
1 BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 2 

SEVEN SPRINGS WATER DIVISION 3 

DOCKET NO. 010503-WU 4 

5 

6 Q- 

7 A. 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ROBERT C. NIXON. C.P.A. 

Please state your name and professional address. 

Robert C. Nixon, C.P.A., a partner in the accounting firm of Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & 

Wilson, P.A., 2560 Gulf-To-Bay Boulevard, Suite 200, Clearwater, Florida 33765. a 

Have you been retained by Aloha Utilities, Inc. to provide documentary information and 9 Q- 

10 testimony in that company’s application for increased rates for its Seven Springs Water 

Division? 11 

12 A. 

13 Q. 

Yes. 

Have you previously provided direct testimony in this case? 

14 A. 

15 Q. 

16 A. 

Yes. 

What is the purpose of this testimony? 

To respond to the various issues raised in the direct testimony of witnesses for the Office 

of Public Counsel (OPC) and the Commission Staff. 1 7  

18 Q. x ., 

1 
‘ a  E 

How is your rebuttal testimony organized? 

I will indicate each witness’s name and then address the issues raised by the respective 
- 
2 E 19 A. 

witnesses in their testimony. 2 0  

21 Hugh Larkin. Jr. 

What is the gist of Mr. Larkin’s testimony? 22 Q. 

2 3  A. 
Li 

No increase should be granted to Aloha Utilities, Inc. because it has failed to meet a 

competitive standard for service, based on his assertions that the quality of Aloha’s 2 4  

water is below that available from comparable “competitive” water companies. 2 5  
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Do you believe this to be a serious proposal by Mr. Larkin? 

No. He provides absolutely no facts to support hs  contention that there is any difference 

in the quality of water or services provided, much less that any regulatory body has, or 

could legally enact such a theory. While he is proposing no rate increase, his Associate, 

Donna DeRonne, is recommending an increase of at least $435,169, if Mr. Larkin’s 

theory is not accepted. In other words, he is trying to have it both ways. 

What is this “competitive standard for service” theory proposed by Mr. Larkin? 

Mr. Larkin testifies that regulation is a substitute for competition and in a competitive 

market, the quality of the water delivered should be similar among other water utilities 

in the market. If, in h s  view, the quality of a company’s water is less than that available 

from other companies in the market, Aloha or any other utility would not be able to raise 

its prices in an unregulated and competitive market. 

Has Mr. Larkin provided any support for his theory? 

No. He quotes from a 1961 text written by James C. Bonbright as set forth in his 

testimony on Page 3, Lines 19 - 23. However, the quoted Bonbright excerpt is dealing 

solely with rates and charges. At his deposition on November 27, 2001, Mr. Larkin 

provided a copy of the chapters from Mr. Bonbright’s text from which he quoted. The 

quote comes from Chapter VI, which is titled “Competitive Price as a Norm of Rate 

Regulation”. 

What other topics are in that chapter conceming price? 

On Page 95, there is a discussion under the heading “Association of Competitive Price 

with Replacement Cost”. On Page 97 is a discussion under the heading “The Standard 

of Pure or Strict Competition”. 

Based on the text material provided, does Mr. Bonbright believe in the quotation 

provided in the testimony of Mr. Larkin? 
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2 5  Q. 

Only partially. He agrees that regulation is indeed a substitute for competition but does 

not believe it is a closely imitative substitute. On Page 107, towards the end of his 

chapter on Competitive Price, Mr. Bonbright writes the following: 

Regulation, then, as I conceive it, is indeed a substitute for competition; 
and it is even a partly imitative substitute. But so is a diesel Xocomotive a 
partly imitative substitute for a steam locomotive, and so is a telephone 
message a partly imitative substitute for a telegraph message. What I am 
trying to emphasize by these crude analogies is that the very nature of a 
monopolistic public utility is such as to preclude an attempt to make the 
emulation of competition very close. The fact, for example, that theories 
of pure competition leave no room for rate discrimination, while 
suggesting a reason for viewing the practice with skepticism, does not 
prove that discrimination should be outlawed. A similar statement would 
apply alike to the use of an original-cost or a fair-value rate base, neither 
of which is defensible under the theory or practice of competitive pricing. 
(Emphasis supplied) 

This chapter has been written under the assumption that the utility 
subject to reguIation enjoys a monopoly, so that any emulation of 
competitive-price behavior would have to be imposed by governmental 
authority or adopted as a matter of policy. But this assumption is never 
strictly valid. (Emphasis supplied) 

Is there anything else in the Bonbright material provided by Mr. Larkin? 

We were furnished the first page of Chapter VII, titled “Social Principles of Rate 

Making”. 

Is there anything on that page which contradicts Mr. Larkin’s theory? 
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Yes, in the last sentence of the first paragraph Mr. Bonbright writes the following: 

Regulation can still be regarded as a substitute for competition- 
probably as an inferior substitute. (Emphasis supplied) 

1 have attached the excerpts from Mr. Bonbright’s text as Exhibit RCN -1. 

From Mr. Larh ’ s  own quotation on Page 3 of his testimony as  well as the other writings 

of Mr. Bonbright you have noted, is there any mention of competitive “quality” 

standards? 

Not that I can see. 

Who sets the water quality standards for Aloha and every other water supplier in the 

state? 

The regulators, primarily the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (DEP) 

and the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

Do they provide the water quality standards through rules and regulations as part of the 

Florida Administrative Code? 

Yes. 

Do they have the power to enforce water quality standards? 

Yes. 

Are these standards applied equally to all potable water providers in Florida? 

Yes. 

Then these regulators would be one of the substitutes for quality competition mentioned 

by Mr. Bonbright? 

Yes. 

Is Aloha in violation of any of these standards? 

No. This is according to the direct testimony, filed in the case, of Gerald Foster from the 

DEP. 
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1 Q- What is the Florida Public Service Commission’s (PSC) role in water quality? 

2 A. The Commission makes quality of service findings based on the standards of DEP but 

is also empowered determine customer service associated with the product. 3 

Has the Commission previously considered these matters as they relate to Aloha? 

5 A. Yes. During the period from approximately 1996 through July 2000, the Commission 

investigated the quality of service, the “black water” issue, and customer satisfaction. 6 

Did that investigation result in a final order? 

Yes. On July 14,2000, the Commission issued Order No. PSC-00-1285-FOF-WF in 

Docket No. 960545-WS. 

Did the Commission issue a finding with regard to the standards set by DEP? 

8 A. 

9 

i o  Q. 

