% 4989%
Marco Island, Marco Shores 10.35% Colljer 49.50 65.78 4794 3811 55.50
Percent Deviation From Average 34.91% -3.15% 17.39% 1212%
Deetwyler Shores, Holday Heights,
University Shores 319% Orange 46 5t 60.90 5296 44.53 67.82
Peroent Devistion: From Average 30.94% 13.87% ~4.26% 4582%
Burmnt Store, Deep Croek : 1.90% Charione 47.17 48.31 53.83 44 86 48.70
Perosnt Devistion: From Average 2.42% 14.12% -4 90% 3.24%
Apple Valley, Chuluow, Deltona, Druid
Hills, Enterprise, Fern Park, Homony
Homes, Lake Brantley, Lake Harriet Est,
Meredith Mancr, Dol Ray Manor 0.59% Seminole 47,26 69.28 59.88 34.49 71.09
Percent Deviation From Aversge 45.59% _26.70% -27.02% 30.42%
Hershel Heights, Seaboard, Valrico Hills 2.63%  Hilisborough a2.75 43.16 M 37.53 4714
FPorcent Devistion From Average 0.96% -18.18% -12.21% 10.27%
Spring Hill 26.35% Hemando 4976 57.98 M M M
Puercent Deviation From Aversge 16.52%
Toeal 96.58%
"M demotes miming dats.

Sowrce: Southern States Uhilizies, Inc., Resporse 1o Siafl Interrogatory 14,
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Southern Stwies Utilities, Inc.

Rainfall Commn: 1960-1994 Adi\ultd for Mintng Dats: Assume Average Rainfall {1)

Peroeniage

of Rasidential

Plant

Lse

Amelis iasland
Percmt Devation From Averge

Cuneva Lake, Keystone Club, Keywione
Height, Lakcwview, Postmaster
Poroent Devisbon Fromm Aversge

Apache Shores, Citrus Springs, Crystal
River Haghlanchs, Golden Terrece, Gospe!
sland Est., Oak Forest, Pine Ridge, Point
CrWoods, Rosstont/Rodling Grees,
Sugarmill Woods

Peroant Deviation From Average

Besccri Hills, Woodimere
Perosnt Devistion From Average

Bay Lake Est, Fountains, Intercession
Ciary, Lake Apry Est, Lake Conway Park,
Pine Ridge Est., Tropwsl Park, Windsong
Peroent Devistion From Average

Lehigh
Percent Deviation From Average

Gibeonis Est, Lake Gitwon: Est, Orange
Hill'Sugar Creek
Percent Devietion From Average

Curhion Village, East Lake Harris Est,

Femn Tewr, Friondly Center, Grand Temr,
Hobiry Hilts, impenal Mobile Terr.,

Manon Oeks, Morningwew, Palbssdes
Country Club, Puitne Mobile FHome Pric,
Pioacia sl , Piney Woods, Quail Radge,
Silver Lale Est /Western Shoves, Skycrest
Sone Mountaih, Sunshine Pricwy, Venetan
Village

Percent Devisticn From Average

Marco aland, Marco Shores
Percent Deviation Froen Average

Duetwyler Shores, Hobiday Heghts,
Percent Devisbon From Average

Bumt Stxe, Daep Crpek
Parcent Deviation From Aversge

Apple Valey, Chulucns, Deltora, Drad
Hilla, E twe, Farn Purk, H

Horoes, Lake Branticy, Lake Hurriet Eat,
Maredith Manor, Dol Rey Manar
Parosnt Devistion Fromm Aversge

Hecsha! Heights, Seabosrd, Vairico Hils
Parcmt Deviation From Aversge

Spring Hill
Peroent Devistion From Average

Total

1.50%

131%

6.06%

371%

1.02%

3.23%

1 01%

4.72%

10.36%

3119%

27.59%

2.63%

26.35%

96.58%

—County__

Nassau

g

i

Hendry

Lake

Hemando

Docket No. §50493-W'S

Kimberly H. Dumukes
Exnitit No. ___(KHD-1)

Schwdule 1]
Avorage Aversge Average Average Average
Anwa! Reinfall  Amwal Reinfall  Arnual Ramfsl  Annoal Ramfal  Annual Ranfal
1960-90 1691 1992 1993 1994
46.29 “£.09 63.22 50.26 53.4)
2081% 36.57% B8.58% 1538%
FLRE 5198 54.28 43.6% 47.64
10.29% 15.17% -7.38% 1.08%
$2.39 57.97 62.76 4815 922
i065% 19.7% 8.00% 5.05%
4774 64.60 63.4) 53.73 63.05
35.32% 3282% 12.53% 32.07%
44,59 n 54.06 37.90 73.0%
17.11% 21.24% -15.00% €3 14%
4868 66.14 4934 51.67 5295
A5.87T% 1.36% 6.14% BT
47.13 56.01 5888 48.61 61.27
18 84% 24.93% 3.04% 42.13%
4462 66.29 1587 44.3] 66.B8
48.57% 25.21% ~0.69% 49 89%
49.50 65.78 47.94 'n 33,50
34.91% =3.15% 17.35% 12.12%
4651 60.90 5296 44.53 782
30.94% 138 -~ 26% 45.82%
42.17 483) X% <] A4 B6 48.70
242% 14.12% 4. 50% 324%
47.26 &9.28 5988 3449 11.09
45.59% 26.70% -27.02% 50.42%
4273 4316 3498 nsn 4214
0.96% -18.18% ~12.21% 10.27%
975 37.98 4261 1763 51.26
16.32% —4.32% ~214.38% 3.01%
661.52 824.93 76112 635.11 818.23
24.70% 15.06% -1.99% 23.69%

(1) 1t was sesurned thet for the months where there was missing dats, minfall was the average of the relevant peniod 1960-50.

to Saff b

Source: Scuthern Suies Uilities, Inc., Resp
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Inches of Rainfall
900 ‘
goo 152423 » 81823
\%‘2
700 s
—a— <2 s 661.52

600 WL 635.11
500
400 1 i 1

1991 1992 1993 1994

Year |

—- 1991-94 —— Avg 1960-90
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Schedule 13
Souwthern States UtHitles, Inc.
Rainfafl: 1991-%4 Muw Ralnfall for (he Month (1)
Planty You Inewary ~ Febpuay _ March _ April  Msy = June  July = August  Seplember _OQctobes  November _Decmber _Amwml

Amefia siand

Percentage of Residential Use 1.50% 1991 9.38 118 7.44 582 574 10.62 .30 157 2% 444 019 0.51 60.09

County Nassau 1992 539 210 439 s &3 985 316 15 118 1152 192 0.53 6322
1991 514 150 594 1.04 1.80 2.51 439 454 594 1124 290 072 5026
1994 295 122 273 1.40 216 516 34 217 4.49 1319 4.40 5N 5341

Oeneva Lake, Keystone Club, Keystone

Heights, Lakeview, Postmaster

Petcentage of Residentis Use 13% toor 666 032 878 6.02 6.24 6.58 125 402 1% L4l oM 199« 51.98

County Alachia T 1992 520 348 400 178 1.99 1286 1.52 8.55 L&) 5.74 206 03 bt ]
1993 326 477 A6t 09 1.41 607 LR 56% 200 198 135 27 43 65
1994 1.76 043 265 1.51 383 4.60 1.66 6.14 598 510 070 128 47 64

Apache Shores, Citnas Springs, Crysisl

River Highlends, Golden Terrace, Goepel

Tslnnd Est,, Ouk Forest, Pine Ridge, Point

O'Woods, ResemontRolling Green,

Sugarmill Woods

Percentage of Residentinl Use 6.06% 1991 292 1.13 589 5.89 544 1nia 183 8719 110 485 0.47 092 51.97

County Cirm 1992 239 2.5 1.68 447 Ly Y0.R0 19 15.03 107 9.04 344 1.08 62.76
1993 a9 41 640 261 19 5177 4.66 24 3819 538 023 1.87 4815
1994 9.56 1.27 1.20 198 0.42 R4as 449 1.57 6.51 n 2.13 201 49.22

Boscon Hills, Woodmere

Perceninge of Residentinl Use 5% 199} 747 090 823 474 in 860 1151 59 667 &1 095 048 64 60

County Duvat 1992 126 tie 14 1.80 248 1412 3199 6.56 11.08 7.54 281 atr 63.41
1993 m 3558 513 1.37 0.58 70 2N 254 843 15.59 1.9 2.52 537
1994 9.19 1.08 201 n93 297 6.70 (3:1} 57 61t 11.26 55 a4 6305

Buy Lake Est., Fountaine, Intercession

City, Lake Ajay Est., Lake Conway Park,

Pine Ridge Ext., Tropical Park, Windsong

Percentage of Residentisl Use 1.02% 1991 197 041 612 5.09 858 569 1013 611 488 2.72 05 0.y 5222

Courdty Owceola 1992 1.36 287 200 565 330 19 278 10.73 29 185 319 0.53 5406
1993 363 1.81 6.41 108 1.36 S.66 280 122 494 519 Q6 094 31190
1994 441 3178 1.3 597 505 11.49 684 R.78 1.29 168 1.25 13 .0

Lehigh

Percentage of Rexidential Use 312% 19 6.42 126 G173 4.96 668 610 1288 E1.12 980 319 218 005 6614

County Hendry 1992 221 336 33 n 135 1699 87 613 531 1.4 079 113 4934
1993 591 163 in 202 0.06 826 105 * 689 * 159 5RS 1 60 110 51 67
1994 169 * 192 249 146 1.50 1086 545 689 560 * 595 167" 147 5295

WIS 491 R RAM MR
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Seuthern States Utilities, Tne,

Rainfall: 1991-94 Miming Dxta Adjusisd qu Rainfall for the Menth (1)

Pinnts

Gibwonia Esl., Lake Gibson Ext., Orange

HillSugar Crock
Perceninge of Residentinl Use
County

Carlton Village, Exst Lake Huvia Fst.,
Femn Torr., Friendly Center, Grand Tery,,

Hobby Hills, Imperial Mobile Terr.,

Marion Ouks, Morningviow, Pallisades
Country Club, Patms Mobile Home Prk.,
Picciola Is]., Piney Woods, Quail Ridge,
Silver Lake Evt./Western Shores, Skycrest
Stone M, in, Sumshine Pricwy, Vi

1.01%
Polk

Village
Percentage of Rosidential Use
County

Marco ilarxd, Marco Shores
Percetitige of Revidential The
County

Dwetwyler Shores, Holicay Heights,
University Shores

Percentage of Residential Use
County

Bumt Store, Deep Crock
Percentuge of Residential Use
County

I 24 P A NS

£72%

10.36%
Callier

319%

1.90%
Charlotie

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Disrrukes
Bxhibit No. ___(KHD-1)
Schedule § 3

Your

19
1992
1993
1994

19
1992
1993
1994

1991

1993
1994

1991

1993
§994

1991
1992
1993
1994

Jarmiary

195
L4
472
159

6.07
re:
463
6.61

9.40

0.49

1.56

Ly
135
489
397

584

434
1 50

Felwuary Murch April
059 425 492
kX 7] 115 4380
t 44 447 3Rn
203 212 143
1.76 10.46 936
222 3.50 1.5
in 685 1.53
089 130 098
211 | .B6 2
369 265 2.55
193 213 225
1.67 Lt 121
098 6.66 T7.72
142 167 qi0
1.48 6.26 1.78
358 1.2 3m
187 o3 166
159 105 1.18
19 404 346
084 220 580

My

921
243
285
1.44

820
in
207
199

10.70
09l
297
093

943
112
232
287

9.45
00!
0.78
075

1099
1167

1.66
1276

895
8 44
rive]
99%

5.64
10.94
e
1086

598

447
10.28

830
19.75
6317
6.02

1310
s'06
o
835

7.30
5.58
355
7.13
14.15

919
130

1078
6.49
1317
747

789

7.46

102
11.50

RS54

693
1205

968

852

11.72
7.49

713
B0}
595
623

419

455
918

263
19
209
12.46

3%
6.45
516
10.49

b3 1|
827
+ 1.5

453
113
5.35
784

336
5.74
5.10
10.18

oJune _ July | Augud  September  October

1.68
481
412
6.23

451
0.69
687
i

476
51
461
518

mm
L7
L ¥1)
1.23

016 on
401 056
019 1.27
348 425
0.17 oM
549 072
136 1 67
512 288
1.29 37
0.5 0.06
0.52 0.59
254 3ss
0.21 024
274 088
on 016
132 3od
1.18 o
217 t2n
009 064
1.34 2w

s6 01

48 61
&7 27

629
5587
443

65 78
4794
“®it
8550

6097
5296
44 51
7 82

48 3
SR
4486
AR TO

-
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Souwthern Stwtes Utllitles, Ine.

Rainfall: 1991-94 Mining Deta Ad uﬂ by Ame Ralnfa¥ for the Month (1)

Docket No. 950495.W3
Kimberly H. Dinvukes
Exhitvit No. _ (KHD-13
Schedule 13

Planty Yeur Inenuary Februmy Much April Mny June July August Seplember _ October November _December

Appla Vatley, Chuluota, Debtorm, Druid

Hills, Enterprise, Fem Park, Harmony

Homes, Lake Prartley, Lake Harriet Bat..

Meredith Manor, Dol Rey Manor

Percentage of Residentinl $se 27 59% 1991 1.85 1.34 904 T 169 11.4% 16.60 155 4.6} 4193 043 086

County Semmole 1992 1.93 719 217 154 146 T04 449 15.30 8.50 458 300 068
1993 5.26 an 1409 172 IR 166 256 1.9% s iR2 047 1.55%
1994 632 238 348 OR4 220 1025 8.70 1041 9§87 kAL 907 547

Hershel Heights, Seaboard, Vairico Hills

Percentage of Residentin! Use 2.63% 191 241 n4l 473 §.54 688 im 992 ] kX x] 073 126 067

County Haborough 1992 L4y A67 09s 2117 10 1.03 280 822 295 220 243 099
1993 180 23 393 245 i714 38 292 5.06 5.60 4.23 022 128
1994 359 0.43 0.66 343 Q07 598 1831 837 320 19 024 157

Spring Hill

Percenage of Residential Use 26.35% 191 159 1.67 495 SR 8.55 498 10.10 1197 335 1.50 067 127

County Hermando 1992 L] 415 048 396 050 137 7.62 Tzt 6.22 150 510 0.25
1993 kLt 185 th £.55 1.24 559 610 168 255 160 ois 192
1994 11.27 15" 408 3100 180G 262 10.80 182 55 1.66 0.00 120

* Denotes where missing data has been substituted with average data

(17 1t was assumed that for the months where thero was missing data, rainfal] was the age for the same month rom the period 1960-90,

Source: Sonthern Siates Ulilities, Ine., Response to Staif Inerrogatory 14

VIate 4V AN LY

.

Aswuai

6928
o RE
M9
n.me
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37.53
4714

ST o8
47 61
IT 63
51.26



Docket No 950493-W§

Kamberly H Dwmukes

Exhitat No. ___(KHD-1)

Schedule 14
Southern States Uttilities, Inc.
Rainfall Comparison: 1960-1994 Ad'lusud for Missins Data: Assume Zero Rainfali (1)
Percenage Avernge Average Average Avertge Avernge
of Rendential Annual Reinfall Annual Reinfsll  Annual Rainfall Annuai Reinfall  Aanus! Reinfal
Plano Use Cowty 1960-90 1991 1952 1957 1994
Amels laland 1.50% Natasu 46.2% 60.09 63.22 56.26 23.4}
Peroent Devapon From Average 2981% 36.57% B.38% 15 38%
Geneve Lake, Keystone Cub, Keystone
Heights, Lakeview, Postnaster 131% Alachus 4713 - 49.99 5428 4365 47.64
Percent Devigtion From Average 6.07% 15.17% «7.38% 1.08% .
Apache Shores, Citrus Springs, Crymal
River Highlands, Golden Termace, Gospel
Inland Est, Onk Forest, Pine Ridge, Pount
O'Waoods, Rosemont/Rolling Green,
Sugarmill Woods 6.06% Citrus 52.39 1.9 62.76 48.15 9
Peroent Deviaton From Average 10.65% 19.79% -8.09% £.05%
Beacon Hills, Woodmere 571% Duwval 4714 64.60 63 .41 3.7 63.038
Peroent Deviation From Average 353%% 32.82% 12.55% 32.07%
Bay Lake Est, Fountasms, Intercession
Oy, Lake Ajay Es., Lake Conway Fark,
Purve Radge Est, Tropcal Park, Windsong, 1.02% Osceola 44.59 2 54.06 37.50 73.00
Percent Dieviation From Averkge 17.14% 21.24% -15.00% 63.74%
Lehigh 3.23% Hendry 48.68 66.14 4934 11 kYA
Peoent Devistion From Averuge 35.87T% 1.38% -22.49% -23.79%
Gibsorua Est., Lake Cabson Est, Orange
Hill/Sugar Creek 1.01% Polk 4713 56.0) 5888 4B.61 67.27
Pervent Deviation From Average 18.84% 24.93% 314% 42.73%
Carkron Village, East Lake Hemis Est,
Fem Terr., Friendly Center, Grund Terr,
Hobby Hills, imperial Mobde Terr.,
Marion Oaky, Morrangview, Pallinades
Country Chub, Patms Mobile Home Pric,
Pieciols lal, Piney Woods, Quad Ridge,
Silver Lake Est."Western Shores, Skyorest
Stone M . Sunah m. Venst
Viliage 4.72% Lake 4462 66,29 5587 44 3] 66 88
Pefoent Deviation From Avernge 4R 5T% 2521% 0.65% 49.89%
Marco island, Marco Shores 10.36% Coller 49.50 66. 18 47.94 58 1) 55.50
Peroent Deviation From Average 3M51% 1% 17.39% 1212%
Duetwyie:r Shores, Hobidey Heights,
University Shores 3.19% Orange 46 51 &0 90 3296 44.53 £67.82
Percent Devistion From Average 3).94% 13.87% 4. 26% A5 81%
Bummnt Store, Deep Craek 1.90% Charlotte 4717 48.31 3.8 44 86 A8. 70
Porcent Devistion From Average 2.42% 14.12% -4.90% 3.24%
Apple Valley, Chuhiota, Dehona, Dnnd
Hill, Emerprise, Forn Park, H ¥y
Mersdith Manor, Dol Rey Manor 27.50% Semninole 47.26 65.28 5588 3449 T1.09
Perent ievistion From Average 46.59% 26.70% «27.07% 50.42%
Hersbe! Haghts, Seabcard, Vakico Hils 263%  Hilsborough 2.5 43.16 34.98 37.53 4714
Puaromt Duvistion: From Aversge 0.96% -18.18% ~12.21% 10.27%
Spring HD 26.35% Hunando 49.76 5798 EVEZ) 3454 49.76
Prrcent Devistion From Average 16.52% -31.13% -30.59% 0.00%
Total 96.58% 661.52 2.9 747.78 617.80 B00. 56
24.40% 13.04% =6.61% 21.07%

(1) It was sasumed that for the months whers there was misxing data, renfall wes zero in that month

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., R

10 Staff L

s ol P ARBARL KL
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Sewthern States Utliitles, Inc.

Rainfall: 1991-1994 Missing Data ME!‘ by Awuming Zere Reinfall for the Month (1)

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly . Diswkes
ExhibitNo _ (KHDL-H)
Schedule 15

T Plants Yeur Jormary February March April May June July Augst Septembor  October  November  December

-

Percentage of Resideniinl Use 1.50% 1991 238 118 1.44 582 574 10.62 9.30 257 b 444 ore 0.51

County Naswna 1992 5.39 210 4139 15 613 9 RS 316 7.57 .15 1t.52 192 053
1993 574 3150 594 1.04 180 251 439 454 594 11.24 290 on
1994 195 n 213 140 216 516 314 247 4.49 1319 4.40 5t

(enevn Lake, Keystone Club, Keystone

Heights, Lakeview, Postiaster

Percentage of Residential Use 1.31% 1991 6.66 032 L&} 602 6.24 6.58 125 402 240 141 o3 0.00

County Alachua 1992 5.20 348 100 18 .99 12.86 £.52 855 437 574 206 o
1993 126 4717 461 091 L4 607 314 565 2.00 7.58 138 223
1994 7.76 043 265 1.51 83 460 1.66 6.14 598 510 010 128

Apache Shores, Citns Springs, Crystal

River Highlands, Oolden Terrace, Gowpel

Island Est., Osk Forest, Pine Ridgs, Poimt

OWoods, Rosemont/Rolling Green,

Sugarmil] Woods

Percentage of Residentin! Use 6.06% 1994 29 1.73 589 589 544 1014 7.83 8.79 310 485 047 0.92

Conty Citrus 1992 239 251 168 447 .37 19.80 39 15.03 107 9.04 XL 1.0%
1993 3N 417 6.40 261 1.93 577 465 241 .19 538 13 1] 187
1994 956 1.27 120 198 042 R85 4.49 1.57 651 3n 213 ol

Bascon Hills, Woodmere

Percentage of Residential Use SH% 1991 117 0.90 8 A.74 n 8.60 11.51 59 6.67 611 09s 0.48

Conmnty Duval 1992 1.26 119 441 1.80 248 1412 399 656 11.08 1.54 28 an
1993 1.2 155 513 1.37 0.58 1.70 2 254 843 15.59 279 252
1994 9.79 1.08 201 09 297 670 6R1 507 61l 1126 5.51 47N

Bay Lake Est., Fountaina, Intercestion

City, Lake Ajay Est, Lake Conway Park,

Pirre Ridge Est , Tropical Park, Windsong

Percentage of Residentinl Use 1.02% 1991 1.837 0.4 612 509 858 569 1013 (2] 488 272 0.2 03?7

County Oxceols 1992 L36 87 201 565 i 0 215 1073 291 385 319 053
1993 163 181 641 los 136 566 280 1.22 494 519 026 094
1994 4.4} 38 134 597 505 11.49 6.84 878 11.29 168 1.25 EAK

Lehigh

Percentage of Residenitinl Use 123% 199t 6.42 1.26 073 496 6.68 610 1288 11.12 980 396 218 003

Conmnty Hendry 1992 21 136 i 38l 1.35 1699 ig? 613 513 1.24 0719 113
1993 59 163 n 202 0.06 8.26 0.00 0.00 159 585 1.60 110
1994 0.00 39 249 345 1.50 10.86 5.45 0.00 0.00 595 0.00 147

ot .

