
. ~ 

TO: 

FROM : 

RE: 

M E M 0 R A N U 1L'J 

December 9 , 1997 

DIVISION OF RECORDS AN D REPORTING v 
DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVI CES (VACCAReJ 

DOCKET NO. 960329-WS - INVEST IGATI ON OF RATES OF GULF 
UTILITY COMPANY IN LEE COUNTY FOR POSSIBLE OVEREARNINGS . 

DOCKET NO. 960234 - WS - APPLI CATI ON FOR INCREASE IN RATES 
AND SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGES IN LEE COUNTY BY GULF 
UTILITY COMPANY . 

Attached is an ORDER APPROVING, I N PART , AND DENY I NG, IN PART, 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND RELEASING ESCROW FUNDS , to be i s sued 
in the above-referenced docke t . 

(Number of pages in order - 36) 

TV/der 

Attachment 

cc: Division of Water and Wast e wa te r (Merc hant, Fu e l's , Gall owa y ) 

I:960329 - o . tv 



. ,. 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE C0MM 1 SS ~ON 

In re : Investigation of rates 
of Gulf Utility Company in Lee 
County for possible overearnings 

In re: Application for increase 
in rates and service 
availability charges in Lee 
County by Gulf Utility Company. 

DOCKET NO. 960 234 - WS 

DOCKET NO. 960329 - WS 
ORDER NO . PSC-97-1544-FOF-WS 
ISSUED: December 9, 1997 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

J . TERRY DEASON 
SUSAN F. CLARK 

ORDER APPROVING, IN PART, AND DENYING, IN PART, 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
AND RELEASING ESCROW FUNDS 

BY THE COMMISSION : 

BACKGROUND 

Gulf Utility Company (Gulf or utili t y) is a Class A utility 
which serves approximately 7 , 040 water and 2,435 wastewater 
customers in Lee County, Florida. The utility is l ocated in a 
wa t er use caution area as designated by the South Flo rida Water 
Management District (SWFWMD). Rate base was last established for 
Gulf 's wastewater facilities by Order No . 20272, issued November 7, 
1988, in Docket No. 880308 - SU . Rate b~se f o r water fac i lities was 
last established by Order No . 24735, issued July 1, 1991, in Docket 
No. 900718-WU. 

By Order No . PSC- 96-0501 - FOF - WS, issued April 11, 1996, in 
Docket No . 960234 - WS, we initiated an overearnings investigation 
and held $353,492 in annual water revenues subject to refund. As 
noted by that order, the o verearn ings investigatio n has been 
combined with this rate proceedir]. 

On June 27, 1996, Gulf filed an application fot an increase in 
wastewater rates, approval of a decrease in water rates, and 
approva l o f service availabi l ity charges. The minimum filing 
requirements (MFRs) were s atisfied on August 23 , 19 96 , wh ich was 
established a s the official filing date pursuant t c Sectio n 
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367.083 , florida Statutes . The ut ili t y's request e d t e st ye ar f o r 
interim purposes is the historical ye ar ended Decembe r 31, 1995. 
The requested test year f or final rates is the pro j ected year 
ending December 31, 1996. 

By Order No . PSC-96-1310 - FOF - WS, issued Octo ber 28, 1996, we 
s uspended Gulf's proposed rates, appro ved interim wa s tewa t er rates 
subject to refund, and granted the utility's request t o r e duce its 
water rates and held additional water revenues subject t o refund . 
The Prehearing Conference was held on February 17, 1997. The 
tec hnical and customer hearings were he ld on Marc h 5 and 6, 1997 at 
the Elks Club of Bonita Springs in Bo nita Springs, Fl o rida . 

By Order No . PSC-97-084 7 - FOF-WS, issued July 15, 1997, we 
approved final water and wastewa t er rates and c ha rges f o r Gulf. On 
July 30, 1997, Gulf timely filed a Mot i o n For Reconsideration o f 
Order No. PSC-97-0847 - FOF-WS . Gulf also fi led a Motion t o Release 
Escrow Funds on July 30, 1997 . OPC filed a r espo nse t o t he Motio n 
Fo r Reconsideration on August 11, 1997, after an extensio n o f tim~ 
approved by us . On September 18, 1997, Gulf filed a Request f o r 
Administrative Notice for a letter provided by an engineering firm 
t o support the in-service time frame f o r the o ne milli o n gallor. 
reject holding t a nk . 

AOMINISTRATIVE NOTICE 

On September 18, 1997, Gulf filed a Request for Administrative 
Not ice, in which it requested that the we take admin is trative 
no tice of a letter provided by an engineering firm whi c h purport s 
t o set forth the time period i n wh i c h Gul f 's o ne milli o n gallo n 
reject holding tank will reach start - up and be fully o pe rational . 
Gul f has requested reconsiderati o n 0~ o ur dec is i o n t o e xc lude thi s 
tank from rate base, as discussed lat er in this Orde r . As grounds 
for its request, Gulf alleges that the facts stated in the letter 
should be administratively noticed, "because they are c apable o f 
accurate and ready determination by the Commissi o n and Rtaff," as 
provided in Section 90.202(12), Flo rida Statutes. 

Section 90.202( 12), Flo rida Sta t utes, provides t ha t t h e 
following may be administrativr ! y noticed: 

Fac ts that are no t 
they are c apable 
determination by 
accuracy cannot be 

subject t o dispute because 
o f a ccurate a nd r eady 

reso rt t o sourc es whose 
questio ned . 

Exampl e s o f such facts are the exc hange rate between Ame ri c an and 
Ca nadi a n c urrenc y and whether o r not a spec if 1c l ocati o n fall s 
wi t hin county boundaries. ~ Mac Donald v. Int e r na t i o na l Chemallo y 
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Corpo ration, 473 So . 2d 760 (Fla. 4th DCA 1985) ; and Li be rty Mutual 
Insurance Company v. Magee, 389 So. 2d 1090 ( Fl a. 4th DCA 1980 ) , 
r e spectively . These examples are facts which do no t require f o rma l 
proof because they are indisputable. We d o no t f i nd that the 
start-up and operational dates o f a ho lding t ank are t he types o f 
fac ts c ontemplated by the statute . Further, in t he Mac uunald case, 
the Court held that a letter fro m counse 1 was not suffi c ien t 
authority to base judicial noti c e o n the Ameri c an /Canadian exchange 
rate. 473 So. 2d at 761 . Likewise , we do not find that the lette r 
provided by Gulf is sufficient authority upo n which t o base 
administrative notice of the facts alleged. 

Further, pursuant to Sec tion 90. 90 1 , Flo rida Statutes, 
"[a]uthentication or identification o f evidenc e is requ i r~d as a 
condition precedent to its admissibility." Gulf ha s not provide d 
a witness to authenticate the letter in questio n and, at any rate, 
the recor d in this docket is closed, barring i nc l usio n o f any new 
evidence . Based on the f o rego ing, Gulf's Reque st f o r 
Administrative Notice is denied. 

RECONSIDERATION UNDER "END RESULT DOCTRINE" 

In its Motion for Reconsiderati o n Gu l f requests tha t we 
rec onsider our Final Order on the basis that t he o rder do~ s not 
consider the effects it will have o n the financia l integri ty o f the 
u t ility, and, therefore, igno res the "e nd resul t doctri ne. " Citing 
Fe deral Power Commission v . Hope Natural Gas, 320 u. s . 591, 602 
(1944), Gulf states that "the end r e sult doctrine e s t abli s he s t he 
c onstitutional principle that ra te s whi c h do not 'enable t he 
company to operate successful l y, to maintai n i ts f i nancial 
i ntegrity, t o attrac t capital an~ to compensa te i nvestors f o r the 
risk assumed' result in an unlawful confiscati o n of t he u t i l i t y 's 
pro perty . " Gulf further states t ha t "the e nd r esu lt doctrine 
a pplies in every rate case t o dete rmi ne whether just and reasonabl e 
rates have been set . " Gulf cites , a mong o thers, t he f o llo wi ng 
cas e s in suppo rt o f its statement: Tamaro n Homeowners Associa t ion. 
Inc. v . Tamaron Utilities . Inc, , 460 So. 2d 34 7 , 353 (Fla. 1984 ); 
We stwood Lake. Inc. v . Dade Coun t y, 26 4 So . 2d 7 , 9 (Fla. 1 972 ). 

In its motion, Gulf prov1ded an Af fi davi t o f Mr. J a me s Moor e, 
Pre siden t o f Gu l f , wh i c h alleged l y details the e ffect which the 
Final Or der wi l l ha ve o n the utili t y . In s ummary, the Affidavit 
p rovides that Gulf will not have a suffic i e n t ret urn to p rovide 
conf idence in the financial i ntegri t y o f the bus i ness, mainta in i ts 
credit, a nd attract capital on r easo nabl e t e rms. Gul f also states 
that "[t] he end result o f the Final Order i R that there i s 
i nadequate reve nue from uti l ity o pe rati o ns to pay bo nd i n lt.•! e l:l t o n 
Gulf's outstanding debt s ecurities. " Finall y, Gulf states that we 
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have set rates which are $438,037 less 
therefore, the rates set are no t fair, just a 

In its response to Gulf's moti on, OPC agrt 
of the cases cited by Gulf. However, OP 
hardships alleged in Mr . Moore 's affidavit, are 
of excessive debt in 1988. OPC states that Mr 
hearing that the utility bo rro wed $1 0 ,000,000 
not required to borrow this muc h mo ney. OPC f~ 
cross-examination, Mr. Moore conceded that the 
Development Revenue Bonds issued by the utility 
by the utility, not customers. Likew ise, Mr . 
the losses sustained because of these bo nds 
management decisions, not customer or d e ve lo 
asserts that the loss depicted in At tac hme n 
Affidavit is due s o lely to the issuance of 
exceeded the capital requirements of the util 
that a loss sustained by the company 's e xces 
sustained by the utility, not the c us t o me r s , a r 
Reconsideration should be denied. 