Yes. On Page 14 of that Order the Commission found as follows: 11 A. 

The record supports the conclusion that the quality of the water meets 
all applicable State and Federal standards. 

12 
13 

14 Q. How about the Commission’s determination conceming customer satisfaction with the 

water? 15 

16 A. The Order found that customers were not satisfied with the product they received, 

however, on Page 16, the Commission found as follows: 17 

However, because a significant portion of the customers are clearly 
dissatisfied with Aloha’s overall quality of service, we find that Aloha’s 
customer satisfaction must be considered marginal. 

18 
19 
2 0  

21 Q. Did that Order direct that certain actions be taken by the Utility and the Staff of the PSC? 

Yes. The Order required the Company to begin a pilot project to determine the best 22 A. 

method for removing hydrogen sulfide from its water and to file monthly reports with 2 3  

the Commission on the progress of that project. The Commission Staff was ordered to 24  

conduct a Management Audit concentrating on the area of customer satisfaction. In 2 5  
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addition, the Commission stated it would initiate a Coordinated Agency Action to 1 

address the black water problem. 2 

3 Q- Did the Commission Staff conduct a Management Audit? 

Yes. The Commission Staff initiated such an audit during 2000, culminating in a report 4 A. 

issued March 2001. I have attached a copy of that report to my testimony as Exhibit 5 

RCN 2. 6 

What was the overall opinion of that audit? 

The overall opinion can be found on Page 4 of the “Executive Summary”, as follows: 8 A. 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

However, based upon employee interviews, documents, survey results, 
and Aloha’s new customer database, the degree of satisfaction with 
Aloha’s overall customer service function seems to be high. Additionally, 
customer probIems reflected in inquiries to the Commission have stabilized 
in recent years. BR review did not identifv any significant customer 
service inadeauacies. (Emphasis supplied) 

The finding you just quoted mentioned a survey result. Where is that found in the 15 0. 

16 report? 

17 A. The results of that survey are found on Page 21 as Exhibit 5 .  

What were the overall results of that survey? 18 Q. 

1 9  A. The last question in that survey was “overall, in your personal experiences, how would 

you rate Aloha in providing customer service?” According to the survey, 17.5% rated 2 0  

the service poor while 82.5% rated overall service as fair to excellent. 21 

Assuming for the moment that you accepted Mr. Larkin’s theory of a competitive 22 Q. 

standard applied to a regulated market, what do the findings of Order No. PSC-OO-1285- 23 

FOF-WS and the Management Audit demonstrate? 2 4  

Those two documents, as well as the testimony of Mr. Foster, demonstrate that the 2 5  A. 
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quality of Aloha’s water and quality of customer service is not below comparable service 

from other competing water companies. Thus, his conclusion that Aloha should not be 

granted a rate increase or otherwise be able to raise prices is invalid under his own 

theory. 

Speaking of Mr. Larkin’s theory, has it ever been applied in the State of Florida that you 

know of? 

No. 

Why do you suppose that is? 

Because the State of Florida through its legislative process has long ago determined that 

the price for water service as well as certain other utility services are subject to economic 

regulation, quaIity of service, and environmental regulation. This determination has 

been codified in Chapter 367 FS, Section 25-30 F.A.C. and other applicable sections of 

Florida law with regard to the powers and functions of DEP and the Water Management 

Districts . 

On Page 5 of his testimony, Mr. Larkin states that it is a well-established principle of 

regulation that the regulatory process should act as a surrogate for a competitive market. 

Is this a well-established principle? 

No. As I mentioned above, even Mr. Bonbright, who was quoted by Mr. Larkin does not 

believe that this is the case. In addition, I am unaware of any case law or orders issued 

by the PSC which establish such a principle. Although Mr. Larkin can state the logic for 

his theory, he fails to present any legal precedent even though he states he can do so. 

On Page 6, Lines 5 and 6, Mr. Larkin states that if Aloha faced any competition, it would 

lose customers in droves - even at the current rates. Has he presented any facts to 

support that statement? 

No, this is simply opinion, although his statement does imply that Aloha’s customers 
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currently must enjoy low rates, as compared to other “competitive” utilities. 

On Page 6,  Line 15, Mr. Larkin states that Aloha is trying to “manipulate the regulatory 

process”. How do you respond? 

I believe Mr. Larkin is the one trylng to manipulate the regulatory process by substituting 

an unfound theory for the law and rules established in this State to regulate the rates and 

quality of service for a utility. 

Does Mr. Larkin’s position make any sense in light of the “poor quality of the water 

service provided” discussed on Page 4, Lines 4 through 18 of his testimony? 

No. The primary reason for this rate case is to obtain rates which will enable Aloha to 

purchase water from Pasco County. Since Mi-. Larhn seems to believe that the County’s 

water is superior to Aloha’s, I would think he would support this increase in order to 

improve the quality of water. 

On Page 7, Mr. Larkin testifies that rate case expense should be denied in its entirety. 

What is the basis for his recommendation? 

Mr. Larkin believes that this water rate case should have been filed with the wastewater 

rate case (Docket No. 99-1 643-SU), filed in February 2000. His testimony is that if that 

had occurred, there would have been some presumed efficiencies and a second rate case 

would not have been necessary. 

Why is Mr. Larkin wrong? 

There are several reasons. The first is that at the time that case was filed, Aloha had no 

basis for requesting an increase in rates. Had Aloha done so, I am quite certain that any 

rate case expense associated with filing the water portion would have been disallowed 

since Aloha or its consultants should have known that a water rate increase could not be 

supported. 

Why do you say that Aloha could not have supported a rate case at that time? 



1 A. 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 Q. 

15 A. 

16 

17 Q. 

18 

1 9  A. 

2 0  

21 

22 

2 3  

24 

2 5  

On May 6, 1997, and February 13, 1998, Aloha filed limited proceedings to obtain 

recognition of costs associated with Seven Springs water and wastewater line relocations 

on State Road 54 and Little Road. On September 16, 1998, the Commission Staff began 

its audit of the books and records of all systems operated by Aloha. To determine 

whether any rate increases were warranted, the test year ended December 3 1, 1998 was 

used. On September 28, 1999, the Commission issued Order No. PSC-99-1917-PAA- 

WS in Dockets No. 970536-WS and 980245-WS. That Order denied any rate increases 

for the Seven Springs Water Division. Even after consideration of the additional water 

line relocation costs, the rates were found to be slightly excessive ($1,289), but the 

Commission declined to reduce rates, based on materiality. Therefore, based on a test 

year ended December 3 1, 1998, there was no reason to believe that filing a full revenue 

requirements rate case would result in any different outcome, especially since conditions 

had not changed at that time. 