173 4% for WARA WS

60.09
63

5241

49 99
5428
43.65
47 64

57.97
6276

4922

6460
6341
5373
6105

5112
5406
N9
T30t

66.14
4934
77
o
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Exhibit No. __(KHD-1)
Schedule 35
Sowthern Ststes Utifitles, Inc.
Rainfall: 1991-199%4 Mm Dais A‘Iﬁe‘ H A-Im Zers Rainfall for the Month (1)
Plants Your =~ Twwery _Febnury March Agril May June July August September _ October_ N a . N |
Gibeonia Est., Lake Gibson Est., Orange
Hill/Sugse Croek
Peroentage of Residentisl Use 1.01% 1991 195 059 425 492 8 1099 1310 301 263 A 016 on 5601
Cqmly Palk 1992 t.14 342 1.15 680 243 +1.67 5.06 11.50 190 124 401 0.56 s8R
1993 472 1.44 4.47 3 R0 285 166 927 600 209 3185 019 1.27 48 61
1994 159 1.0} 212 1.43 1 44 1216 835 854 12.46 282 3 4R 425 6727
Cartton Village, East Lske Horris Est.,
Fern Terr., Friendly Centter, Grand Terr.,
Hobby Hilla, Imperial Mobile Ter.,
Marion Oaks, Morningview, Pallisades
Covuttry Club, Palnw Mobile Home Prk.,
Picciola bsl., Piney Woods, Queil Ridge,
Silver Lake Est./Western Shores, Skycrest
Stons M in, Sunshine Priowy, Voneti
Village
Percentage of Residentinl Use 412% 1991 607 1.76 10.46 9236 820 895 730 69 390 168 0.77 091 6629
County Lake 1992 LRI 232 350 157 3N 844 558 1205 645 481 549 0 5587
1993 463 37 685 1.53 207 222 355 664 5.76 432 1.% (X2 44 31
1994 6.61 089 230 NaR g LA 173 968 10.49 623 512 288 66.88
Marco Bland, Murco Shores
Porcentage of Residential Lise 10.36% 1991 9.40 2n 186 292 1n7¢ 564 1415 852 bk 1| 48 129 o 6678
Counly Coltier 1992 0.49 169 265 255 0.9t 10.94 190 922 8.27 069 057 0.06 4794
1993 1.66 193 21 2.25 297 681 219 11.72 357 687 052 059 SRl
1994 1.56 1.67 LIt 1.21 093 10.86 11.30 7.49 $.46 i 254 158 £5.50
Dectwyler Shores, Holiday Heights,
University Shores
Percentage of Residential Use 319% 1991 237 09, 666 172 948 5.98 10.78 713 451 476 0.27 024 &0.90
County Orange 1992 135 242 167 210 1.19 868 260 8.03 713 507 74 088 5294
1993 489 1.48 6.26 1.8 23 447 6.49 595 535 461 017 0.6 4453
1994 kA0 358 .21 kX)) 287 1028 1327 623 T84 518 7.32 3.04 6782
Bumnt Store, Deep Croek
Percentage of Residentinl Use 1.90% 1991 584 187 p Yot 166 945 830 T47 419 138 (N1 175 028 48 31
County Charlotte 1992 0.96 359 305 L8 0.07 1975 TR9 626 574 1.9 217 120 5383
1993 434 296 404 3146 .78 637 630 4.55 510 623 o . 064 44 86
1994 1.50 084 2.20 580 075 6.02 T 46 918 10.18 123 t.34 220 AR.70

WP £ AARN LS

Page 2



Sowthern States Utilities, Inc.

Rainfoll: 1991-19%4 Mm Data A‘Iln!d u Asouming Zere Rainfall for the Month (1}

Docket No. 950495-W3
Kimberly H. Disomikes
Exhibit No. ___(KHD-1)
Schedule 15

Plants Yewr = Juwary  Fobruary March _ April May June July

Apple Valley, Cluluota, Dettons, Druid

Hitla, Enerprise, Fern Pask, Harmorey

Homes, Lake Brantley, Lake Huriet Em |,

Meredith Manor, Dol Ray Manor

Percentage of Residentini Use 27.59% 1991 16% 134 904 126 169 o4 113 356

County Seminole 1992 193 119 217 154 J46 704 449 1530
1991 526 i 340 1712 IRR 2.66 2.56 19%
1994 632 238 148 084 220 1025 8.70 10.4!

Hershel Heighta, Seaboard, Valrico Hills

Percertage of Residential Use 261% 1991 2.4 041 473 1.54 688 378 992 135

County lisberough 1992 1.47 3167 095 21 010 1.03 280 822
1993 150 212 193 245 1.74 iR 292 506
1994 159 043 0.66 143 0.07 598 1.3 R37

Spring Hill

Perceritage of Residential Lhe 24.35% 1991 %9 1.67 495 538 855 498 1010 11.97

Courty Hemando 1992 1.34 435 .48 396 0.50 . 1862 000
1993 0.00 185 1.7l k.55 1.24 5.59 670 768
1994 11.27 6.00 408 300 1.80 2.62 10.80 7182

(1) Tt was d that for the ths whese there was missing data, minfall was zero.

Source; Sovithern States Utilities, Inc., Reaponse to StaiT Interrognatory 14

IV 1 4 AR

L1
6.50
i
L34

338
0.00
235
551

Augusi September

AR

.50
150
ls0
1.66

_—-—N —

08 0R6
300 058
041 1.55
907 547
1.26 06?7
24 099
022 12

024 1.57
067 127
510 0125
0.5 192
0.00 1.20

6923
5988
M9
n.og

4116
R
183
47.14

5798
M
1454
49.76
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Weather Normalized Residential Consumption: Revenue Impact

Docket No. 950495-W'S
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___(KHD-1)
Schedule 16

(0o0) (0o0) 000) (000)
Company 1996 1996 Normalized 1996 1996
1996 1996 Comsumption  Consumption Normalized (000) Revenue
Consumption Bills Per Bill Per Bill Consumption DifTerence Rate __ Impact
All-Excluding Bumi Store (1) 6,039,577 688332 8.774 10.076 6535927 896350  $1.23° . $1,102,511
- »
All Including Bumnt Store (1) 2,233,810 314,334 7.106 §.161 2,565,336 331,526 §$2.52 $835,436
Total 8273387 1,002,666 8.251 9.476 9,501,263 1,227,876  S1.58
Noo-Uniform Distribution
Bueraventurs Lakes 463,923 87,328 5312 6.101 532,775 68,852 §1.24 $85,377
Burnt Store . 26,605 6,912 3.849 4.420 30,554 3,949 $1.23 $4.857
Decp Creek 192,328 36,934 5.207 5.980 220,872 28,544 $4.12 $117,601
Enterprise 19,098 2,870 6.654 7.642 21,932 2,834 $2.21 - $6,264
Geneva Lake Estates 8,189 1,065 7.68% 8.830 9,404 1,215 $2.07 $2,516
Keystone Club Estates 9,462 1,944 4.867 5.590 10,866 1,404 $2.07 §2,907
Lakeside : 1398 1,035 7.148 8.209 8,456 1,098 $1.23 $1,350
Lehigh 333,271 104,386 3.193 3.667 382,733 49,462 $2.40 $118,708
Mareo Ialand (1) 1,114,572 62,580 17.810 20.454 1,279,989 165,417 $2.96 $489,634
Palm Valley 19,814 2,434 8.14] 9.349 22,755 2,941 §0.94 $2,764
Remington Forrest 7.868 1,044 7.536 8.655 9,036 1,168 $0.00 £0
Speing Gardens 6,522 1,565 4167 4786 7,490 968  $1.03 $997
Valencia Termace 24.760 4,237 5.844 6711 28,433 3.675 $0.67 $2.462
Total 2,233,810 314,334 7.106 8.161 2,565,336 331,526 §2.52 $835,436
(1) Excludes Impact of Conservation.

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc. , MFR E Schedules, Response to OPC Document Request 24.
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Docket No. 950495-W'S
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___(KHD-1)

Schedule 17
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Projected Test Year Revenue Adjustment: Avenged 1992 snd 1993 Gallons
Recommended Company
1996 1996 Revenue
Plant Name Gallons (1) Gallons (1} Difference Rate Adjustment
Uniform Plants
All 7,161,931,630 6,864,172,362 297,759,268 $1.23 $366,244
Non-Uniform Plants
Decp Creek 236,995,265 234,586,892 2408373 $4.12 9922
Enterprise 19,557,693 19,218,113 339,580 52.21 750
Genevs Lake Estates 10,190,445 11,090,069 -899 624 $2.07 -1,862
Keystone Club 9,476,994 9,462,162 14,832 $2.07 31
Lehigh 397,689,909 402,453,341 -4,763,432 $2.40 -11,432
Marco Island 2,261,017 569 2,239,36.,221 21,649,348 $2.96 64,082
Palm Valley (2) 16,005,160 15,299,560 705,600 $0.94 663
Remington Forest 9.169.452 7.867,584 1,301,868 $0.00 0
Total 2,960,102, 487 2,939,345,942 20,756,545 $62,155
Total Uniformn and Non-Uniform $428.3198

(1) Does not include conservation adjusiments.

{2) Excludes usage of 6,002,000 associated with galions not billed.

Source: Southern States Uhilities, Inc., MFR E Schedules.

A3 3 48l KEVIISIXLE
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Exiébit No. __ (KHD-1)

Schedule 18
Sewthern Siates Utilitles, Inc.
Aversge Consumption Pey BRI (1)
Adfuried 1995 amd 1996 Gallens_
Compound
Adgurted Projected Growth Rule Projecied Growih Rate
Gollens Grewth Rale 193 over [} ] e
Line Histerical Aversge B I/ Gallens 1994 Galloms 3
Ne. Plani Namse [d] 1997 1993 1994 (1991-19%4) (1991-19%4) C1Cs (CLCIYCS C7*'CS (C16-CHICY
FP3C Uniform:

1 Amelis Ioland 264,056,149 306,514,750 319,189,709 126.87,107 304161079 . 190% 10,918,342 1.24% 360,0%0,0% 2130%

2 Apache Shores 3,147,665 1938815 3,061,842 1,430,738 3,142,268 000% 3,143,268 9% 3,142,268 0.00%

3 Apple Valley 121,642,309 135,183,090 178,317,073 122074014 126,869,157 1.74% 129,076,680 5.74% 131322814 1.70%

4 Bay Lake Estates 6,143,450 1,766,010 1,3948%0 $,3%0,090 1,071,103 - 196% 7,290, 407 1410% 7495907 296%

3 Beacon Hilks 00,311,140 7134109 529,296,811 4R 141623 477614109 6.1 33 0.00%

6 Beecher's Point 4,287,560 5,044,540 4,567,719 6,372,870 5,066,937 430% R -1707% 3T 430%

7 Burnt Store 44167470 46,174,009 47938077 47,304,106 45,905,986 NI 61,992,350 nim 3.498.812 BT

] Cwrion Village 8,556,380 10,110,130 11,182,120 11,187,100 10,284,183 B4l% 11,149,081 0.34% 12.086,720 4%

9 Chuluots 50,048,546 56,990,364 62250458 61,030,805 51.782,29) )5 ®672,141 A% 9,575,691 134%
10 Citrus Purk 14619870 15,048,687 26,083,447 25,786,741 25,387,179 101% 13,900,000 0.40% 26,423,100 201%
th Citrus sm 113,413,062 14,220,006 162,017,999 145,10.870 142,954,736 1% 147,743,719 1.79% 1526931 31I5%
12 Crystad H. 4314050 5,116,070 6,161,950 6,023,990 3,481,763 444% 3,123,185 -496% 5,979,352 yr
13 Shores 14.311,202 16958514 16,532,678 15,803,222 15,906,407 000% 15,906,407 065% 15,906,407 000%
L Deliora 2,655.963,7%9 21012,942392 2,956,616,334 167,482,428 1,769.241.413 2M% 2.833.210,890 708% 2898658061 1%
15 Dol Ray Manor 11.000,12 13,713,410 13,338,124 13,395,112 12,9¢5,938 1LIT% 1306701 2.45% 10219.9% 1.17%
16 Hills 0,110,570 3,420,710 41,765,531 WI7iM2 40,967,168 000% 0,947,168 621% 20,967,168 0.00%
17 East Lake Harris Est. 51780 5,546,799 5651850 £.531,314 5,489,971 087% 5,537,691 0.13% 5585871 08™%
1] Fern Park 14,972,700 17852,430 17,433,280 16,917,382 16,793,998 029% 16,342,701 0.44% 16891544 9%
19 Fem Tertace 11150250 11993, 1IL65T.115 111087 11,880 89 0.87% 11.984.2% S579% 13,088,522 a8
»n Fisherman's Heven 9,304,470 9,663,629 9,195,621 9,410,216 9,308 484 2.00% 386,454 1. 1.38%
H] Fountains . 453870 1,323,770 2.697.160 1,138,700 T91% 1,207,189 $5.24% £ 191%
n Fox Run , 10,693,842 10,243,512 10,437 436 10,525,343 347% 10,800,372 430% 11,268,475 34T
B Friendly Cenler LAL76L0 36,750 1.5998% 1,390,680 1,486,218 109% 1,502,417 2103% 1,518,794 10%%
7] Golden T 3,500 471,060 4801449 4,674,600 4,620,177 0.71% 4,632,981 4% 4686017 97%
5 Gospel 1aland Est 571,460 3, BG4, 651,590 T48 0.00% 3 N 148X T.00%
% Grand Termce 4313910 1.9)7.0%0 11,866,410 11,993,010 9,080,593 & 234 0.00%
27 Harmony Homes 8,06 7.991,5% 7758412 6,591,166 7.601,582 0.17% 614,505 1559% 7,617,44% 0.1
» Hermits Cove 6,087,710 6,062,400 5,733,265 6,31747% 6,050,000 0.00% 6,050,090 417% 6,050,090 0.00%
9 Hobby Hills 5497313 5,100,607 5,806,316 6,547,531 5,185,942 200% 575041 -11.63% 5,785.942 0.00%
0 Holiday Haven 4,035,009 4,209,100 4,260,990 4517697 4756199 000% 4,258,199 -495% 8,199 0.00%
3 Holiday Heighta 6,020,900 £.365,610 5,164,090 $4T4,720 5,781,330 031% 3,799.8% 5.94% $.318,%0 0%
k. Tmperial Mobil Terr 15,082,990 15.121,1%0 15,751 806 13,408,360 15,041,097 [ 124 000
n Inleroession City 13,129,181 (434189 14,403,711 15,795,903 14,435,763 097% ; S176% S, 093%
M Interiachen Lake Est. / Park 1110788 12,414,415 12,267.010 12515418 12,076,181 0T1% 12,165,922 -18% 11348272 0.11%
k1] Jungle Den 2,952,260 3,044,962 1,597311 2,630,149 2,806,187 0.00% 2,806,187 6.69% 1,206,187 000%
% Keystone Heights 100,236,193 108,170,700 113,998 498 tO361R,108 106,503,899 088% H7,40,15 169% 108,348,651 o
37 Kingswood 3417020 3,530,83¢ 3,544,790 3638419 3,532,017 0.22% 3,539,788 -163% 7,575 0I0%
» Lake Ajuy Estates 4,163,050 4,638,190 11,8102 13,774,807 £.399.167 2.19% 9,119,540 -31.04% 2™
» Lake 1,056,190 8117270 6,773,000 6167610 7,016,065 08 7.074,298 15.64% BRLL 083%
£ Lake Park 8374470 9,314,709 8815613 7644995 8,539.947 0.36% 8.520.691 12.11% 8501, 0.3%6%
Il Lake Hamiet Est 29,441,861 27,136,043 25,265,030 15106831 26,912,44) 035% 27,006,635 T14% 17,101,158 035%
42 Lakeview Villes 167910 535,630 459 795,840 603,967 0.00% 603 967 A% 603 0.00%
4 Leitani Heights 46,790,937 211914 43,546,313 43012.488 a4p94 418 063% 4517729 50%% 45.46) 870 063%
“u Leisuse 8,533,493 3,648,476 130113 7.289.947 7,948,660 001% 1.949,453% 9.0%% 7.950,1%0 001%
5 Maroo Shores 36.838.99% 30,600,760 24.340,66 4030880 28,955,074 I0™% 29343993 MA8% 30,760,706 10™
o* Masion Duks 130,409,215 143,205,248 163,746,319 169,967,198 152,382,023 S48 160,943,517 531% 169,763,122 5.48%
47 Meredith Manor ,73%,776 73,785,468 m m 221 587,146 74,111,653 000% T4,111.69) 210% 1111653 000%
% Momingvs 3,520,620 491,580 29,150 3,946,035 596,896 12M% 3,642,% -169% 3eaamin 1%
0 Ouk Forest 17203,513 14,456,300 u m 132 12,024,279 1,902.05% 1.49% 13,094,297 B90% 13,289,402 140%
30 Oskwood 8537117 9,690,209 9,354,181 10,544,167 9,688,719 117% 9,908,653 -zmq:% 0.46%
51 Palisades Ctry Chity 1,619,270 9,016,160 11,910,150 53.98% 9,448,821 06T AL $398%
5t Palm Port a.us.m 4814134 530,833 S09TRH 349% 5025907 1A% 5,201,332 34%
5 Paim Termnce £R975,704 nwAn 70,036,258 61897734 0% 69,794 367 $79% 69,509,179 0%
4 Palms Mobile Home Pk 2107010 1.828,170 1,573,400 1.615,690 0.00% 1,78L.068 10.24% 1,781,068 000%
55 Picciots Island 11,888,170 11.97),780 §1.545,000 10,965,372 0.78% 11,683,023 £.54% 11,774,153 0.78%
56 Pine Ridge 63,152,193 MASTH1T 101911 969 109,749,683 18 13% 105,070,636 -4.26% 24,750 18.73%
57 Pine Ridge Est 13,096,370 13,645,668 16,200,710 20,039,011 B2 -19, 000%
R Piney Woods 16,701,760 17,378,660 17,112,612 17,204,003 17,099, m 030% AL 0M% gk 030%
59 Point O Woods 17,141,018 19,169,530 21,044,306 19.036,3%) 19,297 817 242% 19,765,734 IR4% 20,247,086 143%
60 Pomaona P 7,260,561 7,303,361 ¥ 93ms 196 10.876,944 8,681,666 1 Ro% 8BRS, 149 -1867% 9.012.9%4 1.89%
6l Postmaster Village 14,638,100 15,368,060 15.416,090 14,9721 14,929,893 130% 15,123.981 5. 7R% 15,320,593 1.30%
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Seuthern Stwtes Utitles, Inc.
Average Comumplien Per Bill (1)
Adjurivd 1975 and 1996 Callans
Compound
Adjusted Prejocted Growth Rate Projected Growth Reie
Gallens Growth Rate 1995 orer 19% er
Line Hivtoriest Average Rl 1/ (e 19%4 Gallons 195
Na Plasi Namee 1991 1991 199) 1994 (1991-19%4) (1991-1994) CI1*Cé {CRC5CS [l ] (CILCHCe
[} Quail Ridge - 1,353,300 1,596,080 1,768,680 1.419,.5)5 0% 1,565,198 11.30% 1,713,133 9.49%
L1} River Grove 3,564 991 6,944 017 TALIN 7.190,5%0 $9182217 000% 6928127 1.0 698 127 000%
&4 River 9.689.077 213,950 10,347,991 10.R83,1 54 10,036,043 101% 10,137,407 63%% 10,239,795 101%
63 kw! Rolling Oreen 15. 91670 16,944, 460 18,790,600 17,984,709 17,356 860 408% 18.065.020 0.45% 18802072 408%
66 Salt £ 5633870 71,591,740 12914018 32,005,740 10,541,004 1.5T% M8I% 21,192,179 Ly
67 S_um\' 1.150.710 LI76,570 LALL 560 921,50 1,000.21% 0.00% 1,090,218 1831% 1090118 000%
o Sibver Lake Est/ W. Shores 260,970,263 263,915,126 173, 134943 710268 338 L1110 IM% 261,156,168 24.49% 171,650,531 1%
49 Sibvey Lake Ouks 1,169,580 1,540 JHO 0T 1,797,150 1,464,198 46%% 532,968 -14.71% 604,760 4.69%
™o 333008 4680201 6,774,514 695,847 6,427,906 031% 460,688 £.12% 8,493637 0.51%
Tk St. John's H. 1,156,240 2661900 1,649,300 T.R005.7%0 2.81R,558 145% 189,417 191% 900, 1.45%
n Stone Mounisin L9150 1275140 1,088.020 1173690 1,201,923 40% 1,253,431 6.79% 1,307,398 4%
n Sagar Mill 2%.101.353 23,M7615 26,3131.30% 15,510,194 25,715,992 1LIT% 26 058,301 2.19% 26,423,437 1.3™%
) Sugar Mill Woods 336,501,604 391,838,319 385,242,965 313,769,936 359.913,4%9 805% 88,205,497 193 420,191 B3 0%
75 m& 30,075,391 19,1273 3 641.689 ML 20,040,901 L37% 30336111 TIX% , 136,130 132%
L i 13,021,880 17,855,860 25,936,959 24,436 401 20313173 12.93% 11939781 4. 1% 15,903,893 12.93%
I Tropical Park 30,801,748 30.281.145 31,135,842 31016184 31038730 031% LI iRAY. ] -1 5% 31.376337 0.351%
L] University Shores 335,849,580 366,359,018 413270479 410,754,290 304,058 344 1.25% 411,901,314 0.28% 441,763,310 T.25%
” Venction Village 8313404 8,327 966 873879 B,337382 8,319,183 163% 678515 1 4% 8,820,033 163%
80 Welaka / Sarstoga Harbour 4642 938 316850 4,895,27] 5401172 5.051.501 1.60% 3,132,323 -3 00%% 3214442 i 60%
8t Westrnont 11,382,900 12,309.320 11870400 12,178,160 11,935,243 J0ne 12,9804 098% 12,671,933 304%
5 Windsong 7,559, 1,713,289 8124445 8,071,990 TRIC 04N 0.00% 7,870,041 -1.51% T 370,041 000%
8 Woodmere 180,364,307 198,169,866 101,461,363 183,004,449 190,300,096 316 & o00%
B Woolens 413,480 317.090 699,069 747320 396,140 159% -1415% 5 151%
RS Zephyr Shores 21,714,145 11,189,759 15039018 | 1,289,621 17,308,136 oo 17,308,136 % 17,308 136 0.00%
86 Sub-tetal FPSC Uniferm 5,940,519 97 6,460, 596 489 6812758754 $,243.823,342 §, 364,426,348 1.91% 6,614,235%18 5.99% 6358.317,126 367%
Bl §17,917 44,59 651,138 483678 8.50) ", 71182
Cowvamption Fer BN 4614 18,033 10447 9,133 9313 53 9497
87 ﬁ % 211,400,539 1,025,355 218,007,151 119,496 620 2 IT.&J.QM 181% 213977162 195% , 506, IBI%
88 Enterprise 14,961,983 16,493,768 18,367,734 18,882,905 11227348 362% 18,193 315 -164% 19,218 113 S6I%
59 Geneves Lake Est. 11,533,060 9010978 10,125,576 10,582,289 §0,412,976 3I0% 10,746,191 215% 11,050,069 1IN
90 K Chob Est £,275.950 815,045 9,672,349 11,492,635 8898180 312% 9.173873 <10.16% 9,462,162 3%
91 lmm 170,988 098 36,069, 375,906 R18 399,084,229 380,531,190 1R4% Wi -194% 402,451,341 184%
92 Marco taland 1,077,140,704 2,145,186, 7RA 2,126,283,910 2111619013 1.115.335.103 189% 1.176,468,287 302% 2.239,368,121 200%
93 Palm Valley 16,843,759 18,337,760 24910455 23,624,400 10,929,004 1LOT% 21,153,033 -10 46 o0%
94 Remington Forest 375,460 4,R09.031 8,716,109 , 309,950 5802638 13.04% 7,139,363 -21.31% A £0.20%
93 Sub-tetal FPSC Now-Uniform 1,799,528,878 1,799,191 317 2.791.078,132 1,5485,.541,061 1,776 821,011 1% 1,348,194 945 1.95% 1,945, 347342 1.9%%
By 104,694 184,208 13 19818 118,525 113,815 131,187
Consuunplion Por BII 13,237 13,875 13,113 11,763 13,190 13,779 12,180
% Tetsd FPSC ESSOE500T 9,259, TR7.386 EUSHISERE 3049315403 9,141,247,369 164% 9474400873 4% 990,685,068 34T%
Bl 12421 346,981 863,514 901,493 539104 17423 953,49
Cansrussption For BR 10,515 18,335 IRE 18,016 18,640 10,327 10,283

(1) Before conservation and repression estimated by the Compatty in 1995 and 1996,
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Adjustment for Variable Expenses

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedule 19

Reverse
Osmosis Total

Conventiona!l
Weather Normalization . Treatment
1996 Variable Expenses 33,201,573
Projected Consumption 8,040,449
Cost per 1000 Gallons $0.40
Increased Consumption (000) 1,062,459
Increased Expenses $423,053

51,218,241 $4419.814
2,183,794 10,224,243
$0.56 $0.43

165417 1,227,876

$92279 $515332

Source: Southemn States Utilities, Inc., MFR E Schedules.