The standard for determining whe ther 
appropriate is set f orth in Diamond Cab Compar 
146 So. 2d 889 {Fla . 1962) . In Diamond Cab, 
the purpose for a petition f or reconsiderati o 
agency's attention a po int of f act or law wh ic 
which the agency failed to consider whe n it re 
the first instance, and it is not intended 
rearguing the case merely bec ause the l osing ~ 
the judgment. ~ - at 891 . In Stewart Bo nded 
294 So . 2d 315 {Fla. 1974 ), t he Court held t 
reconsideration should be based upo n specifi c 
forth in the record and susceptible t o revie~ 
these standards in our review of Gulf 's Mot i on 1 

We agree with the holdings in the case law 
d o not find them applicable in this mat ter . 
c ases, end results are rates whic h a r e just anu 
well aware of our obligatio n t o se t jus 
compensatory rates unu~r Section 367.081 (2) (a) 
By Order No . PSC-97- 084 7 - FOF - WS, we approved rat 
the utility the opportunity t o earn a 9.20\ ra 
inve stment and to recover its allowed level of • 
considered all evidence presented and found tr 
were just, fair and reaso nable. It is apr 
arguments that it is merely dissatisfied wi th 
hearing . Therefore, Gulf's argumenrs are 
reconsideration under the Diamond Cab case. 
inappropria tely relies o n Mr. Moore's Affidav 
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These items go beyond t he scope of recons i d e ra t i o n, bec ause ne i t he r 
i s a part o f the record i n t his c a s e. ~ Ste wart Bonde d Wa r e ho use 
v . Be vis , 294 So . 2d 315 (rla. 197 4 ). Fina l ly , we a gree wit h OPC 
t hat Gulf's excessive debt is not t he r e s po ns i b i l it y o f t he 
ratepayers . We corre c t ly a l l o wed the u t il i t y t o co l l e c t in t e re s t 
o n its rate base o nly , and, t he r e f o r e , did not make a mi stake o f 
fact or law . Accordi ng ly, Gu lf 's Mot i o n f o r Reconside rat i o n u nder 
the "end result doct r ine" is d e n i e d. 

INTERIM RATES SURCHARGE 

In its Motio n Fo r Rec o nsidera tion , Gulf reques t s t ha t we 
authorize it to colle c t the dif f erenc e be t ween its i nter im a nd 
fi nal rates in the f orm o f a su r c harge from c usto me r s who r e ce ive d 
service during the interim perio d , if we appro ve Gu lf ' s Mo t i o n . I n 
support o f ita request, Gulf states t hat if i ts Mo tio n i s appro ve d , 
Gulf's revenue requ irement f o r wa t e r wi ll be g r e a te r than the 
reve nue allowed for int er i m r at e s. Gulf all e ges tha t , un --ler C d SP 
l aw , "ut i lity companies mus t be al l o we d t o r e coup t h r o ug h a 
su r c harge revenue def i c i e nc i es c a u sed b y i nt e r im r a te s set lower 
than final rates . " In support of i ts a rgument , Gu l f c ites Sou t he rn 
S tates Ut i l ities. Inc . v . Florida Publ i c Se rvi ce Co mn1issio n , 2 2 
Fla. L. Week l y 014 92 (Fla. 1st DCA 1997 ) c i ti ng GTE v . Cla rk , 66 8 
So . 2d 971 (Fla . 1996) 

In its response to Gu lf' s Motion, OPC st a t es t hat t he 
utility's request sho u l d be d e n ied . OPC states t ha t Gu lf 
misconstrues the Court' s f i nding in Sou t he rn Sta tes. Furthe r, OPC 
states that Commi ssion r ules and statutes pro v ide a diff e r e n t 
metho d of calculating i n t e r i m and fi nal ra tes , suc h tha t Gulf's 
r equested surcharge wo uld null i fy t he r equ 1reme nts o f Sec t i o n 
3 6 7 . 082, Flo rida Statutes . 

We find Gu lf ' s reques t inapp r o p r ia t e f o r s e vera l r e aso ns . 
First, t he u t i lity ra i s es ne w a r gume nts r e gard i ng s u b j e c t ma tte r 
not p rev iously containe d in the r e cord o f t h i s p r oceed ing. See 
Stewart Bonded Warehous e 294 So. 2d a t 317. Sec o nd, Cul t ' s r e ques t 
d o e s not relate to whet he r we made a mi sta ke o f f a c t o r law i n 
making its f inal d e c isio n o n ra tes. ~ Di amo nd Cab 14 6 So. 2d at 
891 (Fla. 1 96 2 ) . Therefor~" Gu lf's r e quest i s o uts i d e t he s c o pe of 
reco ns ideratio n . 

Thi r d, Gulf 's arg ument i s uns uppo rt e d b y c ase 1 a w. The 
Southern States dec isi o n i s not a ppli c ab le . As OPC a sserts, Gulf 
misconst r ue s t he Court ' s finding i n Sout hern St a tes. In the 
Sout he r n States c ase , we direct e d So ut he rn States Ut ili t ie s , I nc. 
(SSU) t o ma ke r efunds t o custo mers who o verpaid unde r e r r o ne o usl y 
a p proved un i f o rm final r at e s , bu t deni e d SSU d surc ha r ge f o r 
c ust o me rs who underpa i d under t he uni f o rm r a t e struc t u re. The 
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Court determined that SSU could c o llect the surcharge from 
customers who underpaid and, citing the GTE case, stated tha t 
"equity applies to both utilities and rat e payers when an er r o neous 
ra t e o rder is entered." Southern States, 22 Fla. L. Week 1 y a t 
Dl4 92 . Because the Southern States and QIL c ases onl y address 
surcharges involving erroneously appr ov e d final rates , ne i ther c ase 
suppo rts Gulf's position. In the present case, Gulf has never 
al leged that o ur determinati o n o f int e rim rates was in any way 
erroneous. 

Finally, the determinati o n o f t he appropriate interim amo unt 
is o ne strict ly made f o llowi ng the f o rmu la f o und in Sec ti o n 
367.082, Florida Statutes. Interim rates "pro tect u tilitie s from 
'regulatory lag' associated with full blo wn rate proc-=-edings. " 
Cit izens of the State of Florida v . Publi c Servi c e Co mmissi on , 4 25 
So . 2d 534, 540 (Fla. 1981 ) . These rates pro vide the u t ility 
rel ief pending our final decisio n o n rat es , r e q uiri ng o nly a prima 
facie showing of e ntit lement t o re li e f . As such, interim rat ~ s 
are not intended to provide a uti lit y with the same l e vel c f ·~elief 
whi ch may be established by a compl ete evidentiary hPar i ng. 
Gulf's requested surcharge woul d undermine the purpo s e o f interim 
rates . The interim statute d oes not contempla te a true - up or 
surcharge of any alleged deficienc y later . Therefore, a s .1rcharge 
would defeat the purpose of interim r a tes. Based o n the f o regoi ng, 
Gulf's requested surcharge is d enied. 

RECONSIDERAT ION Of RATE BASE 

Corkscrew Reject Ho lding Tank 

Gulf states in i ts Motj a n f o r Reconsidera t i o n that we 
misapprehended Sec tion 367 . 081 (2), Fl o rida Sta tu t es , i n e xc l uding 
t he cost o f construction o f the o n e milli o n gallo n reJeCt ho l ding 
ta nk from rate base. That secti o n st atPs, in part: 

The Commission shall also consider t he investme1 . ~ o f the 
utility in land a cquired or f ac il ities constructed o r to 
be constructed in the publ i c i n terest within a r e aso nabl e 
time in t h e future, no t to e xc eed, unless e xtended by the 
Commission, 24 months [ ~om t he end o f t he histo ri ca l test 
period used to set rates. 

According t o Gulf, t he la ng uage pl ai nly stales t hat t he 
Comm issio n shall consider the investment in fa c ilit ies t o be 
const ructed "24 months from t he end o f t he hist o ri c al test per1 od." 
In its mo tion, Gulf references a stat e ment fro m page 12 o f t he 
Fi nal Order in which we stated, "Had t here been at leas t a signed 
contra c t to construct t h e re jec t hol ding tank, we could hav e 
considered its inclusion 1n some manner." Gulf mai n tains in its 
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petition, that the Fina l Order o verl ooked Gulf's l ega l ,Jrqum~nt 

that the holding tank should be in rate base because it i s requi r ed 
by Gulf's Florida Department o f Enviro nme n t al Pro tec tion (DEP l 
p e rmit, and that the minimum filing requ irements (Mfo'Rsl contain a ll 
info rmation required by Rul e 25 - 30 .441 5 , Fl o rida Adm i ni s tr. iltve 
Code, in order to include the cost o f t h is tan k in r ate oase. 
Furthermore, Gulf reque sts the docket be ke pt o pen unti l the 
completion o f the mi 11 ion g a llo n ho ld ing tank project fo r the 
purpose of inc luding it in ra te base. 

OPC, in its Response to Mo tion f o r Re consideration , states , 
"The Company had the o bligation to prese nt t he e vidence, whi ch is 
made a part of the record, t o support the i ;:;:lus i o n of t his 
facility in its rate base . At t he hear ing , the company clea rly 
failed to meet this burden." OPC further states t hat , "It i s no t 
appropriate for Gulf to now u t ili ze a moti o n f o r Reconsiderati o n to 
supplement the record to bolster its c ase o n this i ssue, after the 
hea ring has been completed. That is not the purpo se of a Mot ion 
fo r Reconsiderati o n, p e r the Diamond Cab Co. c ase. " OPC f u ·:ther 
states that t he plain language o f Section J67. 081 (2 ) , F l •xida 
Statues, only requires that we consider t he investment of the 
utility in land acquired o r fa c il ities conc~ ructt=>d w1th i n a 
reasonable time in the future. 