What was the date of that Order? 

September 28, 1999, just 2 days prior to the close of the test year utilized in the 

wastewater rate case filing. 

What else indicates that it would have been imprudent for Aloha to file a rate case at that 

time? 

On July 18, 2000, the Commission opened Docket No. 000737-WS to investigate the 

rates and charges of the Aloha Gardens water and wastewater systems and the Seven 

Springs water system, based on the utility’s 1999 Annual Report. Aloha underwent a 

second full Commission Staff audit for the test year ended December 3 1, 1999. On June 

27, 2001, the Commission issued Order No. PSC-01-1374-PAA-WS in Docket No. 

000737-WS. Because of the passage of time, the year ended December 3 1 ,  2000 was 

used as a test year to recognize customer growth and the Staffs finding that no major 
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changes had occurred to investment during that time. Although the Commission Staff 

was advised on January 23,2001, that Aloha would need to begin purchasing water from 

Pasco County and that $655,810 of such costs should be recognized in that proceeding, 

the issue was not even mentioned in the final Order. In fact, the Order found that Aloha 

was overeaming by $15,559. Although the Commission declined to reduce rates based 

on immateriality, the amount of overearnings was deferred and has been used to reduce 

the interim revenue increase in this Docket. 

So what you are saying is that from 1998 through 2000, a rate increase for the Seven 

Springs Water Division could not have been supported, except for the request for 

recognition of purchased water costs you just mentioned? 

That is right. 

When did Aloha learn that it was faced with large purchased water increases from Pasco 

County? 

I believe this was sometime around November 2000. Mr. Watford has provided 

testimony on this matter in his rebuttal testimony. 

What else did Aloha do to minimize regulatory costs associated with the purchase of 

water from Pasco County? 

On February 5,2001, Aloha filed a limited proceeding to recover additional purchased 

water costs from Pasco County. At the time the limited proceeding was filed, 

SWFWMD had not issued its emergency order requiring utilities to implement water 

conservation inclining block rate structures. When that order came out on March 20, 

200 1, two days before the Staff recommendation, the Commission declined to consider 

the Company’s limited proceeding. In fact, Staff recommended that yet another full 

review of Aloha’s Seven Springs Water eamings was required, despite the fact that there 

was an ongoing investigation in Docket No. 000727-WS. 

10 
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Assume that Aloha could have filed a rate request back in 1999 with its wastewater case, 

would the customers somehow have benefited? 

No. Assuming that a rate increase similar in magnitude to the one requested in this case 

had been combined and granted with the wastewater case, the customers certainly would 

have been paying much higher interim and final rates fiom approximately May of 2000 

to the present. It is obvious that the rates that would have been paid by the customers, 

including additional rate case expense for the water portion, would have been much 

greater than the cost of this case, amortized over four years. 

How about the issue of a conservation oriented inclining block rate structure? 

It is not clear whether this issue would have been addressed at the time the wastewater 

rate case was filed. Certainly, I agree that Order No. PSC-97-0280-FOF-WS put Aloha 

on notice that a rate restructuring would be necessary. However, it is not clear if such 

a restructuring would simply be a base facility charge and a single block gallonage 

charge. If rates had been so restructured, we would still be back before the Commission 

seeking an inclining block rate structure in a full rate case. I would note that since the 

date of that Order, Staff has conducted two separate over earnings investigations and 

audits and has not addressed the rate restructuring issue at all. 

Is it your opinion that Aloha’s customers have actually benefited by not combining a 

water rate case with the wastewater case? 

Yes, for the reasons I have discussed above. 

Donna Deronne 

Do you have a general comment about Ms. Deronne’s testimony? 

Well, I am somewhat confused as to the legal issues since I am not an attomey. 

Why is that? 

Although her schedules result in a rate increase of $635,169, she states on Page 4, Line 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

9 that she does not recommend an increase. Again, on Lines 15 and 16 of Page 4, she 

states that, as discussed by Mr. Larkin, the OPC strongly feels that no increase in rates 

is appropriate at this time. As a result, I don’t know if all of the testimony and appended 

exhibits supporting the $635,169 rate increase is moot or not. 

Assuming that these are questions for the lawyers to sort out, are there issues contained 

in her testimony with which Aloha agrees and could be the basis for several stipulations 

in this case? 

Yes. 

Could you please list those issues? 

These issues are as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6.  

7. 

Interest income should be increased by $7,490. 

Vacation bills should be extended resulting in additional test year 

revenue of $4,176. 

Contributions In Aid of Construction (CIAC) should be increased by 

$39,341 for the months of April through December 2001, resulting in 

additional 13-month average CIAC of $27,234. 

$1 1,552 of items expensed in Account 620 should be capitalized and 

accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense should be increased 

by $613. For the projected test year, operation and maintenance expense 

should be decreased by $12,396. 

Bad debt expense should be increased by $1,079. 

Salaries and wages should be reduced by $2 1,268 to reflect an allocation 

of the time of Charles Painter and $8,769 for the double counting of 

officer salaries in annualized expense. 

Employee pension and benefits should be increased by $40,509 to 
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8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

correct the allocation of expense to Seven Springs Water and recognize 

2001 pension expense as determined by the plan administrator. 

Accumulated depreciation related to computer equipment should be 

increased by $2,262. 

Accumulated amortization of contributed taxes should be reduced by 

$10,877. 

The amount of debt in the capital structure should be increased to 

include all debt components. 

The annual amortization of debt discount on the Bank of America 

construction loan should be corrected to reflect 12 months of 

amortization, resulting in a reduction of $1,760. 

The interest rate on the variable rate loans from L.L. Speer should be 

based on the prime rate plus 2% as of the latest prime rate available 

before completion of this case. 

Q. On Pages 13 and 14 of her testimony, Ms. Deronne recommends disallowing in total, 

the salaries and employee benefits of the 5 new positions and 5 open positions. Is this 

reasonable? 

No. Utility rates are set on a going forward basis necessary to provide safe and efficient 

service. Aloha has traditionally had a high turnover rate due in part to low salaries. 

Salary scales were increased effective July 9, 2001, which should greatly reduce 

tumover. Thus it is unreasonable to deny a provision for salaries of those existing 

positions which may be open from time to time. Mr. Watford is testifying on this in 

detail and has actively been recruiting and filling the open positions. With regard to the 

5 new positions, Aloha believes these are necessary for continuing to provide good 

customer service. In particular, the addition of a utility director will enable the 

A. 
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Company to improve its long and short range planning by fieeing up some time for Mr. 