MadAy &7 PNl VARIABLE DS




Docket No. 950495-W5
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___(KHD-1)
Schedule 20

Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Marco Island Reuse Projects: Impact

Increase Decrease
{000) Water Water Reuse Wastewater »
Gallons Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
Hideawsy Beach 54,750 $2.96 $162,060 $0.25 ($13,688)
Tommy Barfield School 7,300 $296 $21,608 $0.00 $0
Total 513,688

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR E Schedules; Response to OPC Interrogatory 192,
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Impact of SSU on Buenaverturs Lakes

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___(KHD-1)
Scheduje 2]

1996 1996

Stand Alone 85U Cost Percent

Buenaventura Lakes Cost Cost Increase Increase
Direct Water $274,880 $274,879 (31) 0.00%
Direct Sewer $1,022,200 $1,022,200 $0 0.00%
Customer Accounts $257,189 $£308,555 $51,366 19.97%
Admijnistrative and General $403,614 $898,146 $494.532 122.53%
Total $1,957,883 $2,503,780 £545,897 27.88%
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Schedule 22
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Impact of SSU on Lehigh
Water Wastewater
1991 1991 1991 1991
Stand Alone Ssu Cost Percent Stand Alone SsU Cost Percent
Cost Cost Increase Increase Cost Cost Increase Increase

Salaries and Wages $214,546 $353,363 $138.817 64.70% $212,938 $139.484 $126,546 59.43%
Pension and Benefits 34,605 94 292 59,687 172.48% 29384 76,952 47,568 161.88%
Purchased Power 74,522 75,158 636 0.85% 118,229 118,764 535 0.45%
Chemicals 144 352 144 352 0 0.00% 5912 5912 0 0.00%
Materials and Supplies 28250 35370 7,120 25.20% 41,891 47,133 5242 12.51%
Contractual Services - Eng. 395 26 -369 93.42% 21 21 INF
Contractual Services - Acg. 111,981 9,465 -102,516 91.55% 89,787 7.406 -82.381 -91.75%
Confractual Scrvices - Legal 12,678 6,833 -5.845 46.10% 26,188 5346 -20,842 -19.59%
Contractual Scrvices - Mgl. 24 675 0 -24 675 -100.00% 2,938 0 -2,938 -100.00%
Contractual Services - Other 22830 26,831 4,001 17.53% 85,901 88,670 2,767 322%
Rentat of Building 11,652 3,950 -1,702 66.10% 8,940 3,090 -5,850 -65.44%
Rental of Equipment 3415 191 -3,224 94 41% 3,187 149 -3,038 -95.32%
Transporiation 18,795 18,382 413 -2.20% 9,988 8872 -1,116 -11.17%
Insurance - Vehicle 0 10,523 10,523 INF 8233 8233 INF
Insurance General Liability 21,746 14,084 -7.662 -35.23% 17,725 11,020 6,705 -371.83%
Insurance - Workman's Comp 7,722 8,284 562 7.28% 5,799 5,595 -204 -3.52%
Insurance - Other 6,931 6931 INF 0 5423 5423 INF
Advertising 132 732 INF 0 512 572 INF
Bad Debt 54 487 14,549 -39.938 -73.30% 4,509 11,384 6,875 152.47%
Miscellancous 16,590 85,590 69,000  41591% 22,695 78,584 55889  246.26%

Total $803 241 $908.906 $105,665 13.15% $686,013 $822,610 $136,597 19.91%

Southemn States Utilities, Inc., Docket No. 911188 MFRs.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Administrative And General and Customer ExEmﬂ: Diseconomies of Scale Adiustmcnt

1991 1994 1995 1996
Salaries and Wages $4.639.425 $5,593.429 $5.811,637 56,672,452
Pawion md Benefits 1,040,224 1,340,745 1,443,203 1,594,180
Purchased Power 60,128 71,602 20,492 90,631
Sludge Removal 2859
Materials and Supplies 309,669 305,042 288,79| 347,244
Contractual Services - Eng. 545 o 33,523 M7
Contractual Services - Acg 268707 170,822 177,985 181,456
Comcractual Services - Legal 97,235 135423 107,248 109,339
Contractual Services - Other #8,020 47},69% 276,554 412,236
Rental of Building 75,044 147,491 159,134 187,649
Renal of Equipment 2,038 9,406 T.283 11,834
Transportation 10,787 9,787 140,461 155,007
Insurance - Vehitle 178,503 112,131 122,208 124,387
Inrurance Genersl Liabality 197,297 256,552 250,198 308,753
Insurance - Workman's Comp 476 99,563 103,970 107,778
Inrmance - Other 108,340 22,284 24,899 25,385
Advertising 6,929 27,649 27,165 52,295
Bad Debnt 207559 124,864 217.899 246,165
Miscellanenus 1,233,298 1,426,430 1,781,259 1,991,707
Total $8,592.723 $10,404,805 $11,054,34% $12,652.765
Customers 158,554 148,082 148,313 164,801
Cost Per Customner $54.18 $70.26 374.03 $76.78
1951 Cost Per Customer §$54.18
1996 Customers 164,801
A&:G Expenses 38,920,022
Inflation (1991 - 1996) 1.149
ALG Adjusted for Inflation 510,257,661
Inefficiency Adjustrnent (32,395,104)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75 54%
FPSC Adjustment (51,818,842}
Less:
5% Budget Reduction (8191,002)
Budget True-Up $8,300
Conservation Adjustments
Cost Share (326,972)
Excessive Expenses {§241,562)
ARG Salary Adjustment ($5495,143)
Corporste Insurance (396,458)
PR Adjustrnenzs
Salaries (365,661)
Expenses ($15,626)
Acquisition Adjustments
Salaries ($175,928)
Expenses (810,742
Sharcholder Adjustment (579,272)
Bad Debt Expense ($45,955)
Emplayee Recognition Expenses ($14,341)
Salary Emor ($16,764)
Oventime Adjustment ($30.481)
Price Waterhouse Audit $76,463
Net Adjustment $243,773

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR Summary O&M Schedule.

NP LM PN ICH AT

Docket No 950495-WS
Kimberly H Dismukes

Exhibit No __|

Scheduie 23

-



-

ra.

Confidential

Docket No. 950495-WS
kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. _ (KHD-1)

Schedule 24
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Aliocation of Salaries to Acquisitions
1994 1994 199571996 Estimated
Amount Percent Percent 1996 Amount
1994 Base Charged to Charged to 1995 Base Charged to 1996 Base Charged to
Salary Acquisitions  Acquisitions Salary Acguisitions Salary (1) Acquisitions
Emplovee Name
Charles Bliss 354,502 $2,795 5.17% $56,158 5.17% $59,387 $3,068
Charles Lewis 37,920 6,747 11.65% $7,920 11.65% 61,250 7,135
Charles Sweat 82,760 24,741 29.39% 85,450 90.00% 90,363 81,327
Deborah Percin 20,675 235 1.14%
Disne Litsey 24,960 132 0.53% 25,912 0.53% 27,402 145
Felix Montanez 21,590 158 0.73%
Forrest Ludsen 89,010 602 0.68% 91,235 0.68% 96,481 653
Gail Moore 21,674 216 1.00% 22,501 1.00% 23,795 237
Gary Morse 54,095 4,607 8.52% 56,718 8.52% 59,979 5,108
James Ragadale 48,305 174 0.36% 0.36%
Jack Bush 62,282 60 0.10% 85,085 0.10% 89,977 87
Joseph Miller 19,573 142 0.73%
Joyoe Helcher 23,275 5,809 24.96% 24,928 90.00% 26,361 23,725
Judith Kimball 65,526 6,914 10.55% 69,447 10.55% 73,440 7,749
Karla Teasley 90,000 9,203 10.23% 91,800 10.23% 97,079 9,927
Kathleen Heath 19,947 54 0.27% 21,328 0.27% 22,554 61
Marilu Salmon 26,915 1,989 7.39% 27,992 7.39% 29,602 2,188
Matthew Feil 49,536 71,549 15.24% 51,418 15.24% 54,375 8,286
Michae] Schweirer 51,029 534 1.05%
Morris Bencini 62,896 21 0.03% 69,459 0.03% 73,453 25
Nelwyn Masterson 23,982 69 0.29% 24,715 0.29% 26,136 75
Rafae] Terrero 82,265 401 0. 49% £5,970 0.49% 90,913 443
Richard Foster 29,078 252 0.87% 30,236 0.87% 31,975 277
Sandrs Blinco 19,968 1,101 5.51% 19,968 551% 21,116 1,164
Sandrs Joiner 49,500 708 1.61%
Soott Veriema 90,000 1,475 1.64% 93,000 1.64% 98,348 1,612
Terry Knowles 49,388 353 0.71% 51,364 0.71% 54,317 388
Virginis Clark 57,046 667 1.17% 60,184 1.17% 63,645 744
John Devore 42311 90.00% 44,744 40,269
51,347,297 377,798 5.77% $1,245,099 31,316,692 $194,693
Amocisted Persions & Bencfits (24.99%) $48,654
Workmen's Compensation (1.71%) $3,329
Payroll Taxcs (8.0%) $15,575
Total 1996 Estimated Cherges $262,252
1996 Amount Recorded Below the Line $£30,585
1996 Adjustment for Labor Charged to Acguisitions (3231,667)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
1996 Adjustment for Labor Charged Lo Aoquisitions FPSC Amount (3175,928

(1) 1996 Salarice detormined by multiplying 1995 salarics by 5.75%.

Source: Southern States Uhilities, Inc., MFR A& B Schedules; Response to OPC Interrogatories 26 and 112.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Acquisition Expense Adjustments

orporate Development enses
Matenials and Supplies | (32,280)
Transportation (3$1,842)
Miscellaneous ($11,295)

Total (315417}
1996 Attrition 101.95%
1996 Total ($15,718)
Possible Acquisition Percent 90.00%
Adjustment ($14,146)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Adjustment $10,742

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., 1995 Budget.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Public Relations/Governmental Relations Salary Adjustment '

1996 Salary $64.190
-
Associated Pensions & Benefits (24.99%) $16,041
Workmen's Compensation (1.71%) $1,098
Payroll Taxes (8.0%) $5,135
Total Salary-Related Costs - $36,464
1996 Adjustment for Labor-Related to P/R ($36,464)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
1996 Adjustment for Labor-Related to P/R FPSC | ($65,661)]

Source: Southern States Ultilities, Inc., Response to OPC Interrogatory 114.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Public Relations/Governmental Relations Expense Adjustments

1995

PR Association Dues (3375)
Florida Leadership Training (35,000}
Lega! - Pubiic Relations (3658)
Public Relations Memberships ($900)
Corporate Imege (813,250)

Total (320,183)
1996 Attrition Factor 101.95%
1996 Expense ($20,576)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Adjustment

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., 1995 Budget.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Bud;et Adjustments
KRA Goals
1995 19%
Amount Amount
Contractual Services - $% Reduction $135,000 $£137,633
Miscellaneous - $% Reduction 104,000 113,880
Total $239,000 $251,513
FPSC Percentage 73.45% 75.94%
Total {8175,535) ($181,002)
Budget True-Up as of September 30, 1995
Siudge Removal Expense {5133,493) (£146,175)
Chemical Expense
Marco Island ($26,791) (1) {529,336)
Deltona Lakes ($80,064) {$87,670)
University Shores ($11,565) ($12,664)
Chuluota ($6,453) ($7,066}
Amelia Island $8,052 $8.817
Beacon Hills and Woodmere $£17,388 £19,040
Unexplained Vanance {$53,223) (858,279)
($152,656) (£167,158)
Contractual Services
University Shores $29.483 $£32,284
Plant Audits 554,075 £50,212
Marco Island ) ($20,719) ($22,687)
$62,839 $68,809
FSPC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Travel $52,253
Travel .
Technical Service Specialists ($4,167) ($4,563)
Customer Service ($5,152) ($5,641)
Unexplained Vanance ($43,538) (847,674)
(852,857 ($57,878)
FSPC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Travel {$43,953)
Total ($276,167) $305,033

(1) Net of Delayed imnplementation of lead and copper cotrosion control program.

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to OPC Interrogatories 130, 131 and 303; MFR Allocation Schedules.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Shareholder Expense Adjustment

Docket No. 950495. WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___ (KHD-1)
Schedule 29

Sharcholder Expenses $208,776
50% Disallowance s 50.00%
Adjustment ($104 388)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Adjustment

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR Allocation Schedules.
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Docket No. 950495.- WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___ (KHD-1)

Schedule 30
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Rate Case Expense Adjustment
Add Overtime Expenses $30,481
Cost of Capital Witness - Morin ($21,500) T
Joe Cresse Testimony - Rates ($20,000)
Cost of Capital - Gartzke (530,000)
Uniform Rate Investigation ($345,671)
Total Adjustment ($386,690)
Four-Year Amortization

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR Schedule B-10.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Unsccounted For Water

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H Dismukes
Exhibit No ___ (KHD-1)
Schedule 3]

#00) {000) Allowed Excess (000)
Gallons Unaccounted UFW UFW UFw Excess
Pumped/Purchased Gatlons Percent Percent Percent Gallons

Uniform Plants

Amelia island 419,359 91,665 21.85% 10.00% 11.86% 43,729
Apache Shores 5.555 659 11.86% 10.00% 1.86% 104
Apple Valley - 139,372 13,504 9.69%

Bey Lake Estates 7,009 596 2.50%

Beacan Hills 495,058 -1,265 £, 26%

Bencher's Point 1928 1,398 17.63% 10.00% 763% 605
Bumt Swre 53,136 45 0.08%

Carlion Village 14,102 2807 19.90% 10.00% 9.90% 1,397
Chuluota 72,815 3,545 43%

Citrus Park zmnt 3,283 9.54%

Citrus Springs 203,865 38447 17.88% 10.00% T.88% e 3l
Crystal River Highlands 8,179 233 2.85%

Ductwyler Shores 16,127 325 2.02%

Delona 3,038,671 351,264 11.56% 10.00%% 1.56% 47,397
Dol Ray Manor 13,437 £ -0.04%

Druid Hills 45,455 6,457 14.20% 10.00% 4.20% 1.911
East Lake Hurris Estales 6.468 641 9.91%

Feamn Park 18,934 1,493 7.8%%

Fern Terrace 13,382 500 4.41%

Fuherman's Haven 9,764 <304 «311%

Fountains 3,998 545 13.63% 10.00% 3.63% 145
Fox Run 11,140 17 1.54%

Friendly Center 1,554 49 93%%

Golden Terrace 5423 953 175 10.00% 1.5T% 411
Gospel Island Estates a7 7] 9.7

Grand Terrace 12,736 543 4.26%

Harmony Homes 8514 648 7.61%

Hemuts Cove 7317 ns 9.77%

Hobby Hilis 7.442 875 11.76% 10.00% 1.76% 131
Holiday Haven 6,057 1,317 21.74% 10.00% 1.74% hi
Holiday Heights 6.018 436 T7.28%

Imperial Mobile Terrace 14,321 827 5.T%

Intercession City 2472 4,790 2231% 10.00% 12.31% 2,643
Interlachen Lakes/Pk Manor 14,684 3,649 24.85% 10.00% 14.85% 2.18]
Jungle Den 2,694 36 1.34%

Keystone Heights 122,042 14,378 11.78% 10.00% 1.78% 2,174
Kingswood 3,510 189 -524%

Lake Ajay Estates 13,359 1,209 0.05%

Lake Brantiey 6,548 370 5.65%

Lake Conway Park 8,148 455 5%

Lake Harriet Estates 28192 1,425 5.05%

Lakeview Villas 822 5 0.61%

Leilani Heights 51,602 5,053 9.7%%

Leimge Lakes 8,804 1,295 14.71% 10.00% 47% 415
Marco Shores 44 909 1.917 4.26%

Marion Ouks 202,139 15,51¢% 7.68%

Meredith Mance 85,212 2412 283%

Morningview 4,450 355 7.98%

Ouk Forest 16,722 4,360 2607% 10.00% 16.07% 2,68%
Oulewood 10,811 45] 417%

Palisades Country Club 17.323 1,747 9.300%

Pabm Port 6,215 %8 12.358% 100004 2.36% 147
Palm Temuce 78,533 9,394 11.96% 10.00% 1.96% 1,541
Palrms Mobile Home Park 1,625 -39 -2.40%

Pieciols Island 13,454 2,338 17.38% 10.00% 1.38% 993
Pinc Ridge 127,313 7,292 573%

Pine Ridge Estates 18,000 -2,132  -11.84%

Piney Woods 18,235 1,846 9.60%

Point O'Woods 24,889 4034 16.21% 10.00% 6.21% 1,545
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Docket No_ 950495-WS
Kimberh H Dismukes
Exhibit No __(KHD-1)

Schedule 31
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Unsaccounted For Water

©000) (000) Allowed Excess (000)
Galions Unscesunted  UFW Urw UFwW Escens

Plant Name _Pumped/Purchesed Gallons Percent Percent Percent Galions
Pomona Pask 13439 2,469 18.37% 10 00% 837M% 1,128
Postmaster Village 16,067 1,605 9.99%%
Quanil Ridge .81 45 235%
River Grove 3,656 4 5.25%
River Purk 12,182 1,109 9.10%
Rosemant/Rolling Green 19,827 1137 3.76%
Sah Springs 33,586 1,212 361%
Samirs Viliss 903 -19 -2.10%
Saruioga Harbour 2,462 250 1015% 10.00% 0.15% 4
Silver Lake Est/W. Shores 260,418 19,601 7.28%
Silver Lake Ouaks 1,902 n 4.10%
Skycrest 8,567 1,468 17.34% 10.00% T14% 61]
St Johns Highlesuds 4921 1929 39.20% 10.00% 29.20% 1,437
Sume Mountain 2,845 1672 58. 7™ 10.00% 48.T% 1,388
Sugar Mil| 38,870 2976 7.66%
Sugarmnill Woods 363,667 21,852 6.01%
Sunny Hilis 58,332 2357 4.04%
Surshine Parkway 27,317 1,474 540%
Tropical Park 36,764 4,885 13.29% 10.00% 3129% 1,205
University Shores 427236 15,198 3.56%
Venetian Viliage 9,040 266 294%
Welaks 3,702 255 6.39%
Wesumont 13,854 1,660  11.98% 10.00% 1.98% 275
Windsang 8,261 164 1.99%
Woaodmere 309,614 119,385 38.56% 10.00% 28.56% §8.424
Woatens 1,002 69 68%%
Zephyr Shores 13,263 6564 501%
Uaiform: Totals 7,367,640 065,005 1084% 227,397
Noo-Uniform Plants
Buensventurs Lakes 624,873 84,335 13.50% 10.00% 3.50% 21,848
Deep Creek 227.200 6,656 293%
Enesprise (see Delona)
Geneva Lake Estates 13,585 2339 17.22% 10.00% 7.22% 981
Keystone Club Estates 13,564 1,15 12.64% 10.00% 264% 359
Lakeside 1710 1710 100.00% NiA
Lehigh 482,637 65,763 13.63% 10.00% 3.63% 17,499
Marco laland 2,251,192 29,916 31.99%
Paim Valley 25,936 2,292 3.34%
Remington Forest 11,057 LMl 15.4™% 10.00% 5.47% 605
Spring Gerdens 8,415 1,665 19.79% 10.00% 9.79% 824
Valencia Terrace 32_;42 16,160 49.74% 10.00% 39.74% 12,911
Nea-Uniform Tetals 3,698,662 280,262 1.58% 1.49% 15,026
YPSC Tetals 11,066,302 1,086,265 9.82% 289362
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Sowthern States Utiities, Inc.

Unaccownted For Water: Adjusiment for Variable Expenses

Docket No. $30493. WS
Kimbesty H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___(KHD-1)
Schedule 32

Gallens UFW Excess Purciased  Turchased 1994 Totat 1994 Cort Freess Purchased Purchased 1% Totnl 19% Cont Excess
Plant Mange PumpedPurchaoed  Porcewt Gallems Water Pewer  Chemicals  Varisble  Pori1088 Cost Water Power  Chessiesls  Variable _ Per/iNe® Cont
Uniforns Flnmis
Ametis Tshand 1939 1E86% 0,79 30 $35 ™9 $12.137 $41926 b X1 3683 . 0 139,783 14094 $33.0M 013 16,309
Apache Shores 3,558 1.86% 104 [ 804 [} L] 0 (3] ¢ 860 33 1,423 $0.26 7
Beecher's Point EA2- ] TEX% 605 16,560 [ 5} 134 11,397 1219 L 11800 $00 0 .00 3315 2,153
Catiton Village 14,102 9.90% 197 [ ] 1883 b 3214 013 3n ] 3,000 me LY ] $0.23 ns
Citrue Springs 203,863 T.88% 14,061 ] 11363 176 128Y 0on 1,799 o 22,898 1,594 4.4 02 (s
Deltona 10m6T1 1.56% 41,97 ] 308,999 40,904 340,956 3012 345 o 457300 148,304 363.006 $0.19 B82S
Drvid Hills 43,456 420% (X1 0 6310 s 10033 012 a2 [} 6,960 441 11,383 3025 &7
Fountsins 3.8 163% 43 0 53 0 b2l $0.13 % 1] 1,200 s L38 3038 bl
Colden Tetrace 5423 T5™ atl 0 LB nr 1,453 30127 110 R4S ] [} 443 3% 40
Hobly Hills T.442 1.76% 131 0 1,007 o7 164 30.16 0 [ 1.08¢ 106 [N $0.16 2
Holidey Haven 6,057 11.14% T LR593 0 ] 18693 s 1,193 18,960 ] 0 18,960 3313 1117
Intescession City AT 12.39% 1,643 0 1474 » 1,573 $0.07 194 [] 1,300 (2] 2,136 $0.10 146}
Interlachen Lakes/Pk Man 14,684 1435% 1,181 0 1485 L 1,562 S0.17 380 0 130 2.4 3,004 $0.34 143
Keystone Heights 122,042 1.78% 1174 0 14557 b2} 15,133 s012 m a 0933 34 24,181 30.20 o
Laisure Lakes 2304 4AN% 4t3 0 960 1.3 T.19% 3016 o8 a 1,200 1,713 2,91 3033 =
Oak Forest 16,122 160 1688 0 1,401 214 1,616 30.16 40 0 0% an 13688 10.14 L)
Puim Port 6,215 2.36% 147 0 ROG 1153 913 $01% 1] a 950 941 1,902 bk 1] 34
Palm Terrace 3 1.96% 1,541 133,359 [ | 135,550 5.7 1459 101,400 )0 1% 103,399 5ILM 1,068
Picciols [siand 13,454 1.38% 993 3210 3127 L] an 30.40 »7 [} 1400 106 1,506 $0.19 13
Point O'Woods Pt 621% 1,543 L] 3 260 3,582 3004 e L] 3887 563 4,400 018 m
Potrions Pack 13,439 2IT% 1123 L 2,41 T 2,490 619 08 [} 2,720 942 31667 $017 w7
Skycrest 8,567 1.14% &1 L] 1,425 ur 1,541 3018 te [} LN i1 1,126 $0.20 1
St. Johnas Highlands 4921 0% 1,437 o e " L) $0.18 261 0 00 [ +1] 1,615 $0.33 W
Stone Mountsin 2845 8T 1,388 L] 1019 Hd 1,133 $0.43 6ol 0 1,080 [5] LIS 3041 n
Tropical Park 36,764 3.9% 1,209 0,653 1516 1. 40% 25,500 $0.70 B 1,660 5040 in 10312 0.9 353
Westmoni 13854 1.98% ms 17918 0 0 17918 $6.29 353 10,000 ] [ 20,000 3144 396
Woodmere 9604 W% _ AN 0,17 6,132 36,303 $0.12 10,368 0 32,985 9,481 41,466 014 1,m
Uniform Totahs 4,454,675 117,397 $212,646 $448,204 368,745 $719,395 M. MR7 3179065 3571226 BI94600 $930.93 341,960
Non-Uniferm Plants
Buenaventurs Lakes (1) 624873 150% 11,848 o 69351 13,995 R, 346 1003 $2.921 L] 6935 13,995 83,546 $0.13 nm
Geneva Lake Estates 13,583 1.1% L] 1] 1630 £.064 1,684 30.20 194 ] 1,800 1318 3155 wn ns
Keystone Chib Estates 13,564 164% kL) 0 t.an » 1909 014 50 /] 1.040 13 217 10.16 b1
Lehigh 81637 163% 174% o 17110 111,906 189,016 $0.39 6833 L] 093 103,865 133, ™0 3038 6,663
Remington Forest 1,057 54™ 605 o 1,677 1 1.81B 015 {1)] ] 1,680 153 133 $0.47 100
Spring Gardens (1) 2415 9.70% B4 1] 1431 T 1,502 1018 147 o 1,431 n 1302 $0.18 (LH
Valencis Terrsce (1) 3491 ¥.4% 12911 0 3,665 i 3,089 018 310,263 0 3,663 M 3989 3018 1380
New-Uniferss Totals 1,186,613 $5.016 50 $138,925 $i27 330 $IR6 464 £20,5M0 30 3162082 119836 S| 938 $12,494
FPSC Teinls 5,641,798 89,361 $211.646 607129 $196 284  $1,016,05% 355318 $179.063 $739 308 $N4M6 31232869 35448
Adiuriwent
Ratio 1994 Expenses fo | 996 Expenses 1.1
1994 Excess Expenses $35.018
1996 Excess Expenscs

Source: Southern States Uhilities, Tne., MFR F Schedules.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

mrnﬁons and Administrative Proiec! Adiustments

OAF Froject

Defions Ferc Lagoon Solid Removal
Marco Island Perc Lagoon Sobid Rem.
Acc Sign of Orlando

Ledlani Replscement Sand Effiuent
Meredith Pond Cleaning

Grit Removal Woodmere

Laehigh Plant Painting (Wastcwater)
Lehigh Plant Painting {Water)
Compusterized Systemn Mapping

1 MG Storage Tank & Building

Total

Dacket No. 950495-W'S
Kimberty H. Dismukes
Exhubit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedule 33

Amortization Cost Test Year 1995 1996
Period Cost Months  Per Month__ Manths Adjustment Adjustment
129G - 695 $53,050 55 3965 6 {$2,652) ($2,698) (1)
150 - 695 81,549 66 1,236 [ 1414 -7,543
491 4796 12,739 60 212 12 -2,455 -2,49%
795 37,141 60 619 12 945 962 (1)
192 - 1296 3,635 60 144 12 -1,727 -1,757
194 - 12196 #,900 36 275 12 -3,300 -3,358
193 - 696 15,060 3% 413 12 -5,020 -5,10%
893 - 7196 A7,405 3 1,041 12 =12,495 -12,714
3/94 395 290,000 12 24,167 3 43,497 44,348 (1)
894 - 12/96 29,609 28 1,057 12 =12,252 -12,466
591757 G55y

(1) Colurnng may not add to 1otal. Amounts inchided are those in the Company's budget which differs from the OAP listing.