In regard t o keeping the docket open, OPC st ates, "Suc h a 
procedure might be a reasonable o p tion if the Commiss ion could 
satisfy itself that a material savings cou l d be realized f o r the 
ratepayers. However, upon verifi c at i o n that the faci li t ies have 
been completed, the Commission mus t also verify the pro per amo unt 
of CIAC to offset the investment and t he pro per used and useful 
percentage of t h e faci lities." 

The utility c hose an h isto r ic test year e nding Dec e mber 31 , 
1996. By the end o f the test year , t here was no canst rue::. ion 
initiated, no r f irm contrac t signed, for construction o f t he 
holding tank. Section 367 . 081(2 ) , Florida Statutes, o n l y requires 
us to give consideration to future investments in l and or 
f a ci l i ties. Gulf had ample oppo rtunity t o produce firm e vidence o f 
a signed contract or o the r pro o f o f construct i o n up t o and 
including the hearing dates. At the hearing, util it y wi tness Moore 
was questioned regarding t he · ~~posi t ion o f pla ns f o r the tank . He 
indicated that the tank had not bee n cons tructed, no r were any 
contracts in hand t o indicate cons t ruc ti o n wo uld be i nitiated in 
the foreseeable fu tu re . There is no e vide nce in t he r eco rd t o 
s u ppo rt t he utili ty's position f o r reconsideratio n . 

The ut ility's argument, t hat t he Final Order o verlooke d t he 
legal argument that the reject h o lding ta nk sho uld be inc luded i n 
rate base because o f DEP permi t r equirements and t haL t he MFRs 
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contain all information required by Rule 25 - 30. 441 5 , Florida 
Administrative Code, to include the cost of the tank, is inval id. 
This r ule only states the filing requirements for requesting 
recovery of such plant costs; it does not auto ma t i ca lly a uthorize 
recovery without further supporting e vidence. Again, Gulf was 
given opportunities at the hear i ng to produce e v ide nce of 
construction or firm contracts for construct ion of the tank. 
Neither was forthcoming. The respo nses to staff c r oss-examinatio n 
produced no firm information that would satisfy the r equirement of 
completion within the 24 - month period in quest ion. Further, 
keeping the docket open for possible inclusion of the i nvestmen t 
for the reject holding tank is inappropriate. Gulf has the option 
of initiating a limited procee ding or anot her rate case in o rder to 
place the holding tank in rate base. Here, the reco rd has bee n 
closed. 

Based on the evidenc e in the record, we find that we did not 
make a mistake of fact or law in o ur decis i on on this issue. 
Therefo re, Gulf's Motion For Reconsidera tion o n t his issue is 
denied . 

Used and Useful 

1996 Flows 

Gulf states that the Final Order is in erro r duA t o the use o f 
1995 flows instead of projecting test yAa r 1996 flGws in 
determining used and useful percentages for the water a nd 
waste water plants . Gulf states that we overlooked the inclusion o f 
flows for the Florida Gulf Coast Unive r sity ( FGCU ) and o verlooked 
inclusion of additional flows required by the 1996 gro wth o f 4 10 
e<;uivalent residential connections (ERCs ) in the water o perati ons 
and 495 ERCs in the wastewater operatio ns. In its response, OPC 
states that the calculatio ns uti 1 i zing single family res idenc e 
(SFR ) or ERCs of 396 gallons per day (GPO) for water and 250 GP~ 
f o r wastewater presented by the utility were high. 

Gulf is correct that we mistakenly relied o n 1995 fl o ws in 
c a lculating used and useful percentages. Bec ause the utiltty 
requested a projected 19 96 test year, we sho ul d have used the 
projected 1996 flows. 0 _. decisi o n did not take Gulf ' s request 
int o account , because our staff used 1995 fl o ws in its final 
recommendation . Therefore, in reaching o ur final decision, we 
overlooked a material point o f fact. 

The 1996 projected fl o ws, as well as the pro jec t e d growth in 
ERCs, provided by Gulf in its filing, however, were inc. '"~ rrect. 

Testimony revealed that current ERC flows for the utility were 206 
GPO for water and 158 GPO for wastewater. Table 1, below, is a 
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comparison of the flows provided by Lhe utility, whi ch were based 
on 396 GPO per SFR for water and 250 GPO per SFR f o r was t e water, to 
the correct flows of 206 GPO per SFR f o r wat e r and 158 GPO pe r S FR 
for wastewater. 

Finally, we did not o verlook the 1996 growth o f 4 30 ERCs fo r 
water and 495 ERCs f or wastewater and the flows pro jected fro m the 
Florida Gulf Coast University. Based o n a revi e w o f the evidence 
in the record, Gulf's Mot i on f or Reconsiderati o n r e garding the use 
of 1995 flows is granted. The appropriate 1996 fl ows are containe d 
in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 

l.ITILITY PROVIDED 
FLOWS 

WATER WASTEWATER 
MGD MGD 

Average 5 day max 2. 74 6 xxxxxx 
flow 

Average daily xxxxxx 0. 67 
flow, max month 

Annual Growth(l) 0.24 0.127 

Fireflow(2) 0.36 xxxxxx 
Margin Reserve(3) 0.297 0 .3 

Florida Gulf 0.073 0 . 052 
Coast 
University(4) 

Applicat ion of Used and Useful 
To Total Investment 

A-PPROVED FLOWS 

WATER WASTEWATER 
MGD MGD 

2.7 46 xxxxxx 

·-
XX XX XX 0.67 

·-
0.0886 0.078 2 

0.18 xxxxxx 
0. 13 3 0. 11 7 

0 .07 3 0 . 05 2 

Gulf argues that the Fina 1 Order i s i n e 1 1 o 1 bt· c duse we 
applied a used and useful percentage o f 72. 11\ t o t he e ntirF! 
investment in the wastewater treatment p lan t s. Gu lf fu rthe t argue s 
that we overlooked the fact that the San Carlos plant i s 100 \ used 
and use ful, and phases 1 & 2 of the Three Oaks plant are 100 \ use d 
and useful. 

OPC states in its response tha t we found t hat no ad j ustme nts 
s hould be made to the old Three Oaks WWTP (phases 1 & 2 ) . OPC 
further states that we made this finding when considering separate 
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used and useful percentages for the old Three Oa ks plant r e lative 
to the new Three Oaks plant. 

The utility is correct that we incorrect ly applied the use d 
and useful percentage intended solely for phase 3 o f t he Three Oak s 
WWTP plant to the entire investment, instead of limiting it t o the 
investment in the phase 3 portion o f the plan t . Our staff had 
diffi c ulty segregating the investment between plant a c counts f o r 
the various WWTPs when it filed its recommendatio n. It appeare d 
that the filing contained only the total investment in a ccount 
380.4. Subsequent to our final order, staff discovere d that Gulf 
filed the account breakdown necessary t o segregate the va r i o us 
dollars as a note in the appendices on page 171 of the MFRs. The 
investment dollars were filed with the interim rates filing 
information in this docket. Using the data f o und there, we are 
able to segregate the proper investment f o r phase 3 o f the Three 
Oaks plant from the r t maining plants in the WWTP a ccounts. 
However, we did not have the bene fit o f this info rmation a t the 
time of our vote, and, therefore, overlooked a material po int o f 
fact in making our decision. 

The San Carlos WWTP and the Three Oaks WWTP are ~eparat e ~on 

interconnected facilities, and, as such, should be cons:de r e d 
separately. We did approve different used and useful p e r c e .1 tages 
for the San Carlos WWTP, phases 1 & 2 of the Three Oaks WWT P a nd 
phase 3 of the Three Oaks WWTP plants. In Order No . PSC- ~ 7 -0 84 7 -

FOF-WS, we found that the San Carlo s WWTP and phase s 1 & 2 o f t he 
Three Oaks WWTPs were 100\ used and useful. We f ound phase 3 of t he 
Three Oaks WWTP 72.11\ used and useful using 1995 flows. Altho ugh 
not specifically stated in the orde r, we were r e ferring o nly to 
phase 3 of the plant. This fact is clar i fied by comparing sta f f ' s 
recommendation to the Final Order . 

In Issue five of the post hearing recommendat ion, staff 
recommended no adjustments should be made t o t he old Three Oa ks 
WWTP and that it should be cons i dered 100 % used and u s e f u l . We 
vo ted in favor of this recommendat ion. On page 14 o f the F i nal 
Order, we stated, "In consideratio n of the evidenc e, we conclude 
that no adjustments will be made t o the old Three Oaks plant ." 
Issue 15 of the same recommPr dati o n concerned t he a ct ual use d and 
useful percentage adjustments t o t he WWTPs. Baserl o n s t af f' s 
reco mmendation, we found t hat the Three Oaks p lant was 72. 11 \ used 
and useful. Although it was no t s pecif ica lly me nti o ned that the 
72.11% used and useful pertained s o lely t o phase 3, it is imp l ied, 
b e cause the recommenda t i o n i n Issue five spec if ied t he o ld Three 
Oak s Plant was to ha ve no ad j ustme nts, meani ng it was t o be 
considered 100\ us ed a nd useful . 
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Furthermore, as discussed earlier in this order, we erred by 
using 1995 historical flows in lieu of the utility requeste d 1996 
projected flows. Using our approved 19 96 fl o ws results in a used 
and useful percentage of 92.49\ instead of the previu usly approved 
72.11%, for only the portion of the Three Oaks WWTP known as phase 
3. Based on the foregoing, Gulf's Mo tion f o r Reconsideration is 
granted on this issue. We find that the appro priate used and 
useful percentages to investment are 100\ f or the San Carlo s WWTP 
and phases 1 and 2 of the Three Oaks plant, and 92. 4 9\ f o r phase 3 
o f the Three Oaks WWTP . 