Watford and Ms. Kurish. At present, each of these employees works long hours on 

various matters better delegated to a new position. The current workload structure 

leaves little time to adequately address the recommendations contained in the Staff 

Management Audit (Exhibit RCN -2). I am aware that Mr. Watford had recruited 

a person for this position who was employed by a client of mine. Due to circumstances 

I don’t need to cover here, the recruited individual backed out at the last minute. I arn 

also aware that the search for a qualified utility director is continuing, as well as for the 

other new positions requested. 

Assuming some or all of the new and open positions are approved, is any adjustment to 

employee benefits related to these positions required? 

Yes. The stipulated adjustments to pension expense increases the employee benefits 

percentage applicable to these positions. I have attached Exhibit RCN 10 which 

shows that the benefits percentage should be changed from 12.29% to 22.10%. This 

results in an increase in pension and benefits for requested proforma salaries of $10,580. 

At Ms. Deronne’s deposition, she mentioned that she was concerned about a statement 

in the letter from the Stanton Group (pension administrator), firmished as a late filed 

Exhibit, which advised Aloha that pension expense would increase to $1 01,949 for 

2001. What was the basis of her concern? 

I furnished a copy of that letter to OPC as late filed Exhibit 1, to my deposition on 

October 29, 2001. The letter was dated July 26, 2001 and contained the following 

statement : 

“We have also enclosed a copy of a letter prepared by John Arveson on 
March 5 ,  1999 regarding benefits for Roy Speer. Please review and take 
special note of the items John pointed out at the end of his letter”. 
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I believe Ms. Deronne wants assurance that none of the current service cost 

included in 2001 pension expense, as set forth in the Stanton Group letter of 

July 26,2001, relates to Roy Speer, a former employee. 

Can you provide such assurance? 

Yes. Mr. Roy Speer was an employee of Aloha and a member of their defined benefit 

plan fkom March 1970 until €us employment termination on August 27,1993. The Plan 

document stipulates the noma1 retirement age to be 65. Mr. Speer’s normal retirement 

date was July 1, 1997. At this date Mr. Speer was eligible to begin receiving a monthly 

benefit. As of March 5, 1999, the date of John Arveson’s letter to Richard Baker, Mr. 

Speer had not chosen to begin receiving a monthly benefit. Mr. Arveson’s letter is 

pointing out that Mr. Speer’s monthly benefit amount does not increase if he chooses 

to delay receiving these benefits. As of December 2001, Mr. Speer has not received 

retirement benefits fiom this Plan. 

Since Mr. Speer was not an employee in 2002, none of the $1 01,949 pension expense 

calculated by the Stanton Group includes current service costs associated with providing 

past, current, or future benefits to Roy Speer. I have attached a copy of the March 5 ,  

1999 letter referred to above as Exhibit RCN -1 1. 

Please address Ms. Deronne’s adjustment to purchased water expense. 

Ms. Deronne’s calculations are based on those of OP witness, Stephen Stewart. Except 

for the percentage for unaccounted for water, Ms. Deronne has properly made the 

mathematical calculations. Thus, if the Commission does not adopt the projected 

gallons proposed by Mr. Stewart, Ms. Deronne’s calculation would change, according 

to the number adopted by the Commission. 

What unaccounted for water percentage did Ms. Deronne use? 

9.2%. This compares with the 10% factor I used in the Company filing. 

1 5  
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Why did you use lo%? 

I used 10% for a couple of reasons. First, 10% is the acceptable limit for unaccounted 

for water used by the Commission for many years. Second, the unaccounted for water 

shown on Schedule F-1, Page 100 of the MFR’s indicated two months where the 

Company sold more water than it had pumped and purchased. I believe that this 

“negative” unaccounted for water distorted the percentage. If gallons pumped and sold 

are assumed to be equal during these two months, then the unaccounted for water 

percentage is approximately 10.8%. Thus, I believe use of a 10% unaccounted for water 

percentage is reasonabIe, since we are attempting to normalize the test year for going 

fonv ard expenses. 

Could the Company accept the unaccounted for water percentage used by Ms. Deronne? 

Yes. 

On Page 20, Lines 12 through 21, Ms. Deronne calculates a reduction to projected test 

revenue of $99,787. Is the appropriate? 

Only if the Commission accepts OPC’s projection of 2001 gallons to be sold. The 

original projection estimates that the Company will sell less water in 2001 than it did 

during the 2000 historic test year. Ms. Deronne has therefore reduced the gallonage 

revenue by the percentage decrease in gallons sold. I agree that an adjustment to 

projected test year revenue will need to be made to the extent the Commission accepts 

a lower figure than Aloha’s for projected 2001 gallons sold and have no problem with 

the methodology used by Ms. Deronne. 

On Page 2 1 , Lines 4 through 17, Ms. Deronne expresses concerns that the Company did 

not purchase water from Pasco County beyond March 2001. Do you understand her 

concern as expressed in her testimony? 

No. Aloha simply could not afford to purchase any more water than it did because it had 
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Q. 

A. 

no cost recovery imbedded in its rates. In fact, purchasing the water it did during 

January through March is the primary reason the Company has a net loss of 

approximately $198,000 as of October 3 1,2001. This has put Aloha in violation of at 

least one of the financial ratios required in the loan covenants with Bank of America, 

and has led to numerous inquiries and discussions with that bank concerning the 

financial condition of Aloha. 

On Page 22, beginning at Line 9 and continuing through Page 25, Line 18, Ms. Deronne 

suggests that if the Company exceeds its consumptive use permit allowance after rates 

are set in this proceeding, the Company will receive a large windfall profit and goes on 

to suggest a reporting and deferral mechanism to insure that Aloha does not receive 

windfall profits. How do you respond? 

First, the possibility of windfall profits by continued over pumping after this case is 

completed, is not grounded in reality. The reality of the situation is that the Southwest 

Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD) is proposing a huge penalty in the 

mid-six figure range for Aloha’s past and present over pumping. Believe me when I say 

the Company would not want to be subject to continued penalties and fines for over 

pumping. Monthly reports are hmished by the Company to DEP and SWFWMT) who 

will continue to closely monitor Aloha’s pumping. Secondly, Aloha files an Annual 

Report with the Commission which is used to monitor the eamings of the Company. In 

fact, such monitoring has resulted in two recent overeamings investigations and two full 

Commission audits. Believe me when I say that the Company has no desire to 

continually remain embroiled in proceedings before this Commission. The windfall 

profit of $427,087 calculated by Ms. Deronne on Page 25 would result in a rate of return 

of over 30%. This would definitely attract the attention of the Commission in the year 

such earnings were reported in an Annual Report. In summary, it is simply not realistic 

17 



7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1 6  

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

21 

22 

23 

24 

2 5  

to believe that this would ever occur, once Aloha has rates to cover the cost of 

purchased water from Pasco County. 