Source: Southern States Utlities, Inc., Responss to OPC Document Request 176 and OPC Interrogatory 304.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Keystone Heights Adjustment

Docket No. 950495-W§
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedule 34

Total Cost
Amortization Penod
Annual Amortization
Monthly Amortization
Months in Test Year

Total

Original Revised
Estimate Cost Adjustment
$75,000 $30,000
7 7
$10,714 $4,286
8893 £357
6 6
$5,357 $2,143

Source: Southern States Ulities, Inc., Budget Summary Reports.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___(KHD-1)
Schedule 35

Miscellaneous Adjustments
Expense Income Revenue Rate Base
_Adjustment _Adfustments Adjustments Ad ents
Adjustnent for Salary Expense Error (516,764)
Billings Greater than Cost $7.000
Enterprise Purchased Water Esror ($22,753)
Rate Case Overtime ($30,481)
Excessive Employee Recognition Expenses ($14,341)
Bad Debt ($46 955)
Price Waterhouse 1994 Audit ($76,463)
Non-Utility Income
Administrative Fee - Payroll Deductions §542
Scrap Metal $631
Other $3,4%4
Pirstes Harbor Mgt Fee $6.330
Subiotal $10,997
Revenue Not Billed
Wastewater $50,595
Cost Share Funds ($225,100)
Totat (8207757 $10,997 $57,595 ($225,100)
FPSC Allocation 75.94% 77.06% 100.00% 100.00%
Tots! Adiustment | ($163,2485)] { s8474] [ 357,595 [ T(s225.100)]

Source:; Southern States Utilities, Inc,, 1995 Budget, Respense to OPC Interrogatories 189, 83, 202, 214, 222, 256, and 163,

Response 10 OPC Document Requests 189, and 111, Budget Summary Variance Reports.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc,
Repression Effect on Expenses

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedule 36

Reverse
Company
_Adjustment
Conventional Treatment $254,717
Reverse Osmosis $32 868

Total $287.585

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR E Schedules.
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Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedule 37

Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Lehigh Land Acquisition Adjustment

Acres Price/Acre Cost

Mirror Lakes Parcel | 46 $2,598 $119,118
Industria] Park Parcel 2 27 3,202 86,275
Wet Weather Storage Parce] 3 10 3,202 32,917
Lee Boulevard Parce! 4 7 2,691 19,268

Total $257,577
Move to Plant Held for Future Use-Water $122,035
Move to Plant Held for Future Use-Sewer (3260,562)
Reduce Value of Land by 60% Parcel 4 ($11,561)
Total Adjustment to Sewer ($272,123

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to OPC Document Request 127, Appendix D, p. 110
and Document Reguest 196,
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Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
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Schedule 38

Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Lehigh Rate Base Adjustments: Non-Used and Useful Plant

Walter Wastewater Total
1995 Additions to Plant-LAC $1,602,000 $905,000 $2,507,000
Less Contractor Payments (51254607  (3243,540) ($369,000)
1995 Non-Used and Useful $1,476,540 $661,460 $2,138,000
1996 Average Additions-LAC £110,000 $225,750 $335,750
Less Average Contractor Payments ($68,000) {3132,000) $200,000
1996 Non-Used and Useful $42.,000 $93,750 $135,750
Total 1995/96 Non-Used and Useful-LAC 31,518,540 $755,210 $2,273,750
Tota! Transmission/Distribution/Collection 38,093,122 37,512,081 £15,605,203

Less LAC Non-Used and Useful ($1,518,540  ($755,2100  (§2,273,750)
Total T/D/S Less LAC 36,574,582 $6,756,871 $13,331,453

Non-Used and Useful Percent 22.83% 11.69% 17.18%
Adjusted NUU Plant-Non LAC (%$1,500,977) ($789,878) ($2,290,855)
LAC Non-Used and Useful Plant (31,518,540  ($755,210) (%$2,273,750)
Total Non-Used and Useful Plant Recommended (33,019,517) (31,545,088) (84,564,605)
Non-Used and Useful Percent 37.31% 20.57% 29.25%
Company Non-Used and Useful Plant 556,568 $717.896 $774,464

Advances for Construction (3$1,903,950) (81,595,969 ($3,499,959)

Net Effective Non-Used and Useful Company

Adjustment for LAC Non-Used and Useful Plant

($1,847,422) ($878,073) ($2,725,495)

[(81,172,095)] |_(8667.015)] [ (51,839,110}

Depreciation Rate 2.33% 2.28%

Reduce Depreciation Expense ($27,310) ($15,208) (842,518)
Amortization of CLAC 856 956 $1,812
Reduce Depreciation Expense Net of CLAC | (s26,454)] | (814,252)] | (540,706)]

Reduce Accumulated Depreciation | s279673] | $196,177] | $475,850]
Reduce CIAC | 836757 | $34021) |  $70,778]
Accumulated Amortization of CLAC L 2268 | (52,503)] | (84,771)]

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR A and B Schedules; Response to OPC Document Request 196.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Buenaventura Rate Base Adjustments

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___ (KHD-1)
Schedule 39

Water Wastewater

Adjustment Adjustment

Utility Plant in Service $31,494 (3284,536)
Land ($538)
Accumuiated Depreciation ($290,368) ($605,930)
CIAC ($126,635) ($285,489)

Accumulated CIAC Amortization $87,319 £245.723
L (5298190 [ ($930.770)]

Composite Depreciation Rate 4.36% 4,04%
Reduce Depreciation Expense $1,373 ($11,493)

Amortization of CIAC ($3.634) (1) ($10.677) (2)

Net Reduction to Depreciation Exp. | ($2261)) |__(522,173)|

(1) Composite CIAC Amortization Rate Used at 2.87%

(2) Composite CIAC Amortization Rate Used at 3.74%
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Buenaventura Lakes: Wetlands Adjustment

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __(KHD-1)
Schedule 40

Adjust Plant Accounts

Account Description
2622 Special Collecting

3534  Land & Land Rights

Total Adjustment

A just Accumulated Depreciation

262.2 Special Collecting
Depreciation Rate
Depreciation 94
Depreciation 95
Depreciation '96
1993 Accurnulated

Total Adjustment

Adjust Depreciation Expense

Total Adjustment

1996
Balance Adjustment

$1,158,301 ($628,270)

$973,149 ($551,110)
$2,131,450 $1.219.380

1996
(5628,270)
2.50%

($15,707)
($15,707)
(315,707)

$153.141
$200.261

1996

$15,707

7 Adjusted
1996 Non-Used
Balance Useful
$530,031 54.24%
$382,039 60.74%
£912,070 5721%

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR B Schedules; Response to OPC Document Request 168,
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Table 7-1 Weighting Factors

Criteria Weighting Factor, perceat
1. Rate Structure Form 20
2. Allocation of Costs to Fixed/Variable Charges 40
3. Sources of Utility Revenues 30
4, Communication oo Bill i0
Total 100

Obviously the weighting factors shown above are subjective. This is the way Brown and
Caldwell weights the four criteria. Others might weight these criteria differently.

Having established overall weighting factors for each of the four criteria it is necessary
to develop a scoring system for each criteria. The sceoring system is presented in the following
sections.

Rate Structure Form (Criterion 1). For the reasons indicated in Chapter 2, seasonal
quantity chargzes arc the most equitablc and efficient in recovering the cost of service and in
promoung conservaiion for service areas ihat exhibit seasonal ase. In our weighting system (see
Table 7-2), the scasonal rate quantity chargc received a higher score than either the r.onseasonal
uniform quantity charge cr the inclining block quantity charge, the peak-season charge must
exceed the off-peak season charge by 25 percent. Inclining block quantity charges, although
difficult to design based or sound economic principles, car zlso be effective in promoting
conservation. Depending con the raiio of the price of the tail block to the price of the first block,
the block thresnolds, and the size of the blocks, this type of structure maybe mcre censervation
promoting than a2 nonseascnal uniform quantity charge. As we indicated in Chapter 2, the size
of the first block should not exceed 125 percent of average monthly usage. Declining block and
flat rat2 sinictures are never conservation promoting and thus have been assigned the lowest
score. The weighting factnrs for Criterion ! are presented below.
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7-3
- Table 7-2 Weighting Factors for Criterion 1
Quantity Charge Form Score
Seasonal
1. Ratio of peak season to off-peak season cbarge is greater than 1.5. 5
2. Ratio of peak season to off-peak season charge is less than or equal to 1.5, but 4
greater than 1.25,
3. Ratio of peak season to off-peak season charge is less than or equal to 1.25. 2.5
Inclining Blocks
1. Ratio of tail block charge to first block charge > 1.5 and the first biock 3.5
threshold is less than or equal to 125 percent of average moathly use for class.
2. Ratio of tail block charge to first block charge is less than or equal to 1.5 2
and/or first block threshoid is greater than 125 percent of average monthly use
for class.
Nonseasonal Uniform Quantity Charge 2.5
Declining Blocks 1
Flat Rates - 0

°5 P

s. o T LA

Allocation of Costs to Fixed and Variable Charges (Criterion 2).- Obviously the more
costs (net revenue requirements) that are allocated to and thus recovered from the quantity
charge portion of the rate structure, the more conservation promoting. A subjective scoring

system for this criterion is set forth below.

Table 7-3 Weighting Factors for Criterion 2

Percentage of Net Revenue Requirements
Recovered vig the Quaptity Charge Score

50 - 100
80 - 89
70 - 79
60 - 69
50 - 59 1

N W St
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Sources of Utility Revenues (Criterion 3). As indicated in Chapter 4, the greater the
amount of total revenues recovered via rates (as opposed to taxes, transfers from the general
fund, or other subventions) the more effective the pricing signal. The proposed scoring system
for this criterion is presented below,

Table 7-4 Welghting Factors for Criterion 3

The Percentage of Total Utility Revenue Score
Collectad via Rates

90 - 100
%0 - 89
70-79
60 - 69
50 - 59 1

[T .

Rate Structure and Water Use Communication (Critericn 4). As indicated in
Cnanter 5. the more information a customer.is given about the raes and their water usage, the
more likely they arz to respond to a pricing signal. A scoring sysiem for this criterion is
presented below.

Table 7-5 Weighting Factors for Critericn 4

Coummugication oo Bill Score__

Rates, water usz in current billing period, and water use in similar 5
period of prior year and/or average from prior year

Rares and water use in current buling period 4
Rates only 3
Water use in current billing peried 3
Monthly or bimonthly billing 2
No information on rates or usage 1
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Given the weighting of the criteria and the individual scoring of each criterion, the highest
score possible is a 5. In order for utility water rates to be defined as conservation promoting
using the weighting and scoring system it must have a score of at least 3.2.

Example

To illustrate the use of the weighting system, we have provided a sample calculation for
a walter utility with a nonseasonal uniform quantity charge, 70 to 79 percent of its net revenue
requirements recovered from quantity charges, 80 to 89 percent of its total revenues collected via
rates, and only the water rates {not usage) are communicated on the bill. The results calculation
are presented in Table 7-6 below: :

Table 7-6 Example Utility Scoring

Weighting facter,
Criteria percent Score Total*
Rate structure form 20 2.5 ;05
2. Allocation of costs : i
to fixed/variable 40 3 1.2
charges '
3. Sources of utility 30 4 1.2
revenues
4, Communication on 10 3 0.3
biil
Total 100 -- 3.2

*Weighting factor times score.
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Docket No. 950495-W'S
Kimberty H. Dismukes
Exhibit No, __ (KHMD-1)

Schedule 3
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Water Conservation Prognm Adjustments
1996 Conservation 1996 Conservation
Projecied Program Adjusted Conservation Revenue

System C nption Savings Consumption Percent Rate Effect
Dol Ray Manor 9,924,535 949,000 8,975,535 9.6% $1.23 $1,167
Palisades Country Club 15,229,292 474,500 14,754,792 3.1% §$1.23 584
Quuail Ridge 2,284,980 292,000 1,992,980 12.8% $1.23 359
Silver Lake Estates 265,110,836 21,425,500 243,685,336 8.1% 51.23 26,353
Sugamill Weods 401,708,711 35,040,000 366,668,711 8.7% $1.23 43,099
Valrico Hills 38,774,520 5,584,500 33,190,020 14.4% $0.60 3,351
Marco Island 2.239,368,221 79,022 500 2,160,345,721 3.5% 5296 233,907

Total 2,972,401,095 142,788,000 2,825,613,095 4.8% $308,820
Cost of Conservation Program: $524,425
Adjustment to Revenue
Six Targeted Systems 733,032,874 3,417,130 729,615,744 51.23 $4,203
Marco Ialand 2,239,368,221 79,022,500 2,160,345,721 52.96 $233.907

Total £238,110
Increase Test Year Revenue $70.710

ent for Variabl Recommended Expense

Recommended Cost/1,000 Conservation Reduction
Marco Istand Variable Expenses $0.56 3,417,130 51,906
Six Communities Varibale Expenses $0.40 79,022,500 §31,465
Adjust Variable Expenses $33,372
Company
Marco Island Variable Expenses $0.56 79,022,500 $44,083
Six Communities Varibale Expenses $0.40 63,765,500 $25,390
Adpust Variable Expenses $69,473

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR E Schedules; Exhibit CHK-3, p. 74.
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Docket No. 950495-W5S
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ {KHI>-1)

Schedule 4
Southern States Utflities, Inc.
Compsrison of Conservation Cosis
Account 1995 Budgeted  Proforma 1996 Total 1993 "1994 Percent 1995 Percent 1996 Percent
cocount on Number CEC Budget 1996 Adjustment 1996 Actual "Actust Increase Budget Increase Budgel Increase

M&S-Office Printing 6208 135 3 34150 § 3485 5 19991 $ 54,807 $ 30,140 § 44,608 480% § 34,15 <23.44% 3 54,807 60.5%
M&S-Office Supplics 6208 40 5 23% 5 13% $ 4380 H 1,276 5 ™ $ 1,972 9531% 3§ 2,350 -70.52% 1.276 209.6%
Contract Services-Other 6358 150  $ 16,200 $ 16,516 $ 835% $ 100,066 $ 19,747 5 26,519 343% § 16,200 -38.91% § 100,066 517.7%
Rental Equipment 6428 155 5 1,000 $ 1,020 H 640 - 1,660 $ 25 3 145 480.0% 3§ 1,000 52966% § 1,660 66.0%
Transportation 6508 160§ 600 H 612 § . H 612 $ 216 s 799 29.9% § 600 2491% 0§ 612 2.0%
Advertising 6608 166 § 14,500 5 1478 $ 24,600 $ 39383 s 7,002 $ 23285 2283% 3 14,500 -3773% § 39383 171.6%
Misc Exp-Telephone 6758 175 5 L500 3 1,529 5 1,512 5 3,041 $ 456 s 1,486 225.9% § 1,500 0.99% § 3041 102.7%
Misc Exp-Postage 6758 188§ 3,500 $ 3,508 $ 1,349 $ 10,917 s 1,221 3 3630 197.3% § 3,500 -358% $ 10917 2111.9%
Misc Exp-Ducs & Subscription 6758 199 § 800 s 816 H - H 816 5 100 s 1,023 923.0% % 800 -21.30% § 816 2.0%
Misc Exp-Travel 67158 195 3 400 s 408 s 2,736 H 3,144 s 938 b 3 1,272 28.7% 400 4£8.55% § YT 686.0%
Misc Exp-Food 6758 200 § 1,BOO 5 1,835 H 3,300 s 5,135 $ 1,229 s 1,484 207% § 1,800 21.29% § 5,138 185.3%
Misc Exp-Employce Training 6758 205 §$ 200 $ 204 $ - H 204 5 2% s 189 -368% § 200 582% § 204 2.0%
Misc Exp-Office Cleaning 6758 210§ 150 3 153 $ - 13 153 s - s - - 1 150 - H 153 2.0%
Misc Exp-Employee Recognition 6758 235 § 6,600 $ 6729 $ - $ 6,729 1 - H - - $ 6600 - H 6,729 2.0%
Misc Exp-Temporary Help 6758 245 § 3000 $ 3,059 H - H 3,059 s - H 1,314 - 5 3,000 12831% § 3,059 2.0%
Misc Exp-Other 6158 250 $ 112,500 $ 114,694 £ 1163 $ 191,857 $ 3510 $ 36,017 3232% 3 112,500 212.35% § 191,857 70.5%
Labor 5 - 3 - $ 76461 $ 76461 $ - H - - s - - 5 76461 -
Fringe Benefits* $ - 3 - $ 19,108 $ 19,108 s - - - o__ 3 - - 3 19,108 -

Total § 199,250 $ 203,138 $ 321,290 § 524,428 $ 70,780 $ 149,743 11.6% § 199,250 33.06% § 524428 163.2%
*1996 fringe benefit rate @ 24.99%

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to OPC Interrogatory 224,
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Detail Conservation Expenses

Docket No. 950495.WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. _ (KHD-1)
Schedule 5

Account Description

M&S-Office Printing
State-Wide Communications
Marco Program
Six Pilot Programs
Total

M&S-Office Supplies
State-wide Communications
Marco Program
Six Pilot Programs
Total

Contract Services-Other
Statewide Communications

clippings

PR News

FL Bus. Net

surveys

PR counsel & rescarch
Merco Program

public relations

water audits

surveys
Six Pilot Programs

literature search

outside services

surveys of control group
Total

Renta! Equipment
State-wide Communications
Marco Program
Six Pilot Programs
Total

Transportation
Statewide Communications

Advertising
State-wide Communications
Marco Program
Six Pilot Programs
Total

Misc Exp-Telephone
State-wide Communications
Marco Program
Six Pilot Programs
Total

Misc Exp-Postage
State-wide Communications

11481 922 PM CONSDET XL

Proforma
Account 1995 Escalation 1996 1996 1996
Number CEC Budget Factor Budget Adjfustment Total
6208 135
$34,150 1.95% $34.816 $0 $34,816
$0 1.95% £0 $8,000 $£8,000
$0 1.95% $0 £11,991 511,991
$34,150 $£34 816 £19,991 8£54.807
6208 140
$2350 1.95% $2,396 $0 $2.396
$0 1.95% $0 $£2,000 $2,000
0 1.95% $0 $2 880 $2.880
$2.350 $2,396 $4.880 §7276
6358 150
3100 1.93% $102 $0 $102
$100 1.95% $102 $0 $£102
£1,000 1.95% $£1,020 $0 $1,020
$5,000 1.95% $5,098 80 $5,098
$10,000 1.95% $10,195 £0 $10,195
80 1.95% 80 $12,000 $12,000
80 1.95% $0 $20,000 $20,000
$0 1.95% $0 $10,000 $10,000
80 1.95% $0 $12,000 $12,000
0 1.95% 80 $19,500 319,500
$0 1.95% $0 £10,050 $10.050
$16,200 $16,517 $83,550 $100,067
6428 155
£1,000 1.95% $1,020 80 £1,020
80 1.95% 0 £0 $0
$0 1.95% 80 5640 5640
$1,000 $1,020 $640 $1,660
6508 160
$600 1.95% $612 0 £612
6608 166
$£14,500 1.95% $14,783 $0 $14,783
%0 1.95% $0 $17,000 $17,000
£0 1.95% $0 $7.600 $7.600
$£14,500 $14,783 524,600 $30383
6758 175
£1,500 1.95% $1,529 $0 $1,529
$0 1.95% $0 $£252 $252
$0 1.95% £0 $1,260 $1,260
$1,500 81,529 $1,512 $3,041
6758 185
$3,500 1.95% $£3,568 $0 $3,568




Docket No. 950495.WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)

Schedule §
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Detail Conservation Expenses
Proforma
Account 1995 Escalation 1996 1996 1996
ccount Description Number CEC Budget Factor Budpet Adjustment Total
Marco Program $0 1.95% £0 £3,500 £3,500
Six Pilot Programs $0 1.95% $0 $3.849 - $3.849
Total $3,500 $3,568 $7.349 $10,917
Misc Exp-Dues & Subscription 6758 190
Statewide Communications $800 1.95% $816 $0 §816
Misc Exp-Travel 6758 195
State-wide Communications $400 1.95% $408 50 $408
Marco Program 0 1.95% 0 $1,728 $1,728
Six Pilot Programs 50 1.95% 50 51,008 $1.008
Total $400 £408 $2,736 $3,144
Misc Exp-Food 6758 200
State-wide Communications £1,800 1.95% 51,835 $0 £1,835
Marco Program 50 1.95% $0 $980 $980
Six Pilot Programs 50 1.95% 50 $2.320 $2.320
Total $1,800 £1.835 $£3.300 £5,135
Misc Exp-Employee Training 6758 205
Statewide Communications $200 1.95% 5204 30 5204
Mise Exp-Office Cleaning 6758 210
Statewide Communications $150 1.95% $153 $0 5153
Misc Exp-Employee Recognition 6758 235
Statewide Communications $6,600 1.95% 6,729 $0 $6,729
Misc Exp-Temporary Help 6758 245
Statewide Communications $3,000 1.95% $3,059 $0 $£3,059
Misc Exp-Other 6758 250
Statewide Communications
regulatory meetings $1,000 1.95% $1,020 50 $1,020
environmental organizations $8.000 1.95% $8,156 $0 $8,156
conscrve education/Cons. 96 sponsor £18,000 1.95% $18351 $20,000 $£38,351
Marco Program
public education $42 000 1.95% $42 819 (542.819) $0
contract services $35,000 1.95% $35,683 (535,683) $0
toilet rebates $5,000 1.95% $5,098 $4.903 $10,001
gift certificates $2,500 1.95% $2,549 i ($49) $2,500
special events £1,000 1.95% $1,020 $981 $2.001
Six Pilot Programs
retrofit Kits $0 1.95% 0 $60,180 $60,180
toilet rebates 50 1.95% 50 $40.300 $40,300
moisture rebates $0 1.95% $0 $18.350 $18,350
special events/sponsorships $0 1.95% pit] $11,000 511,000
Total $112,500 $114,696 §$77.163 $£191,859
Labor $76,461 $76 461
Fringe Benefits 315108 $19,108
Total 8199250 $203,141 $321,290 $524.431