Additional Accounts 

We have determined that in additio n t o erroneously using the 
histo rical 1995 flows, we omitted three wa ter t reatment plan t 
accounts from our used and useful c alculation. The result of t he 
omissio n had the effect of granting the utility 100 \ :.1sed and 
useful on investment in n ccounts whi ch t he utility, by requesting 
a lesser amount of used and useful treatment, agree d were not 100 %. 
These additional accounts were not addresserl in OPC's response. 

In Order No. 24735, issued July 1, 1991, in Docket No. 9007~8 -
wu, we granted less than 100% used and useful percentages t0 the 
structure containing the Corkscrew water treatment equ Lpn.ent 
(account no . 304.3}, the raw water supply line fro m the Corksc r e w 
well field (account no. 309 . 2), and t he Corkscrew wa ter reuse line 
(account no. 339.3 } , which transports unusable reject wa te r t o the 
disposal site, where it is blended with treated wast e wa ter e:tnd 
sprayed on the disposal site. Additionally, due t o the 
reconsideration of fl ows from 199 5 histo rical fl o ws t o projected 
1996 flows, a slight difference in used and useful percentage f or 
the water treatment equipment resu lts (account no. 3 2 0.3) . On our 
own motion, we find it appropriate t o make the following revi sions 
to these accounts. 

Account No. 304.3 (Water Treatment Plant -Structur es a nd 
Imorovements) - In Order No. 24735, we made a n adjustme nt of 

$82 , 324 t o the building housing the water treatment equipment based 
o n a used and useful finding o f 76 . 15%. Gulf, in its MFRs f o r thi s 
docket , requested an ad j ustment of onl y 6.2 percent , or $38,667. 
S ince t he last rate c ase in 1991, t wo add itional s k ids have been 
added to the treatment equipment wi th the third skid plac ed in 
service in December of 1996 . We find it appro priate t o grant the 
utility's request o f 93.8\ used and useful. 

Account No. 309.2 (Source o f Suoolv and Pump i ng Plant Supp l y 
Mains) By Order No. 24735, we found t he utility's well field was 
70 .7\ used and useful . The utili t y installed a larger t han 
required line, due t o environmental concerns f o r t he Corkscrew 
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swamp. The larger line negat e d the need to install additional 
lines as the need for more c apacity grew, wh ich could o therwise 
disturb the enviro nment . We a ccepted the utility's conc e rns f o r 
environmental protect i o n, sound engineering design and econo mic 
effectiveness. At that time, there were o nly t wo wells i n 
operation with nine additional wells drilled, but undevel oped. I n 
this docket, utility witness Ca rdey testified that an additional 
three wells have been equipped with pumps bringing the total number 
of developed wells to five o f the eleven origi nally drilled. 
Witness Cardey further testifie d tha t the wel l pumps each have a 
capacity of 500 GPM . This c apacity multip lied by 5 wells times 
1440 minutes per day equals 3 .6 MGD, whi ch is severa l times larger 
than the 1991 well capacity. The capacity generated by the 
addition of three wells indicates that an increase in used and 
useful is appropriate . Therefore, we find that the utility' s 
requested 84.4% used and useful for account no. 309.2 is 
appropriate. 

Account No. 320.3 (Wat er Treatment Plant - Water Treatment 
Eauioment ) Use of the projected 19 96 flows, in lieu o f the 
historical 1995 flows, results in a slight increase in account no 
320.3 (Water Treatment Equipment) from 77.15\ to 77. 66 \ . Ollr 
calculatio n is based on our appro ved 1996 projec ted f 1 o ws, t t. e 
corrected single family residence fl o ws o f 206 GPO per ERC f or 
margin reserve calculation, plus the projected FGCU flows, 
s c heduled to begin in the third quarter of 1997, as a separate line 
item. 

Account No. 3 3 9. 3 (Water Treatmen t Plant -Other P 1ant and 
Miscellaneous Equipment) By Order No. 24735, we found the 
Corkscrew reuse line to be 75\ used an(' useful. The plant capacity 
at that time was 0.5 MGD, with o nly o ne Reverse Osmosis skid in 
operation . Presently t here are three s kids with t he third one 
placed in service in December 1996. Plant capacity is now 
permit ted at 1. 8 MGD. The increase in "l lant flows produc es an 
increase of reject water. Therefore, we find that the ut ility's 
requested 89.2\ used and useful percentage in a ccount no . 139.3 is 
appropriate. 

Imputation of Contributions in A~d of 
Construction (CIAC) on Marg in ReservP 

Gulf argues t ha t we improper ly imput e d C I/\C o n til <"' malglrl 
r·ese rve. Thi s is related to Gulf's previ ous argument thdt the San 
Carl o s and Phases 1 and 2 of the Three o a ::s was tewater treatment 
plants were found to be 100\ used and useful without a margin 
reserve. Gulf contends that the only margin r eserve available was 
in Phase 3 o f t he Three Oaks wastewater t r eatment plant. /\s suc h, 
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Gulf argues that the Final Order overstated CIAC and understated 
rate base f o r wastewater . 

Gulf attached Appendix "F" to its Mot i o n Fo r Reconsideratio n 
to support its contention. The append ix describes the adjustment 
made in the Final Order and compares it to what Gu lf contends is 
t he net plant and used and useful amount s f or the Three Oaks Phase 
3 treatment plant. While Gulf believes t hat this appendix supports 
its calculation, the dol lar amount of the net plant f o r the Three 
Oaks Phase 3 treatment plant r eflected in Appendix F is not 
con tained in the record; t here fore, review o f the appendix is 
inappropriate for reconsiderati o n. ~ Stewart Bonded Wa rehouse, 
294 So. 2d 315 (Fla.1974). 

OPC states in its response t ha t we made no e rro r with respect 
to t he Three Oaks wastewater treatment plant. Therefore , OPC 
states that no adjustment to imputed CI AC is required, and we 
should reject Gulf's request f o r reconsidera tion. 

We fu lly analyzed the ev idence in the record regarding the 
issue of i mputation of CIAC on the margi n reserve, as well as the 
issue of prepaid CIAC and how those amounts should be consi~~red in 
rate base . Gulf is not disputing o ur rationale f o r imputing CIA C 
o r reclassi fying prepaid CIAC to used and useful CI AC. The issue 
in dispute is what amo unt o f net plant should have been i ncl udf:d in 
t he margin reserve. 

As a result of our corr ectio ns to the used and useful plant 
discussed earlier in this Order, the amount o f CI AC r e lat e d to the 
margin reserve must b e reduced. The margi n rese rve gallo nage in 
t he Final Order included the gall o nage f o r FGCU. Whe n we remov~d 
this amount from the margin reserve and increased test year flows, 
t he perc entage of plant attribt.: ced to the margin reserve wa s 
reduced . As such, the amo unt o f CIAC assoc iated with plant in the 
margin reserve also decreased. By including the gallonage f o r the 
universi ty in the margin reserve, we erroneously o ve rstated the 
amount of CIAC. Specifi c adjust ments f o r the CIAC co llec t ed fro m 
t he university were already appropriatel y made t o rate base by the 
ut ility. 

The appropriate amoun~ o f net plan t inc luded 1n the ma r gin 
reserve are now $9 0 , 662 and $24 0 , 711 f or water and wastewater, 
respectively . Both of these amounts are less than the proJ e cted 
amounts o f prepaid CIAC, as well as fifty percent o f the amount o f 
CIAC t hat wo uld be collected fro m the number o f ERCs incl uded in 
t he ma rg in reserve per iod. 
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Further, our review of the Final Order reveal s a typographi cal 
error o n page 33 . In the first sentence o f the lasL paragraph o n 
t hat page, the Final Order staten t hat the gro ss amo unt o f CI AC 
col lected on the margin reserve would be $1, 594 ,000. The corre c t 
amount is $594,000, which is calculated by mu ltiplyi ng 7 4 3 ERCs by 
the $800 plant capacity charge, as detailed in t he second sentence 
of that paragraph. While this typographical error does not change 
the end result of the imputation of CIAC on margin rese rve, i t is 
appropriate to make this correcti o n. 

Valuation Date of CIAC 

Gulf argues that we used an unappro ved test peri o d Lo 
determine the amount of CIAC . The utility alleges that we ignor~d 
the approved projected test year and used a test ye ar ended 
September 30, 1996. The utility argues that the Final Order wa s in 
e rror when it increased C!AC by $115,371 f o r water and $98,456 f or 
wastewater . Gulf contends that we compared the 13 - month average 
balance of CIAC at September 30, 1996 to the 13 month average at 
December 31, 1996 . The utility argues t hat we took the di ff erer.ce 
between these two amounts and added the difference to the December 
31, 1996 balance of CIAC. It concludes t hat the amo unts we re 
already included in the 1996 test year and t hat there wa s a 
doubling of CIAC. As a result, the utility argue s that ratt base 
was understated. 

In support of its argument, Gulf attac he d Appendix G to its 
motion, which Gulf purports t o be pages 5 and 6 o f the Commissi on 
Staff Audit Report, identified and e ntered into the record as 
Exhibit 24. For clarification purpo ses, we note that Gulf' s 
Appendix G is not pages 5 and 6 of Exhibit 24. It is a retyped 
version of the last paragraph of page 5 and all o f page 6. The 
title, subject, statement o f fact and the beginning o f t he 
auditor's opinion were omitted from this appe ndix. 

OPC states in its respo nse that the utility made the same 
argument regarding the unapproved test peri od during the hearing 
and that we rejected the argument. OPC agrees that we use d the 13 -
mo nth a verage ended September 30 , 1 996 t o test t he reasonabl eness 
o f the utility's project ions and that anal ysis pro ved that those 
projections were not reasonable . As suc h, OPC states that we did 
not use an unapproved test year as alleged by the utllity. OPC 
states that the utility is mere ly rearguing a po sitio n that was 
re jected by us. 