Did Ms. Deronne make provision for any estimated costs of the reporting mechanism 

she has proposed? 

Q. 

A. No. 

Q. On Pages 26 and 27, Ms. Deronne recommends adjustments to chemicals and purchased 

power expense. Please discuss these adjustments. 

Ms. Deronne makes an adjustment on two grounds. First, she disagrees with using 

projected ERC growth as a basis to project these expenses and also does not believe that 

an inflation factor should be used in the projection of chemical expense. With regard 

to the growth rate, she believes that a more appropriate basis would be the amount of 

water treated and pumped. Since OPC’s witness, Steve Stewart, originally projected 

less water to be sold in 2001 than was the case in the historic test year 2000, her 

proposed reductions are based on the decrease in consumption. If the Commission 

determines that projected consumption will be greater than 2000 consumption, then I 

presume an increase wouId be necessary. However, Mr. Stewart’s projections are for 

consumption and not gallons treated and pumped. 

Why did you use ERC’s? 

ERC’s were used to project base year chemicals and purchased power in the Company’s 

recently completed wastewater rate case, and were accepted by the Commission in that 

case. Thus, there is some precedent for such an approach. Second, the projected ERC’s 

are based on gallons sold as shown on Schedule F-9, Page 105 of the MFR’s. The use 

of ERC’s to project these two expenses assumes that each new customer will consume 

an additional amount of water for which the Company will incur an additional 

incrementa1 expense. Therefore, I believe that for these reasons, using the projected 

A. 

Q. 

A. 
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ERC growth rate is a reasonable means to project these two variable expenses. 

Are there other reasons to believe that the projection of these expenses is reasonable? 

Yes. David Porter, P.E. will outline in his rebuttal testimony the reasons why both of 

these expenses are expected to increase above projected 2001 test year levels, regardless 

of the methodology used to project these expenses. 

Is an inflation factor appropriate to use in projecting chemical costs? 

Yes. Ms. Deronne indicates that no price increases have occurred for the last 18 months 

and believes this is a reason not to provide for inflation. Because rates are set on a 

going forward basis, I believe that an inflation factor is appropriate, despite the fact 

there have been no recent increases. Sooner or later, Aloha will experience a price 

increase to the chemicals it purchases and I believe it is reasonable to provide for that 

eventuality in setting going forward rates. Use of an inflation factor is similar to the 

Commission’s indexed rate increase procedures. All eligible operation and maintenance 

expenses are increased by the current GNP Price Deflator Index, without a showing on 

a line by line basis whether an actual increase has occurred. 

On Pages 29 and 30, Ms. Deronne discusses her adjustment to working capital for the 

pilot plant project. Is this adjustment appropriate? 

No. We included half of the estimated cost of the pilot project ($380,000) in working 

capital, consistent with the Commission’s treatment in the recently completed over 

earnings investigation of Seven Springs Water System. The project was ordered by the 

Commission in Order No. PSC-00-1285-FOF-WS, issued July 14,2000. Because this 

project was ordered by the Commission, I believe the intent of the treatment in the 

recent over earnings investigation was to allow proforma recovery of the carrying costs 

related thereto without any out of pocket costs of this project in rates. Using Ms. 

Deronne’s suggested overall rate of retum of 8.67%, $190,000 in working capital yields 
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approximately $16,500 in revenue per year. This compares to the actual out of pocket 

costs through August 2001 of approximately $75,000. Thus, it would take 

approximately 4 % years to recover the costs incurred through August 2001. This is 

hardly a windfall for the utility when compared to the actual and future costs of the pilot 

project. 

Why does Ms. Deronne eliminate this proforma adjustment approved in Order No. PSC- 

01-1374-PAA-WS issued June 27,2001 and not finalized until August 16,2001? 

I don’t know for certain. She does not provide any explanation or justification. I 

believe her position was influenced by the testimony of OPC witness, Ted Biddy, who 

believes that the project is substantially complete or she somehow believes that the total 

project cost of $380,000 should have been substantially incurred by now. Mr. Porter 

and Mr. Watford are providing testimony to demonstrate that this project is far from 

complete. 

What adjustment has Ms. Deronne made to rate case expense? 

She has reIied on the testimony of OPC witness, Hugh Larkin, Jr., and removed the 

Company’s estimate in its entirety. As noted above, this is unsubstantiated and 

unreasonable. 

On Pages 35 and 36, Ms. Deronne expresses her concerns about the rate design proposed 

by Aloha in this case. What is her concern? 

Ms. Deronne is concerned about the manner in which the Company requested funds for 

conservation programs and the risk of higher water bills from Pasco County. 

Are her concerns justified? 

No. With regard to revenues to hnd  conservation programs, the Company did not have 

any estimate of what the actual cost of such conservation programs would be at the time 

this case was filed. No specific program had been finalized in negotiations with 
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Q. 

A. 

Q- 

SWFWMD for a Consent Order. However, the costs proposed through the rebuttal 

testimony of Mr. Watford have been discussed in detail with the Water Management 

District Staff and they have agreed as to the appropriateness of all of them. It was 

certain that such costs will be mandated at some point in the very near future. I believe 

that the Company’s proposal to provide for this eventuality in the rates proposed was 

reasonable. 

What is the risk to Aloha related to higher costs of purchased water fkom Pasco County 

and conservation measures? 

There are three. First, Aloha is aware that Pasco County is in the process of considering 

massive rate increases to promote conservation, along the lines of those adopted by 

Sarasota County. Second, there is a substantial risk if the projection of gallons to be 

purchased &om Pasco County is understated or the estimated repression does not occur. 

This risk occurs because each new connection added to Aloha’s system and each 

additional gallon of water sold will be expensive water purchased fiom Pasco County. 