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to OPC Document Request 181.
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Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)

Schedule 6
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
1996 Conservation Expenses
Estimated 1996 Conservation Costs
Palisades Silver Do! Ray Quail Sugar Mill | Valrico Marco Total
Country | Lakes/Western | Manor Ridge Woods Hills Island
Club Shores
Description
Public Education
a) Public Workshops (2) 3 50013 3000 % 00| 3 50018 30008 5008 25008 10,500
b) Mailers (3) s 90|83 4040 | $ 180 § 50]8 66203 1060 % 11,5008 23,540
¢) Special Mailings s 6013 - |8 12018 30|93 - |s 710]S - |3 920
d) Advertising and Promotion s - s 36003 - by - s 4000]| § - $ 17000]8 24,600
e) Special Events/Sponsorships $ 1000]S 350018 1000] 8% 500§ 400013 100018 20008 13,000
f) Qutside Services $ 1000]S 8000|% 1000]% 500] 3 800018 100018 12000]8% 31,500
Subtotal $ 265013 22,140 |3 2800]8$ 15818 256208 4270] % 45000 § 104,060
Free Retrofit Kit Offer $ 4501 3 20,190 | $ 9001 3 2401 % 33,090 § 5310|383 - 3 60,180
(50% kits @ $30 each)
Toilet Rebate Program b 3001 $ 13500]3 600|S 2003 2210013 3600]% 100008 50,300
(10% rebates (@ $100 each)
Irrigation Shutoff’ Device Rebates 3 150 § 6,750 | % 30013 1001 % 11,050 § - $ 2500|8% 20850
{(10% rebates (@ 350 each)
Surveys of Control Group (5% of 3 1001 % 3,350 1 3 1501} 3 018 5500 | 3 903 10,000]3 20050
Community @ $50/Person)
Residential Water Audits b - $ - 3 - 3 - 3 - b - $ 2000018 20,000
Total Community $ 365019 6593018 4750|3 2,170]$ 97360] % 14080 $ 87,500 % 275440

Source: Scuthern States Utilities, Inc., Exhibit CHK-3.
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Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __(KHD-1)

Schedule 7
Southern States Utilitles, Inc.
Detall Conservation Expenses: By Project
1995 1996 1995 1996 1995 1996 19951996 Allowed
Six Six Cost 1996
State.-Wide State-Wide Marco Marco Pilot Pilot 1995 1996 Share 1996 Conservation
Account Description Communication Communication Program Program Programs Programs Total Total Funds Dissll e Exp
M&S-Office Printing $34,150 $34816 $0 38,000 30 511,991 $34150 % 807 (311,991} $42.816
M&S-Office Supplies $2,350 $2,39 $0 $2.000 30 $2.8%0 32,350 $1.216 (52,380) $4,306
Cotitract Services-Other 30 $0 $0
Statewide Communications 50 30 50
clippings $100 s102 $100 102 $102
PR News $100 5102 $100 5102 ($102) 50
F1. Bus. Net $1,000 51,020 31,000 $1,020 ($1.020) $0
surveys $5.000 $5.098 $5.000 $5.098 $5.098
PR counsel & research $10,000 $10,195 $10,000 $10,195 (310,195) 30
Marco Program
public relations 0 $12,000 $0 $12,000 ($12,000) $0
water audits 30 $20.000 $0 $20,000 (320,000) $0
surveys 30 $10,000 $0 $10.000 (310,000) $0
Six Pilot Programs
litetature search 30 $12,000 $0 $12,000 (512,000 $0
outside services 30 $19,500 30 $19.500 (519,500) 30
surveys of control group $0 $10,050 ¢ 510,050 ($10,050) 30
Rental Equipment $1.000 $1,020 30 50 $0 $640 $1.000 31,660 ($640) $1,020
Transportation 3600 8612 30 $0 30 50 $600 $612 3612
Advertising 314,500 514,783 $0 $17,000 $0 $7.600 $14,500 $39,383 (319,692 $19.592
Misc Exp-Telephone $1,500 $1.529 30 $252 30 51,260 $1,500 $3,041 (31,260) $1.781
Misc Exp-Postage $3,500 $3,568 $0 $3,500 $0 $3.849 $3,500 51097 (33,849) 57,068
Misc Exp-Dues & Subscription $800 $8is 30 50 50 50 $800 $816 3816
Misc Exp-Travel $400 $408 $0 $1.728 30 51,008 $400 $3,144 (31.008) $2,136
Misc Exp-Food 31,500 §1,835 50 $980 30 $2,320 $1.800 $5.13% (32.320) 52,815
Misc Exp-Employee Training 5200 204 $0 $0 50 30 $200 3204 3204
Misc Exp-Office Cleaning 3150 $153 30 30 30 $0 $150 5153 $153
Misc Exp-Employee Recognition $6,600 36,729 50 50 30 $0 36,600 $6,729 36,729
Misc Exp-Temporary Help $3,000 $3,059 $3,000 $3.059 53,059
Misc Exp-Other
Statewide Communications
regulatory meetings $1,000 $1,020 $1,000 5i.020 $1.020
environmental organizations $8,000 $8,156 §8,000 38,156 $8.156
conserve education/Cons. 96 s $18,000 $38,351 $18,000 538,351 ($20,351) $18,000
Marco Program
public education $42.000 30 342,000 0 30
tontract services 335,000 $0 $35,000 30 30
toilet rebates $5,000 $10,001 35,000 $10,001 (310,001) %0
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Southern States Utllitles, Inc.
Detall Conservation Expenses: By Project

Docket No. 350495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. _ (KHD-1)
Schedule 7

1995 1996 1995 1996 1995 1996 1995/1996 Allowed
Six Six Cost 19%6
State-Wide State-Wide Marco Marco Pliot Pilot 1995 1996 Share 1996 Conservation
Account Description Communicath C icatl Program Program Programs Programs Total Total Funds Dhallowance Expense
gift certificates $2.500 $2.500 32,500 $2.500 §2.500
special events $1,000 $2.0m 31,000 $2,001 (32.001) 30
Six Pilot Programs
retrofit kits $0 $60,130 $0 $60.180 ($60.1%0) 50
toilet rebates $0 $40,300 $0 $40.300 (325,000) (515,300) 30
moisture rebates 50 518,350 30 §18.350 (318,350) 50
special events/sponsorships 30 $11,000 30 311,000 ($£1,000) $0
Lsbor & Fringe Benefits $30,300 $20,047 $45,221 30 595,568 ($47,784) 347,784
Total $113,750 3166,272 $85,500 $110,009 50 $248,149 $199,250 $524.430 | (335001)] | ($313,473) 3175957
FPSC Alocation Factor T1.06% TT.O6Y
FPSC Adjustment ($26,972) ($241,562)

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to OPC Document Request 181
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Docket No. 950495-W5

Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___ (KHD-1)
Schedule 8

Gain On Sale Adjustment
Gross DNet Amaortization Year Sold

Vemce Garden Utility 319,088,063 519,088,063 $3,817.613 1994
St. Augustine Sheres $6,758,377 $4,200,000 $840,000 1951
Seminole County .11 acres ($187) ($115) (523) 1954
Spring Hill 5.139 acres $54,387 $33,3%4 36,679 1995
Spring Hill 6.759 acres $73.0M 544,866 $8,973 1995
River Park System $54,928 533,726 $6,745  Amticipated 1995
Spring Hill 6.71 acres $328,908 $201.950 $40,390  Anticipated 1595

Total $26,357,547 323,601,883 $4,720.377
Total Excluding VGU/SAS $511,107 $313,820 $62,764

Allocation to Stockholders (3.0%) T 315333 59,415 $1,883

Amount to Ratepayers (97%) $495, 774 $304.405 560,881
vGU
Total 319,088,063 $19,088,063 $3,817,613

Allocation to Stockholders (8.65%) $1.651,117 51,651,117 $330,223

Amount to Ratepayers (81.35%) $17,436,946 $17,436,945 $3,487,389
St. Augustine Shores
Total 36,758,377 $4,200,000 $840,000

Allocation to Stockholders (2.81%) $189,910 £118,020 $23,604

Amaount to Ratepayers (97.19%) $6,568,467 $4,081,980 $816,396
Total Gain on Sale

Allocation to Stockholders 51,856,361 51,778,552 5355710

Amount to Ratepayers $24,501,186 321,823,331 $4,364,666
FPSC Junisdiction Allocation (1) T7.06%
Gain on Sale Adjustment $3,363.412

(1) Allocation Percentage Removes Gas Plants.

Sourve: Southern States Utilitjes, Inc., MFR Allocation Schedules, Response to OPC interrogatories 55, 109, 255, 204, and 217.
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Schedule ¢
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Adjustments to Equity Component of Capital Structure
Company Cost of Equity Weighted
Amount Adjustment Adjusted Percent Cost Cost
Long-Term Debt $118,535,363 $118,535,363 59.88% 9.06% 5.42%
Customer Deposits $1,753,184 $1,753,184 0.89% 6.00% 0.05%
Deferred ITC $1,335,813 $1,335,813 0.67% 9.63% 0.06%
Equity $£82,821,786  (34,800,000) £78,021,786 3941% 12.25% 4.83%
Adjustment for Gas ($1.481,000) ($203,924) ($1,684,924) -0.85% 12.25% -0.10%
$202,965,146 $197,961,222 100.00% 10.27%
Requested Cost of Capital 10.32%
Change in Cost of Capital 0.05%
Rate Base $158,023,064
NOI Impact $83,975
Revenue Requirement $143.153
OPC Cost of Equity Weighted
Amount Adjustment Adjusted Percent Cost Cost
Long-Term Debt $118,535,363 $118,535,363 59.88% 9.06% 5.42%
Customer Deposits $1,753,184 $1,753,184 0.89% 6.00% 0.05%
Deferred ITC 51,335,813 §$1,335.813 0.67% 8.79% 0.06%
Equity £82,821,786  ($4,800,000) $78,021,786 39.41% 10.10% 3.98%
Adjustment for Gas (51.,481.000) ($203,924) (51,684,924) 0.85% 10.10% -0.09%
$202,965,146 5197961222 100.00% 9.43%
Requesicd Cost of Capital 10.32%
Change in Cost of Capital 0.89%
Ratie Base $158,023,064
NOI Impact $1,403,058

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR Schedule D-1.
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Schedule 10
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Rainfall Comparison: 1960-1994
Percentage Average Average Average Average Average
of Residential Aroual Rainfall  Annual Renfall  Annual Rainfall Annuel Rainfell Annual Rainfall
Plants Lse Countv 1960-90 1991 1992 1993 1994

Ameln lalend 1.50% Nassau 46.29 60.09 63.22 50.26 53.41
Pervert Deviation From Average 2081% 36.57% B.58% 15.38%
Geneva Lake, Keystone Club, Koystone .
Heights, Lakeview, Postmaster 131% Alschua 4713 M 54.28 13.65 . 47.64
Percent Deviation From Average 15.17% -1.38% 1.08%
Apache Shores, Citnas Springs, Crystal
River Highlands, Golden Terrace, Gospel
Island Est., Ouk Forest, Pine Ridge, Pomnt
O'Wouxds, Rosemont/Rolling Green,
Sugarmill Woods 6.06% Crtrue 52.39 5797 62.76 48.15 49.22
Percent Deviation From Average 10.65% 19.79% -B3.09% -£.05%
Beacon Hills, Woodmere SN % Duva! 47.74 64.60 63.4) 53.73 63.05
Percent Deviation From Average 35.32% 3282% 12.55% 32.07%
Bay Lake Est., Fountains, Intercession
City, Lake Ajay Est., Lake Conway Park,
Pime Ridge Est, Tropical Park, Windson 1.02% Osceols 44.5% 5222 54.06 37.90 73.01
Percent Devistion From Aversge 17.11% 21.24% =15 00% 63.74%
Lehigh 3.23% Hendry 48 68 66.14 49.34 M M
Percent Deviation From Average 358M% 1.36%
Gibeonip Ext., Lake Gibson Est., Orunge
Hill/Sugar Creek 1.01% Polk 4713 56.01 58.88 48 61 67.27
Fercent Deviation From Average 1B.84% 24.93% 314% 42.73%
Carlton Village, East Lake Harris Eat,
Femn Terr., Friendly Center, Grand Terr.,
Hobby Hills, Imperial Mobile Terr.,
Muarion Gaks, Mommgview, Palluades
Country Club, Palms Mobile Home Pri,
Picciols Isl., Piney Woods, Quail Ridge,
Silver Lake Est /Western Shores, Skycrest
Stome Mountsin, Sunshine Pricwy, Venetian
Village 472% Lake 44.62 66.29 5587 4431 66.88
Petvent Deviation From Average 48.57"% 2521% -0.69% 49.B9%
Marco Bland, Marco Shores 10.36% Collier 49.50 66.78 47.94 58.11 55.50
Percent Deviation From Average 34.91% -A15% 17.39% 12.12%
Duetwyler Shores, Holiday Heights,
University Shores 3.19% Orange 465 60.90 52.96 4453 67.82
Percent Deviation From Average 30.94% 13.87% -4,26% 4582%
Bt Siore, Deep Creck 1.90% Charlote 4717 48.3] 5383 44 86 48.70
Peroent Devintion From Aversge 2.42% 14.12% -4 90% 3.24%
Apple Valley, Chuluota, Deltons, Druid
Hilis, Esterprise, Fern Park, Harmony
Homes, Lake Brantiey, Lake Harriet Egt.,
Meredith Manor, Dol Ray Manor 27.59% Semuote 47.26 69.28 59.88 34.49 71.09
Percent Deviation From Aversge 46.59% 26.70% -27.02% 50.42%
Hershe! Heights, Seaboard, Valrico Hills 2.63%  Hillsborough 4215 4316 3498 37.53 4114
Percent Deviation From Average 0.96% -18.18% -1221% 10.27%
Spring Hill 26.35% Hemnando 4976 57.98 M M M
Percent Deviation From Average 16.52%
Total 96.58%
"M denotes mising dats.

Sourve: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to Steff Interrogatory 14.
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Docket No. 950495-W5

Schedule 11
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Rainfall Comzlmo' n: 1960-1994 Adiusled for Missing Data: Assume Average Rainfall (1)
Percentage Average Avernge Average Aveshge Average
of Residential Annual Rainfall Annual Rainfall  Annual Rainfall Asmnual Rainfall  Annual Reinfall
Plants Use County 1560-90 1991 1992 1993 1994
Amcha laland 1.50% Nassau 46.29 60.09 63.22 50.26 53.41
Percent Deviation From Average 2081% 36.5T% 8.38% 15.38%
Geneva Lake, Keystone Club, Keystone .
Heights, Lakevitw, Postmaster 131% Alachua 47.513 31.98 54.28 43.63 47.64
Poroent Devistion From Average 10.29% 1517% -1.38% 1.08%
Apache Shores, Citns Springs, Crystal
River Highlands, Golden Terrace, Gospel
ixland Est., Ouk Forest, Pine Ridge, Point
O'Woods, Rosemont/Rolling Green,
Sugarmill Wooda 6.06% Citrus 52.39 5797 6276 48.15 49.22
Percent Deviation From Average 10.65% 19.79% 8.09% -6.05%
Beacon Hills, Weodmere 5.71% Dravas 41.74 64.60 63.41 53.73 63.05
Percent Deviation From Average 35.32% 282% 12.55% 3207%
Bay Lake Est, Fountains, Intercesnon
City, Lake Ajuy Est., Lake Conway Park,
Pine Ridge Ext., Tropical Park, Windsong 1.02% Osceola 44.59 5272 54.06 37.90 73.01
Percent Deviation From Average 17.11% 21.28% -15.00% 63.74%
Lehigh 3.23% Hendry 48.68 66.14 49.34 5167 295
Peroent Deviation From Average A58 1.36% 6.14% 8.77%
Gibsonia Est, Lake Gibson Est, Orange
Hill/Sugar Creek 1.01% Polk 47.13 36.01 33.38 48.61 67.27
Percent Deviation From Average 18.84% 24.93% 3.14% 22.73%
Carlton Village, Esst Lake Harris Est,
Fern Texr., Friendly Centes, Grand Ter.,
Hobby Hills, imperial Mobile Terr.,
Manion Oaks, Momningview, Pallisades
Cenmitry Chub, Pabm Mobile Home Pric.,
Picciola 1al, Piney Woods, Quail Ridge,
Silver Lake Est rWestern Shores, Skycrest
Stone Mountain, Sunshine Prkwy, Venetian
Village 4.72% Lake 44,62 66.29 55.87 4431 56 88
Percent Deviation From Average 48.57% 25.21% -0.69% 49 89%
Marco island, Marco Shores 10.36% Collier 49.50 6678 4794 38.11 58,50
Percent Deviation From Average 34.91% -3.15% 17.3%4% 12.12%
Daetwyler Shores, Hohday Heights,
iversity Shores 3.19% Orange 45.51 60.90 52.96 44.53 67.82
Percent Deviation From Average 30.94% 13.87% =4.26% 45.82%
Bumnt Store, Deep Creek 1.90% Charjone 4117 4831 53.83 44 .86 48.70
Percent Deviation From Average 2.42% 14.12% -4 90% 324%
Apple Valiey, Chuluota, Deltena, Druid
Hills, Enterprise, Fern Park, Hamony
Homes, Lake Brantiey, Lake Harriet Est,
Meredith Manor, Dol Ray Manor 27.59% Seminole 47.26 69.28 59.88 34.49 T1.09
Percent Deviation From Aversge 45.59% 26.70% -27.02% 50.42%
Hershel Heights, Scaboard, Valrico Hills 12.63% Hillsborough 42.75 43.16 34.98 37.53 47.14
Percent Devistion From Average 0.96% -18.18% -12.21% 10.27%
Spring, Hill 26.35% Hemando 49.76 57.98 47.61 37.63 51.26
Peroent Deviation From Average 16.52% -4.32% -24.38% 3.01%
Total 96.58% 6561.52 824.93 761.12 635.11 BI1823
24 70% 15.06% -3.99% 23169%
{1) 1t was d that for the months where tiere was missing data, rainfall was the sverage of the relevant period 1960-90.

Sourve: Southern States Utdlities, Inc., Response to Staff Inlerrogatory 14

PPN AN ADEABLLE




Docket No. 950495-W$S
Kimberly H. Dismukes

Exhibit No. _ (KHD-1)
Schedule 12

Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Inches of Rainfall
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Southern States Utllitles, Inc.

Rainfall: 1991-94 MMI!‘ Duta Alllmed bl Average Rainfall for tke Month (1)

Docket No. 250495-W5
Kimberly H. Dismmukes
Exhibit No. __(KHD-1)
Schedule 13

Planta Year January Fabruary

Amelw [sland

Percentage of Revidential Use 1.50% 1991 9.38 118

County Nnszau 1992 5.39 210
1993 574 350
1994 195 122

Qeneva Lake, Keystone Club, Keystone

Heights, Lakeview, Postmaster

Percentage of Residential Use 1 31% 1991 6.66 032

Coumty Alachua T 520 348
1993 26 4717
1994 1.18 043

Apache Shores, Citrus Springs, Crystal

River Highlands, Golden Terrace, Gospel

Bland Est., Oak Forest, Pine Ridge, Point

O'Woods, Rosemont/Holling Green,

Sugarmill Woods

Percentage of Residential Une 6.06% 1991 292 173

County Citnn 1992 239 2.51
1993 LX) | 477
1994 9.56 127

Beacon Hills, Woodmers

Peroentage of Residentinl Use 5% 1991 717 0.0

County Drval 1992 126 119
1993 122 3.55
1994 9.79 1.08

Bay Luke Eat, Fountaims, Intercession

City, Lake Ajay Bst., Lake Conway Park,

Pine Ridge Bst., Tropical Park, Windsong,

Percentage of Residential Use 1.02% 1991 187 LR ]

County Osceola 1992 136 2817
1993 163 181
1994 4.41 178

Lehigh

Percentage of Residentinl Use IN% 1991 6.42 126

County Hendry 1992 221 336
1953 591 163
1994 169 * 192

LTV 4SO AR LS

March

7.44
439
594
2.713

278

461
265

323
4.4]
513
201

6.12
20!
641
134

6,73
313
in
249

April May June July
582 514 10.62 9.30
351 613 985 3ls
1.04 1.80 2.5 430
1.40 216 516 34
602 624 658 125
378 1.99 12.86 1.52
09 141 6.07 141
1.51 383 4 601 1.66
589 544 1004 7183
447 1.37 10.80 19
26! 1.93 5.7 4.66
198 0.42 385 449
4714 an 860 11.5)
1.80 248 14.12 39
1.37 0.58 1.70 23
093 29 6.70 68
509 8.58 569 1013
5.65 330 9 275
J.08 1.36 566 280
597 5.05 11 .49 6.84
4.96 6.68 610 1288
381 1.35 16.99 LE. 1)
202 0.06 826 .05 *
346 1.50 1086 5.45

257
1.57
4.54
217

402
B.55
5.65
614

B.79
1503
243
7.57

597
6.56
254
517

611
10.73
§.22
878

1112
6.13
639 *
68%

130
115
594
449

240
437

598

3i0
707
B9
6.51

667
11.08
43
641

4388
891

1129

9.80
533
1.59
5.60 *

_Avgast | September _ October

November D i Annosl
4.44 079 0.51 60.09
11.52 192 0.53 63.22
11.24 290 072 5026
13.19 4.40 5.0 539
141 031 1.99 5198
5.4 206 0.73 5428
198 1.35 123 43 65
510 Q10 128 4764
485 047 092 5197
9.04 344 105 62.76
5.38 023 187 4815
123 213 201 49.22
611 095 0.48 64 60
7.54 281 017 63.41
15.59 279 252 5373
11.26 5.5 47 63.05
272 0.25 0.37 5222
385 31z .53 54.06
5.79 026 094 3790
368 1.25 13 7301
3.96 218 0.05 6614
1.24 079 113 49.34
585 1650 110 51.67
595 167 * 3N 5295

Page 1



Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Rainfafl: 199194 Mining Data Adjusted by Average Reinfall for the Month (1)

Docket No. 950495-W5
Kimberly H. Dismulkes
Exhibit No. _ (KHD-1)
Schedule 13

Plants Year Jenuary  February _ March

Gibsonia Est., Lake Qibson Est., Orange

Hill/Sugar Creek

Percentags of Residential Use 1.01% 1991 195 059 425

County Polk 1992 1.14 142 115
1993 4,72 1.44 447
1994 7.59 2.03 212

Carlton Village, Esst Lake Harris Eat.,

Fern Terr., Friendly Center, Grand Terr.,

Hobby Hills, Imperiai Mobile Terr.,

Macion Oaks, Momingview, Palliades

Country Club, Paims Mobile Home Prk.,

Prciola Isl., Piney Woods, Quail Ridge,

Silver Lake Est./Western Shores, Skycrest

Stone Motmtain, Sunshine Priwy, Venetian

Village

Percentage of Residential Use 4.71% 199 6.07 t.76 10.46

County Lake 1992 183 222 350
1993 463 an 685
1994 6.61 0.89 230

Marco Island, Marco Shores

Percentage of Residential Use 10.36% 1991 9.40 21 L.86

County Collier 1992 0.49 369 265
1993 1.66 19 213
1994 1.56 1.67 1.1

Duetwyler Shores, Holiday Heights,

University Shores

Percentage of Residenttial Use 311 991 23 098 6.66

County Orange 1992 135 2.42 367
1993 489 1.48 6.26
1994 3.97 3.58 1.21

Burmt Store, Deep Creek

Perceniage of Residential Uss 1.90% 1991 584 1.87 EXis)

County Charlotte 1992 096 159 305
1993 434 29 404
1994 1.50 084 220

171798 4 50 ipd AN X8

Agpril May June July Augut b
492 221 1099 1310 i 263
6.80 2.43 11.67 5.06 1150 190
3180 285 1.66 927 6.00 209
1.43 1.44 12.76 8.35 854 12.46
9.36 820 895 71.30 6.93 190
157 k]| 8.44 5.58 1205 645
1.53 20 222 355 6.64 576
0.98 399 998 113 9.68 10.49
29 10.79 564 14.15 852 LX)
255 09 10.94 2.90 922 827
225 297 67t 9.19 11.72 < AS?
1.21 093 10.86 .30 1.49 9.46
112 9.48 598 10.78 113 4.53
210 1.19 B 68 240 8.03 713
1.78 232 447 649 5.95 535
3.03 287 10.28 13.27 6.23 7.84
166 9.45 8.30 147 419 336
1.18 0.07 19.75 149 6.26 5.74
3.46 0.78 6.37 6.3¢ 455 510
5.80 0.75 602 1.46 LAL] 10.18

4.98
N
185
182

1.68
481

6.23

4.51
069
687
719

476
517
4.61

518

1
197
623
123

0.16 o

401 056
c.19 1.27
3.48 425
077 091

5.49 072
1.36 .67
512 288
1.29 037
057 0.06
0.52 059
254 358
on 0.24
2749 088
017 0.76
1.32 34
115 028
217 120
009 064
1.34 220

56 01
SB B8
48 6]
67.27

66.29
5587
441

6678
4794
SB L
5550

5090
5296
4453
6782

a8 31
5383
44 86
AR70

Page 2
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Rainfall: 1991-94 MME‘ Data Adluurd by Aveme Rainfall for the Month (1)

Plants

Apple Villey, Chuluots, Deltors, Druid
Hills, Enterprise, Fern Park, Harmony
Homes, Lake Brantley, Lake Huriet Est,
Meredith Manor, Dol Ry Manor

Perceninge of Residentinl Use 27.59%
County Seminole
Hersbre| Heights, Seaboard, Vairico Hills

Peroentage of Residential Use 263%
County Itsborough
Spring Hill

Percentage of Residential Use 26.35%
County ' Hemando

* Denotes where missing data has boen rubstituted with average dats.