At first, 
related. No 
identified at 
date of CIAC. 

we were confused as to wh ich issue Gulf's arguments 
issue in the prehearing order, o r subsequent l y 
the hearing, addressed the issue o f t he valuati o n 

In the tab le o f cont e nt s o f tlw Frrral O rdt" r, tht-
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only issues regarding CIAC were f o r the Cal oosa Group lines, 
prepaid CI AC, imput atio n o f CIAC on the margin r e serve, and the 
grant received from the SWFWMD. Upon furt her review, we determined 
that the dollar amount of the adjustment that the utility quoted 
related t o the issue on acc umulated amortization of CIAC, regarding 
the co rrect amortization rate t o be used. That issue , however, has 
no relevance to the valuation date o f C I AC. 

That issue arose because the utility wa s not amortizing its 
CIAC in compliance with Rule 25 - 30.140, Fl o rida Admi nistrative 
Code. The evidence in the case reflec ted that the staff audito r 
recalculated the 13 -month ave rage balance o f acct.:nulated 
amortization of CIAC (AACIAC) f o r the h istorical year ended August, 
1996. This clearly was not the projected tes t y ear ended December 
31, 1996 , approved for this case. Ho wever , the utilit y had ample 
o pportunity by Late - filed Exhibi t 50 to recal c ulate wha t the 
appropriate test year averaoe would have been using the metho dology 
according to the rule . For whatever reason, the utility did not 
make this calculation and simply reiterated its position that the 
rule allowed this "alternative" methodology e mpl o yed by Gulf. As 
indicated in the Final Order, we found that Gulf had no t used the 
appropriate methodology to amortize its CIAC, and we re l ied o n th·~ 
best information in the record to correct this erro r . Fur t her, •:.e 
stated that if the utility wished t o have AACI AC correc ted ~ o a 
fully-supported balance, it is not precluded fro m requesting tha t 
adjustment in its next filing. Theref o re, Gulf's Mo ti o n f o r 
Reconsideration on this issue is den ied . 

Rate Base Summary 

Based upon our reconsideration o f the wa ter and wastewat e r 
used and useful adjustments and imputatio n o f CIAC o n the margi n 
reserve, the appropriate rate base amounts are $ 3 ,483 , 6 5 9 f o r wat e r 
and $4,302,133 for wastewater. The wa t er and wastewater rat e ba s e 
schedules are attached as Schedule s 1 - A and 1 - B, and the 
adjustments to rate base are attac hed a s Schedule 1 - C . 

RECONSIDERATION OF NET OPERATI NG INCOME 

Customer Satisfaction Survey 

By Order No. PSC - 97 084 7 FOF WS , we il prr o v•'d t tJ, c·os t ! ; 

a s s oc iated wi th the utility's custome r s all ti (dCLl u rr uu rv~ y ; 

however, the costs were amortized over five years . Thus, t est yea r 
expenses we r e reduced by $5,145 f or water and $2 , 65 0 f o r wastewater 
to ref lec t the amo rtization o f t he $9,74 4 e xpense . We found tha t 
it is i mpo rtant for a utility t o be a ware o f its c u s t o me r s opin ions 
regar d i ng its quality of servic e, and t ha t a surve y i s a l egit i ma te 
me tho d f o r Gulf to determine tho se opinio ns. Ho wever , d ue t o the 
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utility's current and historical high quality of se~vice, an annual 
survey was not nec essary. Further, the uti lity could receive 
feedback from the custo mers by including a questionnaire in the 
monthly bill. 

Gulf argues that the survey was necessary o n an annual basi s, 
bec ause it would allow management to anticipa te problems and solve 
them more quickly. An annual survey is a bett er method to 
anticipate problems and correct them early r ather than wa iting 
until problems develop . Gulf argues t hat the ful l cost should be 
allowed as an operating expense. In i ts respo nse , OPC agree s with 
us that a survey is not necessary e very year and that the same 
results could be accomplished at essentially no cost by including 
a questionnaire with the customers' bil ls . 

We find utility's motion on this point is a mere reargumen t of 
the position taken during hearing . Accordingly, t he utility's 
Mo tion Fo r Reconsideratio n of this issue is denied. 

Labor and Chemical Costs 

In its Motion For Recons ideration, Gulf a s ks f o r the ioclus1on 
of added labor and chemical cost s associated with t he Cork3crew 
water treatment plant (WTP). The ut i .i ty has requeste~ an 
additional $49,594 in c hemical costs fo r s tabi lizi ng water in the 
distribution system, and $56,764 for t he labor c o st o f t wo 
additional operators needed with the e xpansion o f the Corkscrtw 
WTP. The utility contends that, even though t hese cost s were 
unknown at the time o f filing this case, the s t aff auditors 
recognized such costs in the audit report. Therefore, the utility 
argue s that, contrary to case law, we failed to recognize fact ors 
which affect future utility rates, ~nd that test year data must be 
adjusted for known changes. The utility c ited the fol lowing cases 
in its motion: Floridians United v. Public Servic e Commission, 475 
So. 2d 241 (Fla . 1985 ) and Gulf Power Company v . Bevis, 289 So. 2d 
401 (Fla. 1974). 

Further, Gulf argues that the Fina l Order is contrary to 
Section 367. 081 (3), Flo rida Statutes , wh ich sta tes that: 

The commissi on, in fix ' . ~ rates, may det ermi n e the 
p rudent cost of provid i ng se rv ice during t he period of 
t ime the rates wil l be in e ffect following the e n t ry o f 
a final order relating to the rate request o f the ut ility 
and may use such costs to dete rmine the revenue 
requirements that will al l o w the uti l ity t o earn a fait 
rate of return on its rate base . 
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Gulf argues that these costs were a prudent cost o f pro viding 
service in 1996, as well as when t he new rates are i n effect , and 
should have been included in the revenue r equire me n t. 

OPC, in its response, stat e s t ha t i t is no t o u r duty to 
include expenses in the test year whi c h were not requ~ s ted by the 
utility. OPC further points out that these costs were not 
identified as an issue in the Prehearing Order. OPC argues that 
the utility was not in compliance wi th Rul e 25 - 22.056, (3) (a ) , 
Florida Administrative Code, which state3 that: "In the event that 
a new issue is identif ied by a party in a post - hearing statement , 
that new issue shall be clearly identified as suc h, and a statement 
of position thereon shall be inc luded . " 

OPC adds that Gulf's only mention of this issue in its post 
hearing brief was a note buried in an appendi x whi c h was refertnced 
as additional documentation to Issue 51. OPC concludes that we 
should reject the utility's motion, bec ause it was Gulf who fail ed 
to include the allowance in the MFRs, it was Gulf who continued t o 
fail to identify it as an issue a nd it was Gu1 f who fai led t o 
properly identify or disc uss this allowance in its p ost - hearing 
brief . 

We find that it is the utility's burden t o prove tra t its 
requested expenses are prudent. ~ Florida Power Co.-:- p . v. 
Crease, 413 So. 2d 1187, 1191 ( Fla. 1982 ). If the utility fails 
to ask for relief, it is not our responsibility to pro vide that 
relief. Regardless, a Motion for Recons iderat ion is an improper 
vehicle to request costs not reques ted, nor e ver considered by the 
us in the record of this doc ket . This reque st falls o ut o f t he 
parameters established by Diamond Cab f o r u s to address o n 
reconsideration. Accordingly, Gulf 's Motion for Reconsiderati o n o n 
t h i s issue is denied . 

Alloc ation of Expenses 
To Caloosa Group 

In the Final Order, we reallocated the sa l aries and benefits 
o f five o f Gulf's employees who also prov i d e servi c es to t he 
Ca loosa Group (Caloosa) . Caloosa i s a land d e velo per that has the 
same owners with the samP p ropo r ti o nate o wne rship interests as 
Gul f . Util ity witness Cardey testified that he perfo rmed a review 
o f the services provided to Caloosa. Based o n his rev iew, no 
sal ary expense a l l ocation to Caloosa was needed, as hi s estimat e 
was approximat e t o what was actuall y paid. Ro th OPC wttness 
Dismukes and s taff witness Wel c h testified t hat the ho ur ly rat e 
charged to Caloosa was less than the rate charged t o Gu lf. Bo th 
witnesses relied upon t he utility 's Earnings and Deduc t ions 
reports, which detailed the e arn i ngs f o r eac h o f the five 
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employees, along with the hours wo rke d during each period. Utility 
witness Cardey testified on rebuttal t hat the repo rts were based o n 
in f ormat ion from 1988 and the hours were set f or computer payt o l l 
purposes and his actual review of empl oyees hours was necessary. 
We found that witness Cardey did not provide a s o l i d basis on whi c h 
to dete rmine the reasonableness of t he Caloosa sa laries and f o und 
his explanations and analysis insuff icient regarding this issue. 
As such , we relied upo n the breakdown of hours as reflected on the 
Earnings and Deductions reports, as pro vided t u t he OPC and staff 
witnesses by the utility. 

Gulf argues that the Final Order mi sapplied the law by failing 
to take into account actual, updated informa tion in all ocat ing 
salaries and other expenses between Gulf and Caloosa. It again 
c ites Sunshine Utilities v. Publi c Service Comm i ssion, 624 So. 2d 
306 (Fla. 1st DCA 1993), where the Court f ound that in a rate case, 
" the best way to allocate emplo yee expenses was a c tual time ." 
Gulf' s Mo tion also states that t he r e po rt ca ll e d "Earnings and 
Deductions" has been updated , and today shows s al a ry o nly, whi c h 
conf o rms t o t he a c tual pract i c e o f t he Compdny . In thP Final 
Order, we also realloc ated some of Lhe common adminis Lrative and 
general costs between Gulf and Caloosa based on payrol l cost s. As 
a result of this alleged incorrect sa lary real!oc ation Lo Caloosa, 
Gulf argues that the common administ rative a nd gene r al costs wP:e 
also incorrect in the Final Orde r. 