The demographics of such new customers indicates that they will use much more water 

than has historically been the case for the majority of Aloha’s customers. At the same 

time, Staff is proposing a 2001 projection of gallons sold, which is less than actual sales 

during the historic test year of 2000. The OPC witness is proposing a small increase, 

but hasn’t taken the demographics of Aloha’s new customers into account. Third, 

Aloha’s discussions with SWFWMD indicate that it will be required to spend 

substantial amounts of money developing an alternative water resource. As a result, I 

believe that there are significant risks to the Company and that the proposed rate 

structure and rates at least may ameliorate these risks. Mr. Porter and Mr. Watford have 

addressed these risks in detail in their testimony. 

Will the rate structure proposed by Aloha effectively eliminate risk to the Company at 
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the expense of the rate payers, as stated by Ms. Deronne on Page 36, Lines 15 through 

17? 

Not at all. As shown in the testimony of Mi. Watford, the costs associated with the risks 

I outlined above, far exceed the $288,928 provided for in the rates proposed by the 

Company. 

On Page 36, Lines 23 through Line 5 on Page 37, Ms. Deronne seems to indicate that 

an estimate of the actual cost of conservation programs should be addressed in this 

proceeding in place of the amount provided for through the rates proposed by Aloha. 

Do you agree with this approach and are such estimates available? 

I would not object to this approach, since Aloha now has a fairIy good idea of what the 

conservation programs will cost. These costs are outlined in detail in the rebuttal 

testimony of Mr. Watford. However, there are other costs associated with the risks 

outlined above, which should also be addressed before replacing the amount provided 

for in the rates proposed by Aloha. 

Stephen A. Stewart 

What “model” has Mr. Stewart used to project consumption for 2001? 

He has simply averaged the data in Column ( 4 )  shown on Schedule F-9, Page 105 of the 

MFR’s and multiplied that average by the Company’s projection of ERC’s. 

What is the impact of this approach? 

The impact of this simple averaging approach is to reduce consumption per ERC to 265 

gallons per day, which is approximately the same level consumed in 1997 and 1998. 

How does the simple averaging approach compare to more recent consumption? 

As shown on Schedule F-9 of the MFR’s, annual consumption per ERC was 

approximately 10 1,000 gallons in I999 and 2000. This equates to approximately 276 

gallons per day per ERC. Thus, the impact of Mr. Stewart’s calculation is to reduce 
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Q- 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q- 

A. 

consumption per ERC below that actually experienced by the Company for the past two 

years. His calculation is not representative of the usage per ERC on a going forward 

basis. 

Is there consistency to Mr. Stewart’s approach? 

No. His “model” is very inconsistent. 

Please explain. 

On the one hand, Mr. Stewart uses a simple average to determine the gallons sold per 

ERC and on the other, applies his result to projected ERC’s based on six-year linear 

regression, as used by Aloha on Schedule F-9. Since the data in Column (8) on 

Schedule F-9 is derived from Columns (6) and (7) and then regressed over 6 years, his 

approach is very inconsistent. 

What else has Mr. Stewart ignored? 

He has ignored the demographic shift and the characteristics of new customers presently 

being added to Aloha’s system. Aloha’s new customers are generally more affluent, 

homes and lots are larger, and many are families. Traditionally, Aloha’s customer base 

has included retirees and retirement sized homes with two or less persons per household. 

Mr. Porter and Mr. Watford will address this issue in more detail in their testimony. 

Stephen B. Fletcher 

First, describe the nature of Mr. Fletcher’s testimony. 

Mr. Fletcher’s testimony deals solely with related party purchases of raw water in an 

effort to determine if these purchases are reasonable at their current cost of $.32 per 

thousand gallons. 

When were the agreements to purchase raw water entered into? 

The original agreement with Tahitian was in 1977 and the agreement with Interphase 

was entered into in 1978. At that time, both of these agreements were based on a price 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q- 

A. 

of $. 10 per thousand gallons, which was identical to a similar third-party agreement 

with Jack Mitchell, entered into in 1975. 

Was the $. 10 per thousand gallons required under the Mitchell agreement ever approved 

by the Commission? 

Yes.  In the 1976 Aloha Rate Case Order, the cost of purchased water from Mitchell was 

recognized at $. 10 per thousand gallons. 

What is Mr. Fletcher proposing? 

Mr. Fletcher wants to go back 24 years in the case of the Tahitian agreement and 23 

years in the case of the Interphase agreement and second-guess the prudency of the 

decision to purchase raw water from these related parties at that time. He proposes that 

the regulatory 1977 and 1978 original cost and rate of return model be used to assess the 

fairness of the charges today. 

Has the Commission been made aware of these purchases of raw water from related 

parties through the years? 

Yes. These purchases have been disclosed in the annual reports filed with the 

Commission since at least 1978. 

Has the Commission ever objected to these transactions? 

Not until Docket No. 000737-WS, which was initiated on July 18, 2000. 

Was this an issue in the Commission’s audit and rate investigation which culminated 

in Order No. PSC-99-1917-PAA-WS, issued September 28, 1999 and based on the test 

year ended December 3 1, 1998? 

No. In fact, the Commission Audit Report dated December 14, 1998 contained 

Disclosure No. 6 related to purchased water. In that disclosure, covering the year 1997, 

the cost per gallon for related party purchases, as well as unit costs per gallon after 

factoring in pumping and chemical costs, were presented. Since this disclosure was not 
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utilized or made into an issue in Order No. PSC-99-1917-PAA-WS, one can only 

presume that the related party costs for purchased water were deemed reasonable, by the 

Commission. I have enclosed a copy of the cover page and this disclosure as Exhibit 

RCN 12. 

What principle should come into play here? 

I believe the principle of regulatory finality needs to be exercised in this case. Certainly, 

going back as far as 24 years at this time, to second guess the prudency and cost 

effectiveness of Aloha’s 1977 and 1978 decisions, when the Commission has not 

objected to those decisions, is unreasonable and certainly unfair. Particularly, when one 

considers the alternatives available to Aloha to replace this water as discussed by Mr. 

Watford in his testimony. 

What is Mr. Fletcher proposing? 

On Page 10, beginning at Lines 15 through Page 1 1, Line 2, he is suggesting that the 

$.32 per thousand gallons be reduced to $.lo per thousand gallons, resulting in an 

adjustment to purchased water of $88,330. This adjustment would reduce the price of 

water purchased from related parties to the same price charged under the 1975 

agreement with Mitchell, a third party. 

In proposing this adjustment, what has Mr. Fletcher overlooked? 