(1) I was d that for the

Docket No. 950495.WS
Kimberly H. Dismmukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedute 13

Source: Southem States Utilities, Inc., Response to Stafl Interrogatary 14

VTP 431 P RAB LS

Year January February
1991 1.65 1.34
1992 1.93 7.19
1993 526 A3
1994 632 238
1991 241 o4
1992 1.47 167
1993 360 232
1994 359 .43
1991 350 167
1992 1.34 4.15
1993 309" 1.85
1994 11.27 1.50

ths where there was missing dats, rainfall was the average for the same month from the periad 1960-90.

March Aprif May fune July
9.04 126 169 11.41 16.60
247 354 346 704 4.49
1.40 172 As8 2.66 256
348 [13:21 220 10.25 8.70
473 1.54 6.8 378 992
095 217 al10 7.03 2.80
393 145 174 g 292
G.66 142 D07 598 1131
495 538 8.55 498 1010
0.48 396 4.50 237 7.62
1.7 1.55 1.24 5.59 670
4,08 3.00 1.80 262 1080

3156
1530
1.95
10.4i

7.35
822

B.37

1197

712

182

(3

4.61
6.50
in
887

343
295

820

33
622
255
5.51

_Augut_ September. _ October

483
458
a2
3o

0.78
2.20
4.23
3

November December

0.43 0386
300 068
Q.47 1.55
9.07 547
126 0.67
243 0.99
022 1.28
0.24 1.57
067 127
510 025
01s 1.92
0.00 1.20

6928
5988
449
N

4316
3498
37.53
4714

798
4761
37.63
51.26

Page 1
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Rainfall Comgnrhon: 1960-1994 Adi usted for Missing Data: Assume Zero Rainfail (1)

Percentage
of Residential
Plantn LUse

Amelia lsland 1.50%
Percent Deviation From Average
Geneva Lake, Keystone Club, Keystone
Heights, Lakeview, Postinaster 1.31%
Percent Deviation From Average
River Highlands, Golden Terrsoe, Gospel
Ialand Est., Oak Forest, Pine Ridge, Pomt
O'Woods, Rosemont/Rolling Green,
Sugarmill Woods 6.06%
Pervent Deviation From Average
Beacon Hills, Woodmere 5.71%
Percent Deviation From Average

Bay Lake Est., Fountains, intercession

City, Lake Ajay Est., Lake Conway Park,

Pine Ridge Est., Tropicul Perk, Windsong 1.02%
Percent Deviation From Avernge

1.23%
Percent Deviaton From Avernge

Gibsonia Est., Lake Gibson Eat., Orange

Hill/Sugar Creek 1.01%
Percent Deviation From Average

Carfton Viliage, East Lake Hemis Est.,

Femn Tem., Friendly Center, Grand Terr,

Hobby Hills, limperial Mobile Terz.,

Marion Onks, Morningview, Pallisades

Country Club, Paims Mobile Home Pric,

Picciola Isl., Pincy Woods, Quadl Ridge,

Silver Lake Est./Western Shores, Skycrest

Stome Mountin, Sunshine Priwy, Venetian

Village 4.72%
Percent Devianon From Average

Marco lsland, Marco Shores 10.36%
Percent Devistion From Average

Daetwyler Shores, Holiday Heights,
University Shores 3.19%
Percent Devistion From Average

Burnt Store, Deep Creek 1.590%
Percent Deviation From Average

Apple Valley, Chuluota, Debtons, Druid

Hills, Enterprise, Fern Park, Harmony

Homes, Lake Brantiey, Lake Harriet Est,

Meredith Manor, Dol Ray Mtor 27.59%
Percent Deviation From Avernge

Hershel Heights, Seaboard, Valrico Hills 263%
Peroent Deviation From Average

Spring Hill 26.35%
Percent Deviation From Avernge

Total 95.58%

]

:

Hendry

Lake

Chariotte

Docket No. 950495-W5

Schedule 14

Average Average Average Averngt Average
Annual Rainfall Annual Renfall  Amnuat Rsinfall  Annual Rainfall Annual Rainfall

1960-90 1991 1992 1993 1994
4629 60.09 63.22 50.28 .4
29.81% 36.5T% 8.58% 15.38%
47.13 49.99 54.28 43.65 47.64
6.07% 15.1% -7.38% 1.08%
52.3% 57.97 62.76 48.15 4922
10.65% 19.79% -B.05% =6.05%
47.74 64.60 63.41 33.73 63.05
353M% 3282% 12.55% 0%
44.59 52.22 54.06 37.90 73.01
17.11% 21.24% -15.00% 63, 74%
48.68 665.14 4934 37 3710
35.87% 1.36% -22.49% -23.79%
4713 56.0} 5888 48.61 67.27
1B.B4% 24.93% 314% 42.73%
44.62 66.29 S5 87 44.33 6658
48.57% 25.21% «0.69% 49.89%
49.50 66.78 47.94 5811 55.50
3MN% -315% 17.39%, 12.02%
46.51 60.90 5296 44,53 67.82
30.94% 13.87% -4.26% 45.82%
47.17 4851 53.83 44.86 4870
2.42% 14.12% ~4.90% 3.24%
47.26 69.28 59.88 34.49 7109
465.59% 26.70% -27.02% 50.42%
42.75 43.16 34.98 31.53 47.14
0.96% -18.18% -12.0% 10.27%
4976 57.98 3427 34.54 4976
16.52% -31.13% -30.5594% 0.00%
661,52 822.90 747.78 617.80 B8O(. 56
24.40% 13.04% -6.61% 21.02%

(1} 1t was ssrumed that for the months where there was Missing dats, rainfall was 2ero in that month.

Source: Southern States Utikties, Inc., R o Staff |

i
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Sowthern States Utilities, Inc.

Rainfall: 1991-1994 Mlsﬁm Data Ad[utcd !l A.uumlx Zero Rainfail for the Month (1)
Year =~ Juwary _Februsyy  March April My

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberty H. Disrmikes
Exhibit No. __(KHE-1)
Schedule 15

Planta

Amelia Istand

Porcentage of Residential Uye 1.50% 1991

County Nexsau 1992
1993
1994

Oenieva Lake, Keystone Club, Keystone

Heights, Lakeview, Postaster

Percentage of Residential Use 1.31% 1991

County Alschun 1992
1993
1994

Apache Shores, Citrus Springs, Crystal

River Hightands, Golden Terrace, Gospe!

Island Est.. Ouk Forest, Pine Ridge, Poirst

O'Woods, Rosemont/Rolling Green,

Sugarmill Woods

Percentage of Residential Use 6.06% E9

County Citrs 1992
1993
1994

Beacon Hills, Woodmere

Percentage of Residential Use 5711% 1991

County Durval 1992
1993
1994

Bay Lake Est., Fountain, Intsrcession

City, Lake Ajuy Est, Lake Coaway Park,

Pine Ridge Est., Tropical Park, Windsong

Percentage of Residential Use 1.02% 1991

County Osoeola 1992
1993
1994

Lehigh

Percentage of Residential Use 12% 1991

County Hendry 1992
1993
1994

110 4SAM AR Y

938
519
574
1395

6.66

3126
176

292
239

9.56

117
126

2.79

187
136
363
441

642
21
591

118
210
350
122

17
251
477
121

0.5¢
119
355
1.08

.41
187
1.81
178

1.26

1.63
39

1.44
439
564
71

878

461
2.65

589
1.68
6.40
1.20

§23
4.4}
513
201

612
20t
6.4]
134

0.73
313
k]|
249

5.82
351
1.04
140

602
3
0%l
1.51

589
4.47
261
198

4.74
1380
1.3
093

508
565

597

496
3181
202
146

514
613
180
216

624

1.41
383

5.44
137
193
042

327
248
0.38
297

8.58
330
1.36
5.05

668
1.35

1.50

June

10.62
985
25!
516

658
1286
607

1014
10,80
577
885

B.60
1412
1.70
670

5.69
7.9
566
11.4%

610
1699
816
10.86

930
116
439
343

1.25
152
4!
1.66

1483
39l

449

11,54
399
23
6.81

1013

280
6.84

12.88
is7
0.00
5.45

257
7.57
454
217

402
855
565
614

179
1503
243
157

597
6.56
254
517

611
10.73
1.22
B8

12
613

000

uly August September

230
715
594
449

240
13
200
598

kALY
107
819
6.51

6.67
11.08
B.43
6.11

488
9.91
494
11.29

9.80
533
1.59
0.00

_October

4.44
11.52
124
13.19

1.4t
574
198
510

485
9.04
538
n

6.11
7.54
1559
11.26

2

519
EX )

3.9
1.4
5.85
5.95

Novembee _Docember

0.9 0.51
192 0.53
2.90 0.72
4.40 5n
ol Q00
206 0.73
135 2723
070 1.28
.47 092
344 1.05
023 .87
213 201
095 0.48
2381 01?7
279 252
5.51 a7
035 e
il9 053
026 094
7.25 313
218 005
079 113
1.60 110
0.00 147

Annual

60.09
63.22

5341

4999
5428
43 65
47 64

5197
62,76
4815
49.22

64.60
631.41
531N
63.05

5222
54.06
37.90
3.0

6614
4934
37.73
Tto

Page |
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Southern States Utitities, Inc.
Data Adjusted by Asaumi

Rainfall: 1991-1994 M

Plants

Qibsonis Est., Lake Gibson Est., Orange

Hill/Suger Croek
Percentage of Revidentind Use
County

Carlton Village, East Lake Harris Est.,
Fern Terr,, Friendy Ceniter, Grand Terr.,

Hobby Hills, knporial Mobile Ter.,

Marion Osls, Momirgview, Pallisades
Conmiry Clab, Paltra Mobile Home Prk.,
Picciola lal,, Piney Woods, Quail Ridge,
Silver Lake Est./Western: Shores, Skycrest

Stonre Mountain, Pricwy, V

1.01%
Polk

Village
Percentage of Revidential Use
County

Marco Island, Marco Shores
Percentage of Residential Use
County

Dactwyler Shores, Holiday Heights,
University Shores

Percemage of Residentia) Use
County

Burnt Store, Deep Creek
Percenitage of Residential Use
County

I A% N AN LT

4.72%

10.36%
Collier

9%

1.90%
Charlotte

o todead [ P i et T [ S———T A o
Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dissmukes
Exhibit No. __(KHD-1)
Schedule 15
Zero Rainfall for the Month (1)

Yeur fanuary _February _ March Apnil May June July August  September _ October  November December _ Anrmml
1991 1.95 0.59 4.25 492 92 1099 1310 02 26) 498 016 o 56.01
1992 114 142 115 680 243 1167 5.06 11.50 7.90 324 401 0.56 5888
1933 4.72 144 4.47 3180 2.85 1.66 227 6.00 2.09 385 019 12?7 18.61
1994 7.59 103 212 1.43 144 1276 835 854 12.46 282 348 425 67.27
1991 607 1.6 10.46 2.36 B.20 895 7.30 693 390 1.68 0.77 0.91 6529
1992 1.83 222 3.50 1.57 n B.44 5.58 1205 6.45 481 549 0.72 5587
1993 4.63 n 685 1.53 207 222 3.55 6654 576 432 1.36 167 44.31
1994 6.61 0.89 230 0.98 199 9.98 173 - 968 10.49 623 542 138 66,88
1991 9.40 zn 1.85 292 1070 5.64 1415 852 3N 451 1.2% 0.37 G678
1992 049 .69 265 2.55 09 10.94 1.90 922 827 089 Q.57 0.06 4794
1993 1.66 193 213 115 297 611 219 1172 3.5 687 052 059 Bl
1994 1.56 1.67 1.11 B21 0.93 10.86 11.30 149 9.46 39 2.54 358 55.50
1991 23 098 6.66 in 918 5.98 10.78 713 453 476 0.27 D24 60.90
1992 1.35 242 367 910 19 B.&8 260 803 113 517 2.74 .88 529
1993 489 1.48 6.26 178 232 4.47 649 595 535 4.61 01?7 076 4453
1994 397 358 1.2 303 2187 10.28 1327 6.23 784 518 7.32 3.04 67.82
1991 584 1.87 303 1.66 9.45 8.30 147 419 336 L1 175 0.28 4831
1992 0.96 59 LE 118 0497 1975 1.89 6.26 5.74 1.97 217 b 20 5383
1993 434 2.9 4.04 3.46 0.78 6.37 630 455 510 613 009 064 A4 86
1994 1.50 084 120 580 075 6.02 146 218 i0.18 123 1.34 220 1870

L L
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Southern Siates Utilities, Inc.

Rafnfall: 1991-1994 MI"E Dats Ad |utld u Annmlm Zero Rainfall for the Month (1)

Plants

Apple Valley, Chuluota, Deltona, Druid

Hills, Entetprisz, Fem Park, Harmony

Henves, Lake Bramtley, Lake Harriet Eat.,

Meredith Manot, Dol Ray Manor

Percentage of Residential Use 27.50%
County Seminole

Hershel Hoights, Seaboard, Valrico Hills

Percentage of Residential Use 153%
County lisborough
Spring Hill

Percentage of Residential Use 26.35%
County Hemando
(1) It was

Docket No. 950495-W3S
Kimberly H Disinukes
Exhibnt Mo. __ (KHD-1)
Schedute 15

d that for the hs where there was missing data, rainfall was zero.

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to Stall Interrogatory 14

M 4% P RA] LS

Yeur Jastuary Febnuary March __Apnil May
1991 1.65 1.34 904 126 1.69
1992 1.93 Ti% 217 154 346
1992 526 3N 1.40 172 388
1994 6.32 238 348 0.84 2.20
1991 2.41 041 41 1.54 688
1992 1.47 3.67 095 217 al0
1993 3160 232 193 2.45 1.74
1994 3.59 0.43 {4.66 343 0.07
1991 359 1.67 495 538 B.55
1992 1.34 415 048 3196 0.5G
1993 .00 1.85 171 1.55 1.24
1994 11.27 0.00 408 3.00 1.80

June Tuby August  September _ Oclober  November December  Annual
14 16.60 156 4.61 483 043 0.86 69.28
104 4.49 15.30 6.50 4.58 300 0.68 59.88
2.66 256 1.95 19 ER. ) 047 1.55 34.49
10.25 8.70 10.41 8.87 310 967 547 nme
3718 992 735 343 0718 1.26 0.67 4316
1.03 280 822 295 2.20 243 0.99 3498
318 292 5.06 6.60 423 0322 1.28 7.5
598 1N B37 R20 329 0.24 157 4114
4.98 1010 1197 335 1.50 067 1.27 5798
.37 162 0.00 006 350 510 025 3
5.59 670 7.68 255 380 0.15 1.92 34 54
262 16.80 782 5.51 1.66 0.00 1.20 4996

Page 3
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Weather Normalized Residential Consumption: Revenue Impact

Docket No. 950495-W'S
Kimberty H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedule 16

(000) ®00) (000) (000}
Company 1996 1996 Normalized 1996 1996
1996 1996 Consumption  Consumption Normalized (000) Revenue
Consumption Bills Per Bill Per Bill Consuymption  DifTerence Rate Impact

FPSC Uniform

All-Excluding Bumt Store (1) 6,039,577 688,332 8.774 10.076 6,935,927 896,350 $1.23 $1,102,511
Non-Uniform

All Including Bumnt Store (1) 2,233,810 314,334 2106 8.161 2,565,336 331,526 $2.52 $835.436
Total 8,273,387 1,002,666 8.251 9.476 9,501,263 1,227,876  51.58

-Unpife istribution

Buenaventura Lakes 463,923 87,328 5312 6.101 532,775 68,852 $1.24 $85,377

Bumt Store ) 26,605 6,912 3.849 4420 30,554 3,949 $1.23 $4,857

Decep Creek "192,328 36,934 5.207 5.980 220,872 28,544 $4.12 $117,601

Enterprisc 19,098 2,870 6.654 7.642 21,932 2,834 $2.21 $6,264

Geneva Lake Estates 8,189 1,065 1.689 8.830 9,404 1,215 $2.07 $£2,516

Keystone Club Estates 9,462 1,944 4.867 5.590 10,866 1.404 $£2.07 $2.907

Lakeside 7,398 1,035 7.148 £.209 8,496 1,098 $1.23 £1,350

Lehigh 333,271 104,386 3.193 3.667 382,733 49,462 $2.40 $118,708

Marco Island (1) 1,114,572 62,580 17.810 20.454 1,279,989 165,417 $£2.96 $489,634

Palm Valley 19,814 2,434 8.141 9.349 22,755 2,941 $0.94 £2,764

Remington Forrest 7,868 1,044 7.536 8.655 9,036 1,168 $0.00 $0

Spring Gardens 6,522 1,565 4.167 4.786 7,490 968 $1.03 $997

Valencia Terrace 24.760 4,237 5.844 6.711 28,435 3,675 $0.67 $2.462

Total 2,233,810 314,334 7.106 8.161 2,565,336 331,526 $2.52 $835,436

(1) Excludes Impact of Conservation.

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc. , MFR E Schedules, Response to OPC Document Request 24.




Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Prol'ected ‘Test Year Revenue Adiustment: Averaged 1992 and 1993 Gallons

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. _ (KHD-1)
Schedule 17

Recommended Company
1996 1996 Revenue

Plant Name Gallons (1) Gallons (1) Difference Rate Adjustment
Uniform Plants

All 7,161,931,630 6,864,172,362 297,759,268 $1.23 $366,244
Neon-Uniform Plants

Deep Creek 236,995,265 234,586,892 2,408,373 $4.12 9922

Enterprise 19,557,693 19,218,113 339,580 $2.21 750

Geneva Lake Estates 10,150,445 11,050,069 -899,624 $2.07 -1,862

Keystone Club 9,476,994 9,462,162 14,832 $2.07 31

Lehigh 397,689,909 402,453,341 4,763,432 $2.40 -11,432

Marco Island 2,261,017,569 2,239,36.,221 21,649,348 $2.96 64,082

Palm Valley (2) 16,005,160 15,299,560 705,600 $0.94 663

Remington Forest 9.169,452 7,867,584 1,301,868 $0.00 0

Total 2,960,102,487 2,939,345,942 20,756,545 562,155

Total Uniform and Non-Uniform

(1) Does not include conservation adjustments.

(2) Excludes usage of 6,002,000 associated with gallons not billed.

Source: Southern States Ultilities, Inc., MFR E Schedules.