OPC states that Gulf's argumen ts are noth ing mo re thar. a 
r eargument of positions debated a t the hearing. Further, OPC 
states that Exhibit 32 was a document produced by t he Company and 
was a September 1995 through August 1 996 "Earnings and Deduc ti o ns " 
Report . It reflected the t ime spent o n Caloosa proj ects as wel l as 
the related salary. It was objective e vidence pro v ided by t he 
utility . OPC states that this Commissio n, as well as the s taff and 
OPC witnesses, had good reasons t o rely o n thi s do c ume n t to 
dete rmine the amou nt of salaries that s ho uld be all oca ted u r 
c harged to Caloosa . Third, OPC argues that the ne wly upda ted 
"Earnings and Deductions" Report referred t o by Gul f i n i ts br i ef, 
was not in evidence and, henc e, could no t have been relied upon by 
the Commission. 

OPC also contests the utility's suggestion t hat Mr. Cardey's 
analysis was based upon "actua 1 t ime" whi ch wo uld comport with the 
requi r ements of the Sunshine c ase . OPC argues that Mr . Ca r dey's 
analysis was not, as alleged , based upo n a ctual time , bec3use no ne 
o f the e mployees who wo rked for both the util ity a nd Caloosa kept 
time records o f the a mount o f time t he y spen t wo rking f o r each 
company . Mr . Cardey' s analysis, as we agreed, was base d upo n 
subjective j udgements, not object ive records. In Sunsh ine, t he 
Court found that ~actual t i me s heets" were submitted t o s upport the 
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alloc ation advocated by the utility . No suc h t ime she ets were 
submitted in the instant docket . OPC con cludes that we should 
r e j ect Gul f 's request for r e consideratio n, because it ra ises no 
matters of fac t o r law ove r l ooked o r erro rs made by us c o nce rni ng 
the sa l ary r eallocation . 

We agree with OPC that the utility's Motion Fo r 
Reconsid e r ation is merely a rea rgument o f the issues o f t he c ase. 
Fu r t he r , Gul f's atte mpt to persuade us that what t he Earnings and 
De duc tions reports reflect t oday, is inappro p riate. This ne w 
d o c ume n t is outside of the r eco rd , a s we ll a s irre l evdnt, as i t 
fails t o p rovide sufficient proof o f t he a c tual n umb e r o f ho ur s 
tha t t he e mployees spend on Gulf or Caloosa wo r k. Ac t ual t i me 
she et s wo u l d have been the most concl us ive s uppo r t f o r ho w muc h 
time e a c h employee spe nt performi ng their ass igne d du ties . Abs e nt 
t his information in the rec ord, we r e lied o n the util i t y' s 
Earnings and Deduct ion reports. We f o und that Mr. Cardey's r e view, 
wi t hout o ther substantive means o f va l ida tion o f ho w much t ime was 
s p en t on Ca l oosa wo rk , did not s atisfy the utility's b urden o f 
proof. We ful ly c onside red the e vidence i n the r ecord a nd made no 
erro r s o f fac t or law in consider i ng that e v i d e nc e. As suc h , 
Gul f ' s Mo tion for Reconsideration on t h is issue is d e ni e d. 
Correspondi ngl y , it is inappropr ia t e to reconsider its ad j ust me n t 
t o t he co mmo n admin i strative a nd general expenses . 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

Ba s e d upon o u r r econside r a tio n o f used and u s e f ul and 
i mputati o n o f CIAC o n t he margin r eserve di s c usse d e arli e r i n t hi s 
Or der, we f i nd that the approp r iate annua l r e venue r equire me n ts are 
$ 2 ,0 56,775 f o r water a nd $1, 612 ,895 fo r wast e water. This resu lt s 
i n a decrease o f $238, 58 2 , o r negative 1 0 .3 9\, f o r wa te r t es t y ea r 
r e venues and an increase o f $3 08,1 65, o r 23.62 \, f o r wa ste wa t e r 
test year revenues. The o perating inco me stat e me n ts , whi c h r e fl e c t 
the water and was tewater revenue requi rement c a l culatio ns, are 
att a c he d as Schedule s 3 - A and 3 - B, and the a d j ustment s a r e sho wn 
o n Sc he dule 3 - C. 

RATES AND RATE STRUCTURE 

Based upo n our rec ons ide rati r < o f use d and usefu l a nd it s 
affec t o n t he ut ility's a nnual o perating water and wastewater 
r e ve nue requiremen t , we ha v e appro ve d r e v i s e d r a t es whi c h a r e 
d esigned t o a llo w t he u tilit y t he o ppo r tun i t y t o gene rat e a nnua l 
operating wa ter r evenues in t he a mount o f $2,056 , 775 and wast e wat e r 
revenues i n t he amount of $1,612,895 . 
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Allocation of the revenue r equi r e ment was no t an issue in this 
case. Ms. Andrews, a utility wi tness, t e stified that an allocati on 
was assigned based on number o f customers serve d . We believe t ha t 
a mo re accurate method of allocation should be use d whe n designi ng 
rates . Therefore, the approved rates are allocat e d consistent with 
Commi ssion practic e based on a fixed cost versus variabl e cost 
basis. 

Further, pursuant t o the Fina l Order , the misc ellane o us 
revenues, in their entirety, are exclurled from the wate r revenues 
only, rather than from both water and wastewa ter reve nues. As se t 
forth o n page 87 in Order No. PSC- 97-08 47 - FOF - WS, the utility's 
tari ff provides that whenever bot h water and sewer servi c e are 
provided, only a single c harge is appropriate unless c ircumst ances 
beyond the control of the utility require mu ltiple a c tio ns . The 
misce llaneous revenues were included in total by the utility a s 
wate r miscellaneous revenues. I t has been o u r pr~ c ti ce t o a ll o w a 
utili ty to record miscellaneous revenues in this way whe n bot h 
water and wastewater miscellane ous c harges exi st . 

Consistent with the utility' s r equest and t he F inal Orde r, we 
find tha t a 20\ differential between the residential and general 
service wastewater gallonage charge s is appropriate . The p urpose 
o f the 20\ differential in the wastewater gallo nage c harge bet we e n 
residential and general service c ust o mers recognizes t ha t 
approximately 20\ of the water used by res ide nt ial c ust omers is 
used for purposes such as irrigation and is no t coll ec ted by t h e 
wastewater systems. 

The utility shall file revised tariff sheets and a pro po sed 
c usto mer notice to reflect the appropr i at e rates pursuant t o Rul e 
2 5-22 . 04 07(10 ) , Flo rida Administra tive Code. The appro ve d r a t es 
shall be effective for service rendered o n o r aft e r t he stampe d 
appro va l date on the tariff sheets pur~uan t to Rule 2 5-30. 475( 1 ) , 
Florida Administrat ive Code, provided the c ustomers have r ece ive d 
no tic e . The rates shall not be implemented un t il proper no ti ce has 
be en received by the customers. The ut il it y shall provide proo f o f 
t h e da t e notice was given within 1 0 days after the dat e o f the 
notice. 

A compa rison of the utility's water and wa ste wa t er r ate s prio r 
to fil i ng, Commission approved interim r ates , Gu l f's request e d 
f inal rates, Commission approved r _nal and reconsidered fi nal 
rates, is sho wn o n Sc hedules Nos. 4 - A and 4 · 8 . 
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Master Meter Influent Service Rate 

Consistent with our adjustment to the wastewater revenue 
requirement pursuant to the utility's request f o r reco nsideration, 
the resulting master meter influent service rate is the base 
facility charge associated with the related meter size, _ along with 
a gallonage charge of $5.04 per 1,000 gallons, as found on Schedule 
No. 4-B, for the master meter influent customers . 

STAIUTORY FOUR - YEAR RATE REDUCTION 

Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes, requires that the rates be 
reduced immediately following the e xpiratio n o f the four-yea r 
period by the amount of rate case expense previously authorized in 
the rates . The reduction will reflect the removal of water and 
wastewater revenues associated with the amortization o f rate case 
expense and the gross-up for regula tory asse ssme nt f ees which is 
$38,010 and $18,730 annually . The removal o f rate c ase expense 
will reduce rates as shown on Schedules Nos. 5 - A and 5- B . 

The utility shall file revised tariffs no later than o ne mo nth 
prior to the actual date of the required rat e reduct ion . Th•! 
utility shall also file a proposed c ustomer notice set ti ng fo~th 
the lower rates and reason for the reduc tion . 

If the utility files this reduc tion in c o njunc ti on with a 
price index or pass-through rate ad justment, separate d at a shall 
be filed for the price index and /or pass - t hro ugh inc rease o r 
decrease, and for the reduction in the rates due to the remo va l of 
the amortized rate case expense. 

REFUND OF INTERIM REVENUES 

By Order No . PSC -96-050 1 - FOF-WS, issued April 11, 1996 , we 
initiated an overearnings investigati on and held $353,492 o r 16.92 
percent of Gulf's annual water revenues sub ject t o refund. By 
Order No . PSC-96-1310-FOF-WS, issue d on October 28, 19 96, we 
approved an interim wastewater rate increase and water rat e 
r eduction, with addit ional water revenues held subject to refund. 
Fo~ wastewater, we approved a revenue r equi r e ment o f $1, 288,391 f or 
i nterim purposes. Thi s resul ted i n an annual increase o f $170,8?.1 
or 15.29\ . For the wate r system, we ca l c:ulaterl a n intPri m re venue 
r e quirement of $1,796,651, whi c h resulL e d in dec r e a sed revenues of 
$329 ,920 o r a negative 15 .51\. 