I believe he has overlooked the concept of present value and the time value of money 

from the standpoint of the suppliers of raw water. Obviously, a dollar or $. I O  today is 

worth less than that same dollar or $.lo was worth 23 or 24 years in the past. In my 

opinion, that is why the related party agreements contained an escalation clause. The 

related party holders of the water rights wanted some mechanism to insure that the $. 10 

per thousand gallon price originally agreed to retained a value of $.lo despite the 

passage of time. 
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If the current related party price of $.32 is discounted back to 1977 and 1978 for the 

respective agreements, what are the related parties receiving in terms of 1977 and 1978 

dollars? 

The $.32 received by Tahitian amounts to $.03 in 1977 dollars and the Interphase price 

equates to $.04 in 1978 dollars. I have attached Exhibit RCN 13 showing the 

calculation. 

What discount rate is used on your Exhibit? 

I have used a discount rate of IO%, since that was the overall rate of return established 

in the 1976 rate case when the 1975 agreement with Mitchell was recognized by the 

Commission. That approved rate of return of 10% was in effect for Seven Springs 

Water until it was changed on September 28, 1999 by Order No. PSC-99-1917-PAA- 

WS . 

What else does Exhibit RCN 13 show? 

I have shown what the prices under the two contracts should be today, in order to 

preserve the $. 10 per thousand gallon value called for in the Original Agreements. 

What are those prices? 

The prices today would need to be $.98 and $.90 per thousand gallons for Tahitian and 

Interphase, respectively, to equate to the original price of $. 10. 

What discount rate applied to the current price of $32 would result in the inception price 

of $. lo? 

The effective discount rate is approximately 5%. This is shown on Page 2 of Exhibit 

RCN 13 and is indicative of what has really occurred. 

Vincent C. Aldridge 

Have you read Mr. Aldridge’s testimony and the Commission Audit Report Appended 

to his testimony? 
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Yes. 

Does Aloha agree? 

Yes. Aloha is willing to accept each of the adjustments contained in his testimony and 

audit report. 

Paul W. Stallcup 

What issues does Mr. Stallcup cover in his testimony? 

His testimony deals primarily with projected customer growth, proj ected gallons sold, 

and proposed rate structure. 

What has he concluded concerning the customer growth projection? 

Mr. Stallcup has accepted the Company’s projection of 473 new ERC’s, which equates 

to a growth rate of 4.6888%. 

What methodology did the Company use to project ERC’s and growth? 

The Company used linear regression as shown on Schedule F-9 of the MFR’s. 

Did Aloha use linear regression of the data on Schedule F-9 to project gallons sold? 

No. 

Why didn’t Aloha use this approach? 

On April 10,2001, the Commission Staff and Aloha had an informal meeting to discuss 

the parameters of a rate case filing. The conference was held shortly after the 

Commission declined to consider a rate increase for the increased costs of purchased 

water from Pasco County in a limited proceeding. The purpose of the meeting was to 

determine an acceptable test year and any special requirements Staff would be looking 

for in the filing. One of the things Aloha was advised of was that in projecting the 

gallons sold for 2001, the projection should include the impact of increased usage by 

new customers added to Aloha’s system. Staff was aware of the demographic shift 

whereby new customers were using more water, as indicated by the wastewater case in 
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Docket No. 991 643-SU. As a result, Mr. Porter developed the methodology contained 

in his testimony, which recognized the increased usage by Aloha’s new customers. 

Briefly describe the methodology used by Mr. Porter. 

Mr. Porter determined the average daily use for new customers added to Aloha’s system 

in subdivisions created less than 10 years ago for the period July 1 , 2000 through June 

30,2001. The result was 500 gallons per day per ERC. This usage was multiplied by 

the projected 473 new ERC’s to be added to the system and added to the actual 2000 

gallons sold of 1,018,747 gallons (000). This resulted in projected going forward water 

sales for 2001 of 1,105,068 gallons (000), before any provision for unaccounted for 

water. 

What did Aloha’s projection equate to in terms of gallons per day per ERC? 

An average demand of 286 gallons per day per ERC. 

How does this compare with the average gallons per day per ERC in 1999 and 2000? 

Per Schedule F-9 of the MFR’s (Page 105) Column 4 shows the annual gallons used per 

ERC in thousands. As indicated, average annual usage was 10 1,000 gallons in these 

years. When divided by 365 days, average usage per ERC for both 1999 and 2000 

amounted to 276 gallons per day (GPD). 

What method has Mr. Stakup used? 

He has used a model based on multiple linear regression using quarterly data from 

January 1996 through June 2001. The model uses a moisture deficit variable, a current 

quarter and four-quarter lagged consumption driver and three binary variables. Mr. 

Porter and Mr. Watford will address the technical aspects of his model and the 

appropriateness of its use to project test year consumption on a going forward basis. 

Are you aware of any other cases where the Commission has accepted the results of Mr. 

Stallcup’s model, utilizing the variables you just mentioned? 
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None that I am aware of. In fact, Mr. Stallcup stated in his deposition (Page 101, Lines 

8 - 18) that he was not aware of any other case where the particular variables used in 

his model were utilized by the Commission. 

What were the results of Mr. Stallcup’s projection of consumption? 

His model projects 1,001,022 gallons (000) for the projected test year. 

What does his projection equate to in gallons per day per ERC? 

260 gallons per day per ERC. 

How does his projection compare with the gallons per day per ERC derived from 

Schedule F-9 of the MFR’s? 

As previously noted, actual consumption in 1999 and 2000 was 276 GPD per ERC. One 

has to go back to 1996 to find average daily consumption of 260 GPD. 

Then the forecast produced by Mr. Stallcup’s model, no matter how valid statistically, 

results in usage per ERC experienced by Aloha in 1994? 

Yes. 

Does this seem reasonable to you? 

No. The data on Schedule F-9 indicates that daily consumption per ERC was 246 GPD 

in 1995 and has steadily risen to 276 GPD by the end of 1999 and 2000. His result is 

simply counter intuitive, especially when one considers the shift in demographics which 

has resulted in each new customer using much more water than has been used by 

Aloha’s older customer base. 

Did Mr. Stallcup do any “sanity check” with regard to the forecast produced by his 

model? 

Yes. During his deposition (Page 32, Lines 11 - 16) he stated that the model was 

forecasting very accurately for the first six months of the 2001 test year, because he had 

actual data available. 
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What’s wrong with that? 

During the first six months of 2001, the service area was under the most severe watering 

restrictions in lxstory. Irrigation was limited to one day per week, fmes of $250 for first 

violation and water police were in the area to enforce these restrictions. At the same 

time, there were some periods in which high rainfa11 was experienced. There has only 

been recent discussion that these restrictions will be lifted. These restrictions were not 

accounted for in Mr. Stallcup’s model and may explain why the gallons per day usage 

per ERC is so low. Mr. Porter and Mr. Watford will discuss this anomaly in greater 

detail in their rebuttal testimony. 