NIS 3 44 Pl REVIIP) S
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Docket No. 9504895-W$S
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___(KMD-1)
Schedule 18
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Average Consumption Per Bill (1)
Adjasted 1993 3 snd 1996 Gallews
Compound
Adiurted Prejocied Grewth Rate Projected Growth Rate
Gallens Growth Rate 1995 over 1% e
Lime Hi Avarage Bk £/ Gallens 19%4 Gallens 1993
Na. Plast Nasse 1991 1991 1993 19%4 (1991-19%4) {1991-19%4) CT*Ce (CS-CSWCS C1"C8 (C19-CSyCY
FPSC Uniform:
1 Amclia island 264,056,749 306 514,750 319,189, 709 326,887,107 304,162,07% B.B0% 130928 342 1.24% 360,030,036 1N0%
2 Apache Shores 3,147,665 2,958,815 3.0t1,842 450, 3,142,268 0.00% 3,142,268 B 04% 3,142,268 0.00%
3 Apple Valley 121,642,389 ]35 183,090 118,577,073 122,074074 126,869,157 1.74% 129,076,680 5.74% 131,322,614 LTe%
4 Bay Lake Estates 6,743,450 1,766,020 1,394,850 6,380,090 7.071,103 2.96% 7, 407 1411% 7,495 967 1.96%
3 Beacon Hills 420,572,240 4T3 149 329,296,812 483,243,615 477,614,109 6.t 33 0.00%
6 Beecher's Point 4.282.560 5,044,540 4367, 6,372,870 5,066,937 430% T T0™% ST 430%
1 Burmt Store 4416767 46,174,089 41938,077 47.304,106 46,395,986 3575% 62,981,550 33 14% 85,498.812 1575%
8 Cartton Vilage 8,556, 10114130 11.282,120 11,187,100 10,284,183 B4I% EL 149,082 D.34% 12,086,720 341%
9 50,048,546 56,999,364 62,130,458 61,830,805 57,782,293 |.54% 38.672,141 -5101% 19,575,692 1.34%
10 Citrus Purk 146298370 25,048, 26,083, 447 25,786, 11 25,387,179 2.02% 15,900 000 0.44% 26,423,180 1.02%
i Citnu S| 123,413,068 141,228,006 162,031,999 145,139,870 142,954,736 335% 147,743,719 1.79% 152,693,1 3115%
12 Crystal River H 43140% 5226070 6.162.950 6.073.9% 5 481,765 % 725,153 -496% 5919352 444%
13 Dactwryler 14311,X02 16,938,514 18,532,618 15,803,222 15, °06 407 0.00% 15,906,407 0.65% 15,906,407 0.00%
14 Deltona 2,655,943 799 21832942397 2.966,616,534 2,621,442,428 2,769 141,413 231% 2,833,210,890 B08% 198,658,061 231%
15 Dol Ray Manor 11,000,12 13,713,410 13, 555 124 395,172 12,91 5 958 1.17% 130670714 -245% 13,219.9%9 1.17%
16 id Hills 40,110,570 43,410,710 41,765,551 38,571,842 40.967,168 0.00% 40,967,168 621% 40,967,168 0.00%
17 East Lake Hasris Ext. s g 3.346,7% 5.653.850 553,34 5489931 0.87% 3,537,693 0.12% 5.585871 0187%
18 Fem Park 14,972,700 1785243 17,433,280 16,917 581 16,793998 0.29% 16,342,701 L0.44% 1689|544 9%
19 Femn Temace 11,150,250 11,993,400 11,657,113 12,720817 11,880,83% 087 11,9842% -5.79% 12,088,512 037%
. (] Fisherman's Haven 9304470 9,665,629 9,195.621 9418216 9,398,484 2.00% 9,586,454 1.68% 1.38%
21 Fountaine - 45, 133,71 2697160 1,118,700 791% 1,107,189 -$5.24% g 791%
21 Fox Run 9,716,560 10,693,842 11,243,512 10,437,145 10,525343 34T 10.890.372 4.34% 11,268,475 34™%
ril Friendly Center LAL26L0 1,536,750 599, 390,580 1,485,218 1.09% 1,502,417 8.03% 1518794 109%
] Golden Ti 4,293,500 4,711,160 4801,449 4,674,600 4620177 071% 4,652,981 -0.46% 4,686,017 o71%
15 Gospet Ishand Est. 573,450 3, 3 651,590 748,393 0.00% 748,393 1486% T4, 393 0.00%
% Grand Temrsce 4503520 1,931,030 14,866,410 11,995,010 9,080,593 1. 134 0.00%
1 Harmony Homes 8,065,200 1,991,550 7,758,412 6,591,166 1,601,382 0% 7,614,505 15.33% 7627449 0.17%
b Hermits Cove 6,087,720 6,061,400 3,731,265 6,317,476 6,050,090 0.00% 6,050,090 -423% 050,090 0.00%
il Hobby Hills 5497313 5,092,607 806,316 6,547,531 5785942 0.00% 3,785,942 -11.63% 4,785942 0.00%
0 Holiday Haven 4,035,009 4,209,100 4,260,990 45217697 4,258,199 0.00% 4,258,199 -393% 4,258,199 0.00%
3 Holiday Heij 6,020,900 5,265,610 35,264 090 3474720 5,781,330 032% 3,799,830 3.94% 5818,39%0 0.32%
k7 Imperial Mobil Tezr. 15,882,990 15,121,130 13,751,806 13,408,360 13.041,097 [ ] ¥ X 0.00%
33 Inv ion City 13,219,181 14,314,189 14,403,777 15,795,903 14,435 163 093% ] -1.76% , 0, 093%
34 Interiachen Lake Est. / Park 11,107 881 12,414,413 12,267,010 12,515,418 12,076,181 071% 12,161,972 -2.82% 1248272 0%
33 Jungle Den 2952260 3,044 .96 2,597.3717 1,630,149 BOG, 187 0.00% 2, NG 187 6.69% 1,806,187 0.00%
35 Keystone Heights 100,236,193 108,170,790 £13,99R 498 103,618,113 106,503,899 0.88% $0T, 443,451 369% 108,388 651 Q88%
37 Kingswood 3,417020 3,530,830 3544790 3,635,429 3,532,017 0.22% 39,788 -2.63% 3 547573 0.1%
38 Lake Ajuy Estutes 4,163,050 4638190 11,821,022 13,774, 807 8.599.267 9.19% 9,389,540 -31.84% I
39 Lake Brantiey 7,056,290 B.117.770 6,773,090 6,117,610 7,016,065 0.83% 7,074,298 15.64% X 083%
L. Lake Conway Park 8374470 5324709 8815615 7,644,993 8,539,947 0.36% 70,691 12.11% 8601 546 0.36%
41 Lake Hasrict Esl 9,441 861 1,736,043 25,263,030 25,106,831 26,911,441 0.35% 27,006,633 T14% 27,101,138 0.35%
L Lakeview Vilhs 367910 533,650 718, 795,840 603,967 0.00% 601,967 224.11% 603,967 0.00%
4 Leilani Heights 46,790,937 46,127,914 43,546,133 43,012,488 44,894 418 0.63% 45,177,253 50%% 45,451 870 0.63%
44 Leisure Lakes B,538,493 8,648,476 7317.723 7,189.947 948, 660 001% 7,949,433 9.05% 7,950,250 001%
45 Marco Shores 36,838 9% ,600,760 24,340,661 24,039,880 28,955,074 0% 29843993 24.14% 30,760,206 3om
4 Marion Onks 131,409,215 143,305,248 163,746,319 169,961 298 152,582,023 3.48% 160,943,517 -33M% 149,763,222 5.48%
47 Meredith Manor 71,736,776 73,785,468 18337121 71,587,146 74,111,653 0.00% 4111653 2.10% 74,111,653 0.00%
48 Momingview 1520620 3,401,580 1419330 1945,033 3,596,896 1.27% 3,642,577 -1.69% 1,658 838 L2
49 Oak Forest 12,803,513 14,45 300 12,324,132 12,024,279 12.901.056 1.49% 13,094,297 B0% 11,789,402 L4
50 9,557,117 699,100 9,354, 10,144,167 9,688,719 21T% 9,908,653 -1.31% 0.46%
51 Palisades Ctry Club - 3,619.270 9,016,160 11,910,150 6,136,395 5198% 9, t -20.67% 33198%
2 4,158,890 4,834,134 533480} 5091894 4,836,438 3.49% 5,025,927 -141% 5,200,332 1.49%
53 Palm Temuce 68,975,704 TAWLLETT 70,056,258 63,697,734 69,080,218 0.31% 69,294 357 3.7%% 69,509,179 0M%
54 Pabms Mobile Home Pk 1107010 LRBLTY 1,573,400 1,613,690 1,781,068 0.00% 1,781,068 . 10.24% 1,781,068 0.00%
53 sociola Jaland 11,888, 70 11,971,780 11,545,090 10,965,372 11,592,603 0.78% 11,683,025 6.34% 11,774,153 0.75%
56 Pine Ridge 63 152,195 719,167,912 101,911,969 109,749,683 88,495, 18.7%% 105, 070636 © -4.26% I'M.? ,366 18.73%
57 Pine Ridge Est 13,096,370 13,645,668 16,200,710 20,039,011 15,745,440 8132 -19. 000"
58 Piney Woods 16,701,760 17,378,660 17,112,612 17,204,003 17,099,259 0.30% T, 031% s 0.30%
% Point O Woods 17,541,028 19,169,550 21 ,R44306 19,036,383 19,297 817 243% 19,766,754 384% 20,147,086 143%
L] Pomona Park 7260561 7,303,361 9,285,796 10,876,944 8.681,666 189% R.845,74% -84 9012514 1.89%
61 Postenaster Village 14,638,100 15,368,060 15.416 90 14297321 14,929,803 1.30% 15,123,981 5.78% 15,320,593 13

Pags 1
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Schedule 18

Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Average Cmumlﬂl Per Bl (1}
__Aduried 1995 and 19%6 Galloms
Compeund
Adfurwed Projected Growth Rate Projected Grewth Rate
Callons Growth Rate 1995 "wer 19% aver
Line Historieal Average BHl» 1/ Gallans 1 Gallens 1995
Na, Plant Nawrw 1991 1991 1993 1994 (199)-19%4) (1991-19%4) C7*Cé (CI-CHCS C7°C8 (C19-CB)CS
62 Quail Ridge - 1,353,380 1,596,080 1,758,680 1,429 535 9.49% 1,565,198 -11.50% L7137 9.49%
(1] River Grove 3,564 991 6,944,077 141391 1,790,550 6,928,227 0.00% 6928227 11.0M% 6928227 0.00%
64 River 9,689,077 227395 10,347,992 10.R83,1 54 10,036,043 1.01% 10,137,407 -5.85% 1029793 1L01%
[ 3 Rosemont / Rolling Green 15, 7076% 16,544,460 18,70, 600 17,984,709 17,356,860 4.08% 18.065,020 0.45% 18,801,072 408%
66 Salt &)tn& 5633870 201,593,740 21,915,018 32,005,749 20,542,094 1.57™% 20,864 605 -3MBI% 2.192179 1.5™%
67 Samin Vi L1511 1,176,570 L1360 921,520 1,090,218 0.00% 1,090,218 1831% 100028 ©.00%
8 Silver Lake Est/ W. Shores 260,970,263 253915126 273,734,953 210,268 338 253220170 1.78% 261,756,168 24.45% 271,650,351 Im%
59 Sibver Lake 1,169, 1,540, 1,349,070 1,797,250 A64 |98 469% 1,532,368 -1471% 604,760 4.69%
10 5.3%0,050 6,681,211 6,774314 6.925847 6,427,906 051% 460, 4.72% 4,493,637 0.31%
n St. John's H 3,156,240 1,662 920 2,649,300 2,805,770 2818558 1.45% 185947 L9% 900, £45%
T2 Stone Mountain 1,269,150 1,275,240 §,088.020 L173.69%0 1,201,515 4.32% 1,153,431 679% 1,3%7.5% 4.32%
3 Sugar Mill 25,102,353 257174615 26,533,305 25,510,194 15,715,992 1.37% 26,068,301 2.19% 26,415,437 1.3M%
T4 Sugsr Mill Woods 336,802,604 391,838,329 383,242,965 325,769.936 A59.913,459 B05% ARG, 492 19.3M% 420,191,855 8.05%
75 5 Hills 30,075.392 1. 727398 3 ,643.689 28317131 19,940,903 §.32% 0,336,122 7.13% 30,736, 35 13%
76 S:mm Pagkcway 13,021,880 17,855,860 25,936,950 14,436 401 10,313,275 12.93% 22,939,781 £6.17% 25,905,895 1293%
7 Tropical Park. 30,801,748 30,281,145 31135841 32,016,184 31,058,730 0.31% 3217129 -2.30% 31,376,337 0.51%
ki d University Shores 335,249,580 366,359,018 423,270,479 410,754 9% 384,058 344 125% 411,902,574 0.23% 441,763,510 T25%
d Venetian Village B.333.404 8,527,966 8,738,779 8,557382 8,539,383 1.63% 8678575 1A% 820,035 1.63%
80 Welaks / Sarstogn Herbour 4641938 5,265,521 4,895,271 5,401,272 3.051.501 1.60% 3,132,325 -J oo 3,214,442 1.60%
81 Wextmont 11,382,900 12,309,320 11,870,490 11,i78.260 11,935,243 Joa% 12298074 0.98% 12,671,933 3.04%
B2 Windsong 7,559,440 7,713,189 B124,445 8,072,990 R0 0.00% 7,870,041 -2.31% 7 04| 0 00%
83 Woodmere 180,564,507 196,169,866 108,461,563 183,004,449 190,300,096 116 6. 0.00%
B4 Wootens 413,480 527,000 699,069 T4T,320 396,740 7.51% -14.15% 5 1.51%
13 Zephyr Shores 11,714,145 21,189,759 15032018 11,289,621 17,308,136 0.00% 17 308,136 $131% 17,308,136 0.00%
26 Sub-tetal FPSC Uniform 3.948,519,907 6,460,596, 489 63127585 754 243,923,342 $ 364,426,348 3.93% £,614,235918 5.93% 358,357,126 1.69%
Bifs 17927 644,593 652,138 83578 41,583 "nm 722,182
Consurnption Per B 9614 10,995 18,447 9,133 4513 9,536 2497
wﬁ; -
87 Deep C; 211,400,359 221,029.355 218,807,161 219,496,620 217,683,424 I8I% 225977162 195% 234,586,802 181%
88 Enterprise 14962983 16,495,768 18,567,734 18,882,903 11,227 348 5.61% 18,195,515 <1.64% 19.218,113 362%
B9 Geneva Lake Est. 11,533,060 9,010,978 10,125,576 10,982,289 10,412,976 120% 10,746,191 -1 15% 11,090,069 1%
90 Ki Chub Est 6,175,950 8,152,045 9,672,349 11,492,653 98,250 1% 9175875 -20.16% 9,461,162 3%
91 i 370,588,098 376,069,5% 375,986,838 0084119 380,532,190 184% 391,339.304 -1 94% 402,453,341 2B4%
9 Marco Island 2,077,140, 104 2,145,286, 784 2,126,283.910 1112615013 2,115,335,103 189% 2,176,468,287 302% 2,239,368 121 1.8%%
93 Palm Valley 16,843,759 18,337,760 24,910,455 11,614 400 20,929,004 107™% 21,153,035 -10.46 0.70%
2] Remington Forest 373,460 4,809,031 8,716,109 9,309 950 5,802,638 11.04% 7,139,565 -23.31% 10. 1%
95 Sub-tetal FPSC New-Uniferm 1,709,528, 575 1,799,1%1,317 17478132 1,305 502,861 1L,TT6 21,021 1.08% 1,568,194 945 L95% 1345, 147542 1.9%%
BHls 204,694 6,200 1384 219,018 219,518 11305 131,187
Consumption Per BI 13,237 13,575 13,213 12,763 13,196 1,77 12,748
9% Tetst ¥PSC 1,630,050,182 9,259, 787,80 9,60581% 8ie 9,049,325.403 9,141,247, 369 164% 9474430873 4.T8% 9,001,655 063 34T%
Blis [ 12X 546,501 863,512 933,43 159,108 91741 253,36%
Cansumption Per Bill 10,515 10,915 11,124 10,014 10,640 18,317 18,2%)

(1) Before conservation and repression estimated by the Company in 1995 and 1996.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Adjustment for Variable Expenses

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedule 19

Conventional Reverse
Weather Normalization Treatment Osmosis Total
1996 Variabic Expenses $3201,573 £1,218,241 $4.419.814
Projected Consumption 8,040,449 2,183,794 10,224 243
Cost per 1000 Gallons $0.40 $0.56 $0.43
Increased Consumption (000) 1,062 459 165,417 1,227,876
Increased Expenses $423,053 $92,279 $515.332

Source: Southern States Ultilities, Inc., MFR E Schedules.

LI3%% 407 PM VARIABLY 03
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Schedule 20
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Marco Island Reuse Projects: Revenue Impact
f ——————— - — o
Increase Decrease
(000) Water Water Reuse Wastewater
Gallons Rate Revenue Rate Revenue
Hideaway Beach 54,750 $2.96 $162,060 $0.25 ($13,688)
Tommy Barfield School 7,300 $2.96 $21,608 £0.00 30
Total $183,668 ($13,688

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR E Schedules; Response to OPC Interrogatory 192,

12356 4:36 P REUSE XIS




Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Impact of SSU on Buenaventura Lakes

Docket No. 950495.W8
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Schedule 21

1996 1996

Stand Alone SSU Cost Percent

Buenaventura Lakes Cost Cost Increase Increase
Direct Water $174 880 £174,879 [£3)] 0.00%
Direct Sewer $1,022,200 $1,022,200 30 0.60%
Customer Accounts $257,189 $308,555 $51,366 _19.97%
Administrative and General $403.614 $898,146 $494,532 122.53%
Total 31,957,883 $2,503,780 $545,897 27.88%
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Schedule 22
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Impact of SSU on Lehigh
Water Wastewater
1991 1991 1991 1991
Stand Alone SSuU Cost Percent Stand Alone SsuU Cost Percent
Cost Cost Increase Increase Cost Cost Increase Increase

Salanies and Wages $214,546 $353.363 $138817 64.70% $212,938 $339.484 $126 546 59.43%
Pension and Benefits 34,605 94,292 59,687 172.48% 29384 76,952 47,568 161.88%
Purchased Power 74,522 75,158 636 0.85% 118,229 118,764 535 0.45%
Chemicals 144 352 144 352 1] 0.00% 5912 5912 0 0.00%
Materials and Supplies 28,250 35,370 7,120 25.20% 41,891 47,133 5242 12.51%
Contractual Services - Eng. 395 20 -36% -93.42% 21 21 INF
Contractual Services - Acg. 111,981 9,465 -102,516 91.55% 89,787 7,406 -82,381 91.75%
Contractual Services - Legal 12,678 6,833 -5,845 46.10% 26,188 5,346 -20,842 -79.59%
Contractual Services - Mgt. 24,675 0 24675  -100.00% 2,938 0 -2,938 -100.00%
Contractual Services - Other 22,830 26,831 4,001 17.53% 85,9m 88,670 2,767 3.22%
Rental of Building 11,652 3,950 -7,702 66.10% 8,940 3,0%0 -5,850 65.44%
Rental of Equipment 3415 191 3,224 94.41% 3,187 149 -3,038 95.32%
Transportation 18,795 18,382 413 -2.20% 9,988 8.872 -1,116 -11.17%
Insurance - Vehicle 0 10,523 10,523 INF 8233 8,233 INF
Insurance General Liability 21,746 14,084 -7.662 -35.23% 17,725 11,020 6,705 -37.83%
Insurance - Workman's Comp 7,722 8,284 562 7.28% 5,799 5,595 -204 -3.52%
Insurance - Other 6,931 6,931 INF 0 5423 5423 INF
Advertising 732 732 INF 0 572 572 INF
Bad Debt 54 487 14,549 -39,938 -73.30% 4,509 11,384 6,875 152.47%
Miscellaneous 16,590 85,590 69,000 41551% 22,695 78,584 55,889 246.26%

Total $803 241 $908,906 $105,665 13.15% $686,013 $822,610 $136,597 1991%

Southern States Utilities, Inc., Docket No. 911188 MFRs.

V1596 443 PM LEHTGO&M. XIS
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Southern States Utilities, Inc,
Administrative And General and Customer Expenses: Diseconomies of Scale Adjustment

1991 1994 1995 1996
Saluries and Wages $4,630425  $5,593420  $5.811,657 $6.672.452
Persion and Benefits 1,040,224 1,340,745 1,443,203 1,594,180
Purchased Power 60,128 71,602 80,492 90,631
Sludge Removal 2.859
Materials and Supplies 305,669 305,042 283,791 347,244
Contractual Services - Eng 545 ) 33,523 34,177
Coniractual Services - Acg. 265,707 170,822 177,985 181,456
Contractual Services - Legal 97,235 135,423 107,248 109,339
Contractual Services - Other 88,020 471,695 276,594 412,236
Rental of Building 75,044 147,491 159,134 187,649
Renul of Equipment 2,038 9,406 7,283 11,834
Transportation 10,787 39,787 140,461 155,097
Insurance - Vehicle 178,503 112,131 122,008 124,387
Insurance General Liability 197,297 256,552 250,798 308,753
Insurance - Workman's Comp 4,716 99,563 103,970 107,778
Insurance - Other 108,340 22,284 24,359 25,385
Advertising 6,929 27,649 27,165 52,295
Bad Debt 267,959 124,864 217,899 246,165
Miscellaneous 1,233,2& 1,426,410 1,781,259 1,991,707
Total $8,592, 723 510,404 895 £11,054,349 $12,652,765
Customers 158,594 148,082 145,313 164,801
Cost Per Customer $54.18 $70.26 §74.03 $76.78
1991 Cost Per Customer 35418
1996 Customners 164,801
ALG Expenses $8,920,022
Inflation (1991 - 1996) 1.149
A&G Adjusted for Inflation $10,257,661
Inefficiency Adjustment (52,395,104)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Adjustment ($1,813,342)
Less:
5% Budget Reduction ($191,002)
Budget True-Up $8,300
Conservation Adjustments
Cost Share (526,972}
Exceasive Expenses ($241,562)
A&G Salary Adjustment ($495,143)
Corporate Insurance (596,458)
PR Adjustments
Salaries (365,661)
Expenses ($15,626)
Acquisition Adjustments
Salaries (5175,928)
Expenses (510,742)
Shareholder Adjustment ($79,272)
Bad Debt Expense ($46,955)
Employes Recognition Expenses (514,341)
Salary Error (316,764)
Overtime Adjustment ($30,481)

Price Waterhouse Audit $76,463
Net Adjustment [_(5243.773)]

Source: Southemn States Utilities, inc., MFR Summary O&M Schedule.
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Schedule 24
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Allocation of Salaries to Acquisitions
1994 1994 1995/1996 Estimated
Amount Percent Percent 1996 Amount
1994 Base Charged to Charged to 1995 Base Charged to 1996 Base Charged to
Salary Acquisitions  Acequisitions Salary Acquisitions Salary (1) Acquisitions
Employee Name
Charies Bliss $54,102 52,795 5.17% 556,158 5.17% 559,387 $3,068
Charles Lewis 57,920 6,747 11.65% 57,920 11.65% 61,250 7,135
Charies Sweat 82,760 24,741 29.89% 85,450 90.00% 90,363 81,327
Deborah Pereirs 20,675 23% 1.14%
Diane Litsey 24,960 132 0.53% 25,912 0.53% 27,402 145
Felix Montanez 21,590 158 0.73%
Forrest Ludsen 89,010 602 0.68% 91,235 0.68% 96,481 653
Gail Moore 21,674 216 1.00% 22,501 1.00% 23,795 237
Gary Mornc 54,005 4,607 8.42% 56,718 8.52% 59,979 5,108
Janes Ragedaie 48,305 174 0.36% 0.36%
Jack Bush 62,282 60 0.10% 85,085 0.10% 89,977 87
Joscph Miller 19,573 142 0.73%
Joyce Helcher 23,275 5,809 24.96% 24,928 90.00% 26,361 23,725
Judith Kimball 65,526 6,914 10.55% 69,447 10.55% 73,440 7,749
Karla Teasley 90,000 9,203 10.23% 91,800 10.23% 97,079 9,927
Kathicen Heath 19,947 54 0.27% 21,328 0.27% 22,554 61
Marilu Saimon 26,915 1,989 1.39% 27,992 7.39%% 29,602 2,188
Matthew Feil 49,536 7,549 15.24% 51,418 15.24% 54,375 8,286
Michael Schweizer 51,029 534 1.05%
Morris Beneini 62,896 21 0.03% 69,459 0.03% 73,453 25
Nelwyn Masterson 23,982 69 0.29% 24,715 0.29% 26,136 75
Rafacl Terrero 82,265 401 0.49% 85,970 0.49% 90,913 443
Richard Foster 29,078 252 0.87% 30,235 0.87% 31,975 277
Sandra Blinco 19,968 1,101 5.51% 19,968 5.51% 21,116 1,164
Sandra Joiner 49,500 798 1.61%
Soott Veriema 90,000 1,475 1.64% 93,000 1.64% 98,348 1,612
Terry Knowles 49,388 353 0.71% 51,364 0.7M% 54,317 388
Virginia Clark 57,046 667 1.17% 60,184 1.17% 63,645 744
John Devore 42,311 90.00% 44744 40,269
$1,347,297 $77,798 5.71% $1,245,099 51,316,692 $194,693
Associated Pensions & Benefits (24.99%) $48,654
Workmen's Compensation (1.71%) 53,329
Payroll Taxos (8.0%) 515,575
Tote) 1996 Estimated Charges $262,252
1996 Amount Recorded Beiow the Line $30,585
1996 Adjustment for Labor Charged to Acquisitions ($231,667)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
1996 Adjustment for Labor Charged to Asquisitions FPSC Amount (5175,928)

(1) 1996 Salaries determined by multiplying 1995 salaries by 5.75%.
Souroc: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR A& B Schedules; Responsc to OPC interrogatories 26 and 112.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Acquisition Expense Adjustments

Corporate Development Expenses

Materials and Supplies ($2,280)
Transportation ($1,842)
Miscellaneous ($11,295)
Total ($15417)
1996 Attrition 101.95%
1996 Total ; ($15,718)
Possible Acquisition Percent 90.00%
Adjustment ($14,146)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Adjustment $10,742

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., 1995 Budget.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Public Relations/Governmental Relations Salary Adjustment
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Schedule 26

1996 Salary $64,190
Associated Pensions & Benefits (24.99%) $16,041
Workmen's Compensation (1.71%) $1,098
Payroll Taxes (8.0%) $5,135
Total Salary-Related Costs $86,464
1996 Adjustment for Labor-Related to F/R ($86,464)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
1996 Adjustment for Labor-Related to P/R FPSC | (865,661}

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to OPC Interrogatory 114.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Public Relations/Governmental Relations Expense Adjustments

1995

PR Association Dues (3375)
Florida Leadership Training (35,000)
Legal - Public Relations (3658)
Public Relations Memberships ($900)
Corporate Image (813,250

Total ($20,183)
1996 Attrition Factor 101.95%
1996 Expense ($20,576)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Adjustment $15,626

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., 1995 Budget.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Budget Adjustments
KRA Goals
1995 1996
Amount Amount

Contractual Services - 5% Reduction $135,000 $£137,633
Miscellaneous - 5% Reduction 104,000 113,880
Total £239,000 £251,513
FPSC Percentage 73.45% 75.94%
Total ($175,535) ($191,002)

Budget True-Up as of September 30, 1995

Sludge Removal Expense {$133,493) ($146,175)
Chemical Expense
Marco Island (826,791) (1) ($29,336)
Deltona Lakes ($80,064) ($87,670)
University Shores ($11,565) ($12,664)
Chuluota ($6,453) (87,066}
Amelia Island $8,052 $38.817
Beacon Hills and Woodmere $17,388 $12.040
Unexplained Variance ($53,223) ($58,279)
($152,656) ($167,158)
Contractual Services
University Shores $29,483 £32,284
Plant Audits £54,075 $59,212
Marco Island ($20,719) (822,687}
$62,839 $£68,809
FSPC Aliocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Travel $52,253
Travel
Technical Service Specialists ($4,167) ($4,563)
Customer Service ($5,152) ($5,6413
Unexplained Variance ($43,538) ($47,674)
(852,857) ($57,878)
FSPC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Travel ($43,953)
Total ($276,167)

(1) Net of Deiayed impiementation of lead and copper corrosion control program.