Ba sed o n our rev ised r e venue r e quiremen ts, we have 
rec alcul ated t he adjusted revenue requirement f o r the int e r irn 
collec tio n period, wh i c h total $ 2 , 018, 765 f or water and $1, 594,1 65 
f o r was tewater . The annualized water reve nue requ irements fo r bot h 
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the first and second interim periods exceed the adjusted fina l 
revenue requirement for water; therefo re, a wat e r r e fund i s 
necessary. In order to determine the appropriat e refund perc en t , 
miscellaneous revenues have been excluded. Compared t o the 
restated interim revenue requirement, the revised revenue 
requirement for wastewater exceeds interim revenues and no 
wastewater refund is necessary . 

Section 367.082 (4), Florida Statutes, pro vides that refunds 
shall not be in excess of the amounts held subjec t t o refund. The 
refund amounts for water are less than the amounts held subject to 
refund; therefore, no limitation is necessary . Fo r the period of 
April 11, 1996, to October 31, 1996, the utility shall refund 
11.97% of the water revenues collected during this time frame. 
From November 1, 1996, the utility shall refund 4.40% of the water 
revenues collected until the effective date o f the final water 
rates approved herein . The refunds shall be made with interest as 
requ i red by Rule 25-30.360 (4 ) , Fl o rida Adm inistrative Code. 
Further, the utility shall s ubmit t he prope r refund repo r ts 
pursuant to Rule 25 -30.360 (7) , F l o rida Admini strative Code. Al s o , 
the utility shall treat any unc laimed refunds as CI AC pursuant to 
Rule 25 -3 0.360(8), Florida Administra tive Code. 

RELEASE OF ESCROW FUNDS 

Pursuant to Order No. PSC - 96 - 1310 - FOF-WS, issued Octobe ~ 28 , 
1996, the total amount of potential refunds for the water and 
wastewater systems was calculated at $439,653. When we initially 
c alculated the security amount,we considered pote ntial o ve rearnings 
as addressed in Order No. PSC-96 - 05 0 1 -FOF - WS along with any 
additional potential overearnings for the water system p l us the 
interim wastewater revenue increase. 

An escrow a ccount was estab~ished by the utility t o comply 
with sec urity requirements set forth in Order No . PSC"- 96 - 1310 - FOF 
WS. As stated in the utility's Moti o n t o Rel e ase Escro w Funds, 
which was filed on July 30, 1997, the escrow account balance as of 
June 30, 1997 was $555,332. The utility is requesting t hat a 
portion o f this balance be released give n that the c urren t balance 
is in excess of the security requireme nt. 

Pursuant to Order No . SC-97 -0847 - FOF - WS, i ssued July 15, 
1997, final rates were approved all o wing the uti lit y the 
o ppo rtunity to earn a revenue requirement. Wh ile we o rdere d a 
r e venue decrease for the wat e r system, a revenue inc rease wa s 
ord ered fo r the wastewater s ystem. The resu 1 t , in terms o f 
security, is that the entire initial c al c ulat ion o f $439,6 5 3 is not 
necessary for refund purposes . 
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Considering the revenue requirements and the refunds appr o ved 
in Order No. PSC-97-0847-FOF-WS, we have reca l c ulated the 
appropriate security amount necessary f or refunds. The updated 
security amount is $255,778. A release of $1 04,000 from the esc r o w 
account, as requested by the utility in its mot i o n, will not harm 
the customers. A release of this portion of the esc row balance 
will not put any customer at risk of not rereiving the appro priate 
refund . Therefore, $104,000 of utility's e sc row a ccount shall be 
released to Gulf. 

CLOSING OF DOCKET 

This docket shall be c lased after the time f o r f i 15 ng an 
appeal has run, upon staff's verification tha t the uti li ty has 
completed the required refunds with interest, and the proper 
revised tariff sheets and customer notice have been fil e d by the 
utility and approved by staff . Further, the uti l ity's escrow 
account shall be closed upon staff's verifi c atio n that the refund 
has been completed. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Publi c Serv ice Co mmi ssion thaL Gulf 
Utility Company's Motion for Reconsideration is grant e d, in p~:t, 
and denied, in part, as set forth in the body of this Order. it is 
furthe r 

ORDERED each of the findings made in the body of this Order is 
hereby approved in every respect . It is furthe r 

ORDERED that all matters contained in the schedu les attac hed 
hereto are by reference inco rporated herein. I t is further 

ORDERED that the rates appro ve d herein shall be effective for 
service rendered on or after the stamped approva l date on the 
revised tariff sheets, pursuant to Rule 25 - 30.475, Flo rida 
Administrative Code, provided the customers have received noti ce . 
I t is further 

ORDERED that prior t o its impleme ntation of t he rates approved 
here in, Gulf Utility Company shall submit and have approved a 
p roposed customer notice t o i ~ · c ustomers o f the rates and r easo n s 
t herefo r e . The notice wi ll be appro ve d upo n sta ff ' s ver1ficati o n 
that it is consistent wi th our decision herein. It i s further 
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ORDERED that prior to its implementation o f the rates approved 
herein, Gulf Utility Company shall submit and have approved revise d 
tariff pages. The rev ised tariff pages will be approved upo n 
staff's verification that the pages are c o ns1stent with ou r 
decision herein and that the proposed customer no t ice is adequate . 
It is further 

ORDERED that Gulf Utility Company shall pro v i de proof t hat t he 
c ustomers have received no tice wi thi n 10 days of t he date o f 
notice . It is further 

ORDERED that the rates shall be reduc ed at the end of t he 
four - year rate case expense amorti zation perio d, c o nsistent wi t h 
our decision herein. Gulf Utility Company shall file revised 
tariff sheets no later than o ne month prior t o the a c tual date o f 
the reduction and shall file a c ustomer noti c e . It is further 

ORDERED that Gulf Utili t y Company shall refund with interest , 
calculated pursuant to Rule 25 - 30.360( 4 ) , Fl ori~a Admin ist rative 
Code, the additional water revenues collec ted subject to r e f und a s 
set forth in the body of t his Order. It is further 

ORDERED that Gulf Utility Compa ny shall make the ref und co 
customers of record as of the date of this Order pursuant t o ~u le 
25- 30.360, Florida Administrative Code . Gulf Ut ility Company s hal l 
submit the proper refund repor t s pursuant t o Rul e 2 5 - 30.360 \7 ) , 
Florida Administrative Code. It is further 

ORDERED that Gulf Utility Company shal l treat any unc laimed 
refunds as contributions in aid of constructi o n pursuant t o Rule 
25 - 30.360(8) , Florida Administrative Code . I t i s further 

ORDERED that $104,000 o f Gul f Utility Company's esc r o w a ccount 
shall be released to the utility. It is further 

ORDERED that Gulf Utility Company 's escro w a ccoun t sha ll b e 
c losed upon staff's verif icatio n tha t the r efund has been 
completed. It is fur ther 

ORDERED that this docket s hal l be c l osed upo n st d f f's 
ve rification t he Gulf Utility Company h as ma de t he t e qui r e d r efunds 
as set f o rth in th is Order a nd upon Gulf Util it y Company f il ing 
a nd st a f f's appro val of revise r> tariff sheets a nd a c u s t omer 
no ti c e . 
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By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this itb 
day of December, ~-

( S E A L ) 

TV 

NOTICE OF JUPICIAL REYIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission io required by Section 
120.569(1), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statute~. as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission's final action 
in this matter may request judicial review by the Florida Supreme 
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telepho ne utility o r the 
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water o r wastewater 
utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division o f 
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahasse e, 
Florida 32399-0850, and filing a copy of the notice of appeal and 
the filing fee with the appropriate court . This filing must be 
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order, 
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure . The 
notice of appeal must be in ~ ~e form specified in Rule 9.900(a), 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 



ORDER NO. PSC-97-1544-FOF-WS 
DOC KETS NOS . 960234-WS, 960 32 9 -WS 
PAGE 26 

Gl"I.F l 'TILITY COMPA~Y 
SCHEDl'L[ OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED ll/JJJ')6 

TUTYIM ... UI'IJTY 
DDCM_. U1'aiYY ~ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $16.700.337 $1 .794.445 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS $200.372 $0 

3 NON·USEO & USEFUL COMPONENT ($193.954) ($881 .535) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION ($4,1 7:\.672) ($93.220) 

5 ClAC (S12.220.&M) $0 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC $2.942.325 $0 

7 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION ($4.885) $0 

8 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE ~ so 
9 RATE BAS! ~IKIZ~ laJ.iJlig 

~nu:ot u . ,o. I·A 

oon\t:T 960J2•.ws 

--------- --

ADJUITB) CO IIIII IlON 
TUTYIM c:c I liD ADJUITB) 

.... UIUI'Y AINUimiNT TUTY!M 

$18.494.782 ($700 000) $17.794 782 

$200.372 $0 $200372 

($1 .075.489) $120.523 ($954 966) 

($4.266.892) ($23103) ($4.289.995) 

($12.220.885) ($174.161) ($12 394 846) 

$2.942.325 ($103 093) $2 839 232 

($4 885) $0 ($4 88!'! 

~~.1~ tl6<4.179) 1293.9')5 

~ ~~z az~ (SQ44 CIJl IJ ~IIJ li~i 
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G l Lr l 'TIUTY COMPANY 
SCHEDl'l[ Of WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TEST HAR ENDED ll/ll/96 

lUT\'eM ,. UftJTY 
DUCM'TION UftJTY ADJUI'T.wr 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $14.282.349 so 

2 LAND $473.626 so 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENT so so 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION ($2.978.837) so 
5 CLAC ($~.060. 383) so 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC $1 .978.074 so 
6 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION so so 

11 WORKING CAPITAl. AlLOWANCE SZ3.5.46J so 

RATE BAlE ~S2112ia IQ 

----· -

snn:ot u: "iO. I·B 
OO< 'KH 960J29.WS 

----------- -

ADJUIT!D OOIHHIIION I 
TUTYUR CO'HIIIION AOJUIT!D 
,. UftJTY AD.IUI~ TIITY!AR 

$14.282.349 ($2.265) $14.280 084 

$473.626 so $473.626 

so ($115 564) ($115 564> 

($2.978.837) ($21 .385) ($3.000.222)1 

($9.060.383) ($384.295) ($9 424 678~ 

$1 .976.074 (S80 055) $1 696 019 

so so $( • 

1235.461 t$42.579} S1?.o!.888 

~&211~ 'liazt! , llJl I:Ul..'U.JJ 
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Gl"l.t" l"TILIT\ COMPANY 
ADJl"SHIESTS TO RATE BASE 
TEST \'EAR E~DED 12/JI/96 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
1 To remove the prOJeCted coat of the rejeCt hOlding tank 
2 To correct transposition error to weatewatlf ~nt 1n r1te blae ( Sbp *') 

Total 

NON-USED AHD UIEfl&. 
To reflect net non-used and useful ldjuatment 

ACCUMULATED DEPRECIAIJOH 
1 To remove the prOjected coat of the rejeCt hOlding tank 
2 Correct error to teat year deprecilltion rate used 

Total 

CJAC 
1 CIAC for hnes wtl1dl should h.w been contributed by Calooaa Group 
2 Renect prepaid and/or 1mpute CIAC on the m1rg1n reserve 
3 Impute CIAC for grtnt from SFWMD (Sbp *15) 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF C!AC 
1 CIAC for hnea which should hive been contnbuted by Catoosa G•oup 
2 Renect prepaid CIAC on the m1rg1n reserve 
3 Impute CIAC for grant from SFWMD (Sbp *15) 
4 To decrease for utility's use of a compoSite rate on total CIAC amort 

Total 

WORKOOi.CAPIIAL 
To reflect 13-month average adjusted wor1ung capital us1no the balance 
sheet approach 

SOlED. ~0. 1.-<· 
D<KKt:T 960J29-WS 

PAGE 1 Of 1 

WATD WASTEWATER ' 

($700.000) 
0 

i$700 QQQl 

$120 523 

$21 .313 
(44..416.1 

l$23 103! 

($68.114) 
($90.662) 

(1 5.365} 
($174 16)) 

$10.855 
$1 281 

142 
ll.a3L1} 

($103 Q93l 

l$64 179! 

so 
(2.265} 
~ 

;:115 581, 

so 
(21.365} 

($21 3851 

($9281 5) 
($240 711) 

(30.769} 
($364 295) 

$14 145 
$4.020 

236 
(9e.456} 

l$80 055) 

($42 5791 
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Gt'l..f l 'TIUTY COMPANY 
ADJL'STMESTS TO OPERATING INCOME 
TEST YEAR ENDED 11131196 

OPERADNG RlVEHUU 
Remove ,.q~ final ~ue llla'NMI(deet .. Ml 

QpEftAIJON & II.AINJ'EJWtCI UP£NIE 
1 Reelloc:ate Mleries to Celoou Group 
2 To ~uce Nlety incftiM to 5%. 
3 To rulloc:ate common rnelnt. ~for leeae1o CelooN Group 
4 RNnoc.ta eddtlionel A&G. vehid8, ~. etc to Celoou Group 
5 To remove projection for u~ expenMS 
8 Con-ed 5-~81' ~ of S.n Certot W8Ler hne pro,ec:t 
7 To 8mOftiZe c:o.ts aMOC:iet.d wiltl c:uatomer aurwy 
S To ~uce ~~ rneall 8nd ente1181M'ent cotta 

I 9 To !.tied edjusa.cl rate C8M expenae emortiUtion 
. 1 0 To remove lobbying expenan (Stip IM) 

11 To *"ove Rotery dues (Slip r.l) 
12 To *"ove pond cleenlng expen'" (Slip •11 
13 Add conaulting expenMS to rete C8M expenae (SliP .SJ 
u To ~uce vice~· aalery 

Totel 

DUR£CIATION QPEHH-NEI 
1 To corTKI LNt ~.,. depreaetJon expenae 
2 To ed!UII for notHIMd and UMful ~ expenM 
3 CIAC for linea whidllhould have been contnbuLed try Celoou Group 
4 Reftec:t prepeid CIAC on the mergln reMfW 
5 Impute CIAC for grent from SFWMO (Stip •15) 
6 To edjuat ty emort. exp. for UN of compoaa retn for CIAC emort 

Totel 

tAXU_QIH£8 THAN 1HCOIIE 
1 RAF • on revenue edjuatmenll 8boYe 
2 Reellocele peyTOII w.. 
3 Correct LNt yeer regul8tory .-ament fMI 

Totel 

INCOME TAXES 
To adjutl to teat ~·r IOCOO'le tax expen~e 

SCHED. SO. J..( ' 

IMKKE r ~Jl9·~S 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATD 

($5.~) 
(4 .8~) 

(2.376) 
(8.09&) 
(3.300) 
(2.264) 
(5.145) 
(1 .072) 
18.091 

(523) 
(155) 

0 
(4.205) 

ll ~.~J 
C$31 IIR!Il 

578.338 
361 

(2.108) 
(2.5453) 

(142) 
(t2.i6]) 

IAilm 

57.017 
(6a..7) 

(715) 

~ 

($3§8 :}401 

($3.a..2) 
(2.521) 
(1 224) 
(3.140) 
(1.700) 

0 
(2.850) 

(553) 
8.289 

(269) 
(110) 

(8.000) 
(1 .979) 
(7.~l 

!l21 11111 

$42 770 
(4 0831 
(2 755) 
(8.a..O) 

(238) 

7.32i 
~ 

($16.485] 
2 74 1 

(1.051) 
1111 1951 

1.11.18 8221 
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UTIUTY: - GULF UTIUTY COMPANY 
COUNTY: LEE COUNTY DIVISION 
OOCKETNO.M03~ 

• 

Schedule of Ra• Oec:ruM After Explr•UOn of 
Amortlulton Period for Ra .. C8M EllpenM 

- - - -- -eo.nma.ilon 
I Approved Comm!N6on 
RESIOENTlAL, MUL n.FAML Y, & RatiiS Pet Appro¥ed 
:Sj• G!I]E~N!J;E8RAb61.JI1EIMCIIlaBE _________________ _jRiop!lflliJlDIItdttiiii!I!":IIIP'LIIIm ____ _j)!cr!pt 

la.ae Fdty Ct\wge 
518"x314" 

314'' 
1" 

1-1/2" 
2" 
3" ... 
6" 

Gallonage Charge, per 1.000 g8llonl 

IRRJ<iATlON I PUILJC AUJHOftiJY 

Base Facality Charge. 
518"x31C" 

1" 
1-11'2" 

2" 
3" 
4" 

Gallonage Charll-'. per 1.000 g8llonl 

PRIVATE FIRE PRQIECJION 

Bae Feclllty Ct\wge , .. 
1-11'2" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
6" 

12" 
- . -- - ---------

-

--------

$7 78 so 19 
$11 68 so 29 
$19~ so 47 
$38 92 so 95 
$62 27 $1 51 

S12C 55 S3 04 
$194 61 sc 75 
$389 21 S9 C9 

$1 94 so 03 

Com~Nuion 
Approved Commtaaaon ...... ,. Approved 

RIGqnlldmtPof! ~!lUI 

$7 78 so 19 
$19~ SO C7 
$38 92 so 95 
$62 27 S1 51 

S12C 55 S3 04 
$194 61 sc 75 

$1 94 so 03 

CommtMion 
Approved CommiNKJn ...... ,. Appro¥ed 

AlppiiiiJIIfltlgn ~ 

S1 62 so 04 
$3 2C so 08 
S5 19 so 13 

S10 38 so 25 
$16 22 so co 
$32 43 S086 
$51 87 $1 36 

S1J9 39 SJ 58 
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UTILITY: GULF UTIUTY COMPANY 
1COUNTY: LEE COUNTY DMSION 
DOCKETN0. ~3~ 

Schedule of s. .. O.C:ruM Aft8r Explr•llon of 
Amortlullon Pertod for Rll .. C•M ExpenM 

'RESfQENJW. 

1 B ... F ec:lllty Ctwge 
All Meter Siz• 

' RHidenti .. co.llon8ge Ctwge, per 1,000 ~ 
Wateweter G-'IOnege C8p -10,000 ~ 

GENERAL SERVICE. 
MULTl-fANILY. & PUDlJC AUJHORID 

Bne Fecility Chwge: 
518"lC3/4" 

1" 
1-117' 

'Z" 
3" 
4" 
f)' 

GaHonage Chwge. per 1.000 galons 
(No MUJmum) 

MASJER MEJER INFLUENJ IEfMCE 

BaseFaolityCharge 
518"x3/4" 

1" 
1-1 a· 

2" 
3" 
4" 

6" 

Gallonage Charge. p&r 1.000 glllons 
{No !!4ax~m~m)_ 

Commluton 
AppfoYed s. ... 

-- --- 1!11 Rlcpnltdtrtllon 

S16 21 

Commluton 
ApprovM Rlltles 
~qgn 

S16 21 
$40 52 
S81 04 

S129 66 
S259 32 
$405 18 
$810 36 

$486 

Comm!Naon 
Apptovecl s. ... 

Ptr ReconttdmiPD 

S16 21 
S40 52 
S81 04 

S129 66 
S259 32 
$405 18 
Sll10 36 

S5 04 

- - - - --

so 25 

so 02 

Commlaa60rl 
ApprovM 
~~ 

so 25 
so 6t 
S1 2~' 
S1 95 
S3 90 
S6 09 

S1 2 111 

so 04 

Commlaa60rl 
Approved 
~ 

so 25 
so 61 
S1 22 
S1 95 
S3 90 
S6 09 

S12 111 

SO OJ 

-