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to OPC Interrogatories 130, 131 and 303; MFR Allocation Schedules,
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Shareholder Expense Adjustment

Sharcholder Expenses $£208,776
50% Disallowance . 50.00%
Adjustment ' ($104,388)
FPSC Allocation Factor 75.94%
FPSC Adjustment

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR Allocation Schedules.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Rate Case Expense Adjustment

Add Overtime Expenses $30,481
Cost of Capitat Witness - Morin ($21,500)
Joe Cresse Testimony - Rates ($20,000)
Cost of Capital - Gartzke ($30,000)
Uniform Rate Investigation ($345,671)
Total Adjustment {£386,690)
Four-Year Amortization

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR Schedule B-10.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Unaccounted For Water
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(000) (000) Allowed Excess (000)

Gall U d UFwW UFW UFW Excess
Plant Neime Pumped/Purchased Gallons Percent Percent Percent Gallons
Uniform Plants
Amelia Island 419,359 91,665 21 86% 10.00%% 11.86% 49,729
Apache Shores 5,555 559 11.86% 10.00% 1.86% 104
Apple Valley 139,372 13,504 9.6%%
Bay Lake Estates 1,009 596 8.50%
Beacon Hills 495,058 -1,265 0.26%
Beecher's Point 7,928 1,398 17.63% 10.00% 1.63% 605
Bumt Store 53,136 45 0.08%
Carlton Village 14,102 2,807 19.90% 10.00% 9.90% 1,397
Chuluota 72,815 3,545 4.57%
Citrus Park 32,721 3,253 9.94%
Citrus Sprnngs 203,865 36,447 17.88% 10.00% 7.88% 1c 5t
Crysial River Highlands £179 233 2.85%
Duetwyler Shores 16,127 325 202%
Deiona 3,038,671 351,264 11.56% 10.00% 1.56% 47,397
Dol Ray Manor 13,437 -6 -0.04%
Druid Hills 45,456 5457 14.20% 10.00% 4.20% 1,911
East Lake Hamis Estates 6,468 641 9.91%
Femn Park 18,934 1,493 7.89%
Fem Temace 13,382 590 4.41%
Fisherman's Haven 5,764 -304 -3.11%
Fountains 3,998 545 13.63% 10.00% 363% 145
Fox Run 11,140 17 1.54%
Friendly Center 1,554 149 9.35%
Golden Temace 5,423 953 17.57% 10.00% 1.5T% 411
Gospel Island Estates 737 2 .TI%
Grand Tesrace 12,736 543 4.26%
Harmony Homes 5,514 648 T61%
Hermits Cove 7317 75 9.77%
Hobby Hills 7442 L 11.76% FOL.O0%% 1.76% 13
Holiday Haven 6,057 1.317 21.74% 10.00% 11.79% m
Holidsy Heights 6,018 436 7.24%
Imperial Mobile Terrace 14,321 827 5T17%
Intercession City 21,472 4,790 2231% §0.00% 12.31% 2,643
Interlachen Lakes/Pk Manor 14,684 3,649 24.85% 10.00% 14.85% 2,181
Jungie Den 2,654 36 1.34%
Keystone Heights 122,042 14,378 11.78% 10.00%% 1.78% 2,174
Kingswood 3610 <189 ~5.24%
Lake Ajay Estates 13,359 -1,209 -9.05%
Lake Brantley 6,548 370 5.65%
Take Conway Park §,148 465 5.71%
Lake Harriet Estaies 28,192 1,425 5.05%
Lakeview Villas 9] s 0.61%
Leilani Heights 51,602 5,053 9.79%
Leisure Lakes 8,804 1,295 14.71% 10.00% 4.7 % a5
Marco Shores 44,999 1,917 4.26%
Marion Oeks 202,139 15,519 7.68%
Mexedith Manor 85,212 2,452 2.83%
Momingview 4,450 355 7.98%
Cnk Forest 16,722 4,360 26.0T% 10.00% 16.07% 2,688
Oukrwood 10,811 451 4.17%
Palisades Country Club 17,823 1,747 9.30%
Palm Fort 6,215 768 12.36% 10.00% 2.36% 147
Palm Terrace 78,533 9,394 11.96% 10.00% 1.96% 1,541
Paimns Mobile Home Park 1,625 -39 -2.40%
Picciola Island 13,454 2,338 17.38% 10.00% 7.38% 993
Pine Ridge 127,313 7,252 5.73%
Pine Ridge Estates 18,000 2132 -118a%
Piney Woods 19,235 1,846 9.60%
Poinmt O'Woods 24,889 4,034 16.21% 10.00% 6.21% 1,545

Wi 31 M UsALTOUR.XLE
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Unaccounted For Water
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Schedule 31

Elant Name
Potnong Park
Posimaster Village
Quail Ridge

River Grove

River Park
Rosemont/Rolling Green
Salt Springs

Sanirs Villas
Saratoga Harbour
Silver Lake EstW. Shores
Silver Lake Osks
Skycrest

5t. Johers Highlands
Stone Mountain
Sugar Mill
Sugarmill Woods
Sunny Hills
Sunshine Parkway
Tropical Park
University Shores
Venetian Village
Welaka

Westmont

Wi

Woodmere
Wootens

Zephyr Shores
Uniformn Totals

Non-Uniform Plants
Bucnaventurs Lakes
Deep Creek
Enterprise (see Delona)
Genevs Lake Estales
Keystone Club Estares
Lakeside

Lehigh

Marco 1siand

Balm Valiey
Remington Forest
Spring Gardens
Valenciz Termrace
Non-Uniform Tolals

FPSC Totals

VIV SH P OWACTOUILILE

(000) (000) Allowed Excess (0D0)
Gal U Led UFW UFW UFW Excess
Pumped/Purchased Gallons Percent Percent Percent Gallons
13,439 1469 1837% 10.00% 837% 1,128
16,067 1,605 9.99%;
IR0 45 2.35%
8.656 T4 8.25%
12,182 1,109 9.10%
19,827 1,737 8.76%
33,586 1,212 31.61%
903 -19 2.10%
2462 250 10.15% 10.00% 0.15% 4
269,418 18,601 7.28%
1,902 78 4.10%
£.567 1,468 17.14% 10.00% 7.14% 61)
4,921 1,928 35.20% 10.00% 29.20% 1.437
2,845 1,672 58.7M% 10.00% 48. 7% 1,388
38,870 2976 T.66%
363,667 21,852 601%
58,332 2,357 4.04%
27,3517 1,474 5.40%
36,764 4,885 13.29% 10.00% 31.29% 1,205
427,236 15,198 3.56%
9,040 266 2.94%
3,702 255 6.89%
13,854 1,660 11.98% 10.00% 1.98% 275
8,261 164 1.99%
309,614 119,385 38.56% 10.00% 2B.56% 88,424
1,002 69 6.89%
13,263 664 5.01%

7,367,640 806,003 10.54% 227,397
624,873 84,335 13.50%¢ 10.00% 3.50% 21,848
227,201 8,636 293%

13,585 2,339 17.22% 10.00% T22% 981
13,564 1,715 12.64% 10.00% 2.64% 359
7.0 7.710 1000085 NiA
432637 65,763 13.63% 10.00% 31.63% 17,459
2,251,192 80,916 3.99%
25,936 2,202 B.B4%%
11,057 1711 15474 10.00% 547% 605
8415 1,665 19.79% 10.00%% 9.79% 824
32,492 16,160 49.74% 10.00%% 39.74% 12,911
3,608,662 280,262 7.58% 1.49% 55,026
11,066,302 1,086,265 9.82% 289,362
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Schedule 32
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Unaccounted For Water: Adjustment for Variable Expenses

Gallonr UFwW Excest Purchased Purchared 1994 Tetnl 1984 Cont Excent Purchared Furchased 19% Tetsd 199 Cont Excess

Plumt Nawse PumpedPurchased  Percemt Gallons Water Pewer  Chemicals  Varbsble  Per/1088 Cost Water Poewer Chemicals  Vrisble  Per/1908 Cent
Unitorm Plants . A - - T
Amelia Island 419359 11.86% 9,719 50 35,19 512,137 347926 L AN $5.683 ' $0 339,783 314,094 5381 $0.13 36389
Apache Shores 5,555 1.86% 104 0 =4 0 804 30.14 15 9 B60 363 1,423 $0.26 m
Beecher's Point 100 7.63% 605 16,50 [3] i34 17,397 $2.19 1,38, 37600 600 [ 28,200 $3.56 7,153
Carfion Village 14,101 9.90% 1.3%7 ] 2,885 I 104 $0.13 33 0 3,000 4 3,84 3023 s
Citrus Springs 203,865 TE% 16,061 [ 22363 47 15N $001 1,799 0 22,898 1,594 24,491 $0.12 192
Deltona 3,038,671 1.56% 47,397 33 308,999 40,904 349,95 3012 5,459 0 417,300 148,306 345,806 30.19 B82S
Droid Hills 45,456 410% 18 0 6310 ns 10,035 30.22 4 L] 6,960 4423 11,383 3023 am
Fountsins 3998 163% 145 o 531 0 531 30.13 19 0 1,200 38 1,518 1038 1]
Golden Termace s43 15m% an o 1.238 n? 1,455 $0.27 110 B.A4S [ 0 3445 3156 640
Hobby Hills 7447 1.76% 131 o 1,007 67 1,164 8016 b} 0 1,080 106 1,186 $0.16 2
Hotiday Haven 6,057 11.74% kil 18,693 [] 0 18,693 3109 1,195 18,960 0 ¢ 18,960 3313 1117
Intercession City A2 123i% 2543 o 1474 9 1513 3007 194 0 1,500 636 2,13 $o.10 63
Interlachen Lakes/Pk Man 14,584 1485% 2,181 o 2,485 77 2,52 $0.17 b 0 2520 7484 5.004 $0.34 743
Keystone Heights 122,043 1.78% 2174 o 14,551 583 15135 $0.12 1m0 0 20935 3,246 24181 $0.20 ol
Leisure Lakes 8,804 ATi% 115 (] 560 1339 1299 $0.26 108 [ 1,200 1,79 293 $0.33 132
Oak Forest 1672 1507% 2,688 0 2,402 M4 2618 $0.16 420 0 2,07 32 2,388 $0.14 k7]
Palm Port 6213 136% 147 ] 800 115 915 $0.15 n 0 90 942 1,902 03 45
Palm Terrace 78,533 196% 1541 135,559 [ 1 135,560 51.73 15% 101,400 3840 1% 105399 3134 2,068
Piceiola Istand 13,454 1.38% 993 3210 2 0 531 $0.40 397 0 2,400 106 2,506 $0.19 185
Point O'Woods 24 8RO 621% 1,545 1] 33n 160 3,582 $0.14 n 0 1,867 563 4,43 5018 278
Pomona Park 13,439 3™ 1,125 0 2,413 77 2,490 $0.19 208 0 1,720 942 3,661 $0.27 01
Skyerest 8,567 T.14% 611 [ 1,425 HY 1,542 $0.18 e 0 1620 106 1,726 3020 123
St. Johne Highlands 4921 29.20% 1,437 0 819 ” 8% $0.18 162 0 800 833 1,635 5033 477
Stone Mountain 1843 5BI% 1,388 0 1,019 214 1,233 $0.43 60l 0 1,080 95 L175 $0.41 5D
Tropical Park 36,764 1% 1,209 20,653 3,526 1.401 15,580 30.70 Bl 2,660 5,040 am 10,812 3029 353
Westmont 13,854 1.98% 75 17018 0 0 17918 $1.19 355 20,000 0o’ [ 20,000 $1.44 %6
Woodmere 309.614 28.56% 38424 ) w7 132 36,203 8012 10,38 9 32985 948} 41 466 3614 12,128
Uniforms Tetals 4434675 21BT 5212646 $448,204 $6R,745  $T0595 $MT87  SITO065 3577226 $194640 3950931 341,960
Now-Uniform Plants
Buensventura Lakes (1) 624873 350% 21848 0 69,351 13,995 83,546 $0.13 $2.921 0 69,551 13993 83,346 $0.13 52,92t
Geneva Lake Estales 13,585 T2M% 98| 0 1,62¢ 1.064 1,684 $0.20 194 /] £,800 1318 s 5023 25
Keystone Cheb Estates 13,564 264% 3 0 1.871 ® 1.909 $0.14 50 4] 2,040 13 2173 3016 37
Lehigh 482,637 363% 17,499 L] ARl 111,906 12206 $0.39 6R53 0 70915 101,855 183,780 $0.38 6,663
Remington Forest 11,057 54™% 605 L] 1617 [E]} L8IR 3016 100 ¢ t.680 153 1833 $0.17 100
Spring Gardens (1) 8415 9.79% 224 0 1431 n 1,502 $0.18 147 0 1,431 n 1,502 $0.18 147
Valencia Temrsce (1) 32,492 ».74% 12,911 0 3,665 kri) 5.589 $0.18 $10,265 0 3,665 Kyl 5,989 $0.08 1,80
Nen-Uniferm Totals 1,186,613 5,026 30 $158925 127,530  $2R86464 $20,530 S0 $162,0R2  S$1193%6 3181938 $12.494
FPSC Tetnls 5,641,298 289,362 $212,646 $607,129  $196284 31016059 §35318  $179.065  $739308 5314496 51232869 $54.454
Adiustnent
Ratio 1994 Expenses to 1996 Expenses 12134
1994 Excess Expenses 355,318
1996 Excoss Expenses

Source: Southern States Uhilities, Inc., MFR ¥ Schedules.
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Q.Eraﬁons and Administrative Proiect Adjustments
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Schedule 33

Amortization Cost Test Year 1995 1956
OAP Project Period Cost Months __Per Month Months __ Adjustment Adjustment
Deltons Perc Lagoon Solid Removal 12/%0 - 6/95  §53,050 55 5965 6 {$1652) ($2,698) (1)
Marco Ialand Perc Lagoon Solid Rem. 1/90 - 6/95 81,549 66 1,236 6 -7.414 -7.543
Ace Signs of Orlando 491 46 12,739 60 212 12 -2,485 -2,498
Leilani Replacement Sand Effluent ?- 795 37,141 60 619 12 945 =962 (1) .
Meredith Pond Cleaning 192 - 12796 8,635 60 144 12 -1,727 -1,757
Grit Removal Woodmere 1/94 - 12/96 9,900 a8 275 12 =3,300 -3,358
Lehigh Plant Painting (Wastewater) 793-696 15,060 36 418 12 -5,020 -5,108
Lehigh Plant Painting (Water) £93.796 37,485 3 1,041 12 -12,495 -12,714
Computerized Sysiem Mapping 3/94-355 290,000 12 24,167 3 43 497 44,348 (1)
1 MG Storage Tank & Building 894 - 12/96 29,609 28 1,087 12 ~12,252 -12,466
o P X1

(1) Columns may not add to total. Amounts included arc those in the Company’s budget which differs from the OAP listing.

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to OPC Document Request 176 and OPC Interrogatory 304.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Kezstone Heights Adjustment

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)
Schedule 34

Total Cost
Amortization Period
Annual Amortization
Monthly Amortization
Months in Test Year

Total

Original Revised
Estimate Cost Adjustment
$75,000 $30,000
7 7
$10,714 $4,286
$893 $357
6 6
$5,357 $2,143 ($3,214

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc.,, Budget Summary Reports.
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Docket No. $50495-W'S
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. ___(KHD-1)

Schedule 35
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Miscellaneous Adjustments
Expense Income Revenue Rate Base
Adjustment Adjustments Adjustments Adjustments

Adjustment for Salary Expense Error (816,764)
Billings Greater than Cost $7,000
Enterprise Purchased Water Error (3$22,753)
Rate Case Overtime ($30,481)
Excessive Employee Recognition Expenses ($14,341)
Bad Debt (546,955)
Price Waterhouse 1994 Audit (876,463)
Non-Utility Income

Administrative Fee - Payroll Deductions $542

Scrap Metal $631

Other $3,494

Pirates Harbor Mgt Fee $6,330

Subtotal $10,997

Revenue Not Billed

Wastewater $£50,595
Cost Share Funds ($225.100)
Total ($207,75T) 510,997 $57,595 ($225,100)
FPSC Allocation 75.94% 77.06% 100.00% 100.00%
Total Adjustment 1 ($163,245)] l $8,474 | | $57,595 | [ ($2235,100)

Source; Southern States Utilities, Inc., 1995 Budget; Response to OPC Interrogatories 189, 83, 202, 214, 222, 256, and 163;

Response to OPC Document Requests 189, and 111; Budget Summary Variance Reports.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Repression Effect on Expenses

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)}
Schedule 36

Reverse
Company

Adjustment
Conventional Treatment $254,7117

Reverse Osmosis $32,868
Total $287.585

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR E Schedules.
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Docket No. 950455-WS
i Kimberly H. Dismukes
; Exhibit No. ___ (KHD-1)
Schedule 37

Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Lehigh Land Acquisition Adjustment

Acres Price/Acre Cost

Mirror Lakes Parcel 1 46 $2,598 - $119,118
Industrial Park Parcel 2 27 3,202 86,275
Wet Weather Storape Parcel 3 10 3,202 32,917
Lee Boulevard Parcel 4 ki 2,691 19,268

Total 257,577
Move to Plant Held for Future Use-Water $122,035
..Move to Plant Held for Future Use-Sewer ($260,562)
Reduce Value of Land by 60% Parcel 4 (811,561}
Total Adjustment to Sewer $272,123

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., Response to OPC Document Reguest 127, Appendix D, p. 110
and Document Request 196.

239 342 PN LEHHEHLA X138




-

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. __ (KHD-1)

B

Schedule 38
Southern States Utilities, Inc.
L;high Rate Base Adjustments; Non-Used and Useful Plant
Water Wastewater Total

1995 Additions to Plant-LAC 31,602,000 £905,000 $2,507,000
Less Contractor Payments ($125,460) ($243,540) ($369,000)
1995 Non-Used and Useful 51,476,540 $661,460 $2,138,000
1996 Average Additions-LAC $110,000 $225,750 $335,750
Less Average Contractor Payments ($68,000) ($132,000) ($200,000)
1996 Non-Used and Useful $42,000 $93,750 $135,750
Total 1995/96 Non-Used and Useful-LAC 31,518,540 $755,210 $2,273,750
Total Transmission/Distribution/Collection $8,063,122 $7,512,081 $£15,605,203
Less LAC Non-Used and Useful ($1,518,540) (8755,210) ($2,273,750)
Total T/D/S Less LAC : $6,574,582 $6,756,871 $13,331,453
Non-Used and Useful Percent 22.83% 11.69% 17.18%
Adjusted NUU Plant-Non LAC ($1,500,97T) ($789,878) ($2,290,855)
LAC Non-Used and Useful Plant ($1,518,540) ($755,210) ($2,273,750)
Total Non-Used and Useful Plant Recommended ($3,019,517)  ($1,545,088) ($4,564,605)
Non-Used and Useful Percent 37.31% 20.57% 29.25%
Company Non-Used and Useful Piant $56,568 $717,896 $774,464
Advances for Construction (31,903,990) (81,595,969) ($3,499,959)
Net Effective Non-Used and Usefu]l Company ($1,847,422) ($878,073) ($2,725,495)
Adjustment for LAC Non-Used and Useful Plant [(51,172,095)] [ (8667,015)] [ _ ($1,839.110)|
Depreciation Rate 2.33% 2.28%

Reduce Depreciation Expense ($27,310) ($15,208) ($42,518)
Amortization of CIAC 856 956 $1.812
Reduce Depreciation Expense Net of CIAC [(s26,454)] [ (814,252)] | ($40,706)
Reduce Accumulated Depreciation [$279673) [ $196,177] | $475,850 |
Reduce CIAC [ 836,757] [ $33,021] | $70,778 |
Accumulated Amortization of CIAC [ s2268)) [ (82,503)] | (34,771

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR A and B Schedules; Response to OPC Document Request 196.
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.
Buenaventura Rate Base Adjustments

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exihibit No. _ (KHD-1)
Schedule 39

Water Wastewater

Adjustment Adjustment

Utility Plant in Service $31,494 (5284,536)
Land ($538)
Accumulated Depreciation ($290,368) ($605,930)
CIAC ($126,635) ($285,489)
Accumulated CIAC Amortization $87,.319 $245.723

[(s298.190)] [ ($930.770)]

Composite Depreciation Rate 4.36% 4.04%
Reduce Depreciation Expense $1,373 ($11,495)
Amortization of CIAC (53,634) (1) (810,677) (2)

Net Reduction to Depreciation Exp. [ (32261)) [ (522,173)|

(1) Composite CIAC Amortization Rate Used at 2.87%

(2) Composite CIAC Amortization Ratc Used at 3.74%
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Southern States Utilities, Inc.

Buenaventura Lakes: Wetlands Adjustment

Docket No. 950495-WS
Kimberly H. Dismukes
Exhibit No. _ (KHD-1)
Schedule 40

Adjust Plant Accounts Adjusted
1996 Non-Used
Account Description "~ Balance Adjustment Balance Useful
262.2 Special Collecting £1,158,301 (8628,270) $£530,031 54.24%
3534 Land & Land Rights $973,149 _ (8591,110) $382,039 60.74%
Total Adjustment $2,131,450 $1.219.380 $£912,070 57.21%
Awujust Accumulated Depreciation
1996
262.2 Special Collecting (8628 .270)
Depreciation Rate 2.50%
Depreciation 94 (815,707)
Depreciation ‘95 ($15,707)
Depreciation 96 (815,707)
1993 Accumulated __(8$153,141)
Total Adjustment | §200261
Adjust Depreciation Expense
1996
Total Adjustment { (815,707

Source: Southern States Utilities, Inc., MFR B Schedules; Response to OPC Document Request 168.

139 435 PM WETLAND XL