Did Aloha do its own “sanity check” of the projected gallons shown in the MFR’s? 

Yes. The Company performed a linear regression of the data on Schedule F-9, Column 

(6). This resulted in projected annual usage per ERC of 104,000 gallons. When divided 

by 365 days, this approach forecast daily use per ERC of 285 GPD. As I mentioned 

above, Mr. Porter’s projection as contained in the MFR’s, resulted in an average daily 

use of 287 GPD per ERC. Mr. Porter will discuss this linear regression in further detail 

in his rebuttal testimony. In any case, Mr. Porter’s original result and the linear 

regression of gallons sold per ERC are virtually identical. 

Is the linear regression of gallons sold per ERC consistent with the method used to 

project total ERC’s which has been accepted by all parties in this proceeding? 

Yes. 

What type of analysis does the MFR’s require? 

Certainly, the Commission’s preference is for h e a r  regression and I believe it is now 

a requirement. Consistent with the data on Schedule F-9 of the MFR’s, I believe that 

regression of the data on Schedule F-9 is what is intended for the projection of ERC’s 

as well as gallons. To require utilities to project consumption based on a model such as 
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Mr. Stallcup’s would drastically increase the cost of preparing MFR’s arid rate case 

expense. In my opinion, this is an undue refinement for the water and wastewater 

industry. 

What is Mr. Stallcup’s objection to linear regression of gallons per ERC, gallons, or 

ERC’s as shown on Schedule F-9 of the MFR’s? 

He believes that use of line= regression applied to this data produces a forecast 

explained only by the passage of time and believes a more sophisticated approach 

should be used. 

Is his concern valid? 

Not entirely. While it is true that the data on F-9 changes with time, implied in such 

change are all the effects of weather, changing demographics and all other factors whch 

affected the actual increase in ERC’s, usage per ERC and total gallons sold over the past 

six years. So I don’t believe the explanatory mechanism is simply the passage of time. 

How has the Commission traditionally used the data on Schedule F-9 to project ERC’s 

and gallons? 

The Commission has used linear regression of the data on F-9 for these projections. In 

fact, Rule 25-30.43 1 requires use of linear regression applied to average ERC’s on MFR 

Schedules F-9 and F-1 0 for purposes of computing a 5-year margin of reserve. 

Why is it vitally important to Aloha that the projected gallons in this case not be 

understated on a going forward basis? 

This case was filed primarily to obtain rates sufficient to cover the cost of purchased 

water from Pasco County so Aloha could meet the limitations of its Consumptive Use 

Permits (CUP). Since Aloha will utilize water from its wells to the maximum extent 

allowed by its CUP permits, each new customer added to the system will be using water 

purchased fkom Pasco County at a high marginal cost. If the gallons are understated on 
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a going forward basis, Aloha will not have sufficient revenues to pay the incremental 

costs of purchasing water from Pasco County. 

Why did Aloha propose a two-block inclining rate structure? 

Adoption of an inclining block rate structure was ordered by SWFWMD to promote 

conservation. A two-block structure was recommended to Mr. Watford by SWFWMD’s 

consultant, Dr. Whitcomb. 

Did you compute two-block inclining rates using the traditional Commission approach? 

Yes. Once the revenue requirement was determined, I calculated such rates using 8,000 

and 10,000 gallon capped blocks, with revenue recovery spread over the Base Facility 

Charge (BFC) and all gallons. Factors considered as a multiple for the second block 

were 1.25 and 1.50. In addition, BFC’s were based on 38% and 35% recovery of the 

revenue requirement. 

Did you model these rates using SWFWMD’s water rate model developed by Dr. 

Whitcomb and what were the results? 

Yes. In each case, the model predicted revenue shortfalls. These shortfalls ranged fiom 

approximately $( 139,000) to as much as $(228,000), before consideration of revenue 

for conservation programs. Therefore, they were considered unacceptable. 

What rate structure is Mr. Stallcup recommending? 

He is recommending a BFC designed to recover 25% of the revenue requirement and 

three usage blocks. These blocks are 0 to 8,000 gallons, 8,000 gallons to 15,000 gallons 

and over 15,000 gallons. 

Is a 25% allocation of revenue to the BFC sufficient to cover Aloha’s fixed costs? 

No. I have attached Exhibit RCN 15, which shows that Aloha’s fixed costs are 

approximately $1,375,000 and represent approximately 46% of the requested revenues 

in this case. 
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25 

Does the Commission have a rule conceming what is to be recovered in the BFC? 

Yes. Rule 25-30.437 (6)  states as follows: “The base facility charge incorporates fixed 

expenses of the utility and is a flat monthly charge. This charge is applicable as long 

as a person is a customer of the utility, regardless of whether there is any usage.” 

How does Mr. Stallcup get around this rule? 

On Page 24 beginning at Line 22 and continuing through Page 27, Line 4, he believes 

that the appropriate BFC should be one that permits the utility to recover a significant 

portion of its fixed cost, while at the same time sending customers pricing signals to 

encourage them to control water usage. While admitting that this may place the utility 

at risk for greater revenue instability, he believes that the base line level of water sold 

to customers in the first block, together with the BFC and water sold to general service 

customers is sufficient for recovery of Aloha’s fixed costs. Thus, he concludes it is not 

necessary for Aloha to recover 100% of its fixed costs through the BFC. 

What is wrong with this proposal? 

In addition to being contrary to the rule noted above, I believe this proposal puts Aloha 

at risk for recovery of its fixed costs, given the high marginal cost of Pasco County 

water and Staffs projection of gallons, which puts them back at a consumption level per 

ERC experienced in 1996. This is particularly risky when Aloha can document that all 

of the customers added on a going forward basis will use approximately 500 GPD per 

ERC. In addition, a big unknown is the amount of actual repression which may result 

in the first block of consumption. As noted by Mr. Stallcup in his testimony on Page 

23, Line 22, consumption in the first block to 8,000 gallons captures 61% of total 

consumption. 

On Page 26, Lines 4 through 10, Mr. Stallcup mentions that the Company’s rate 

proposal resulted in 3 1 % of revenues recovered through the BFG. Is this accurate? 
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It is mathematically correct from the calculations derived from Schedule E- 13. 

However, The 3 1% is misleading since the Company requested total recovery of its 

revenue requirement in the first block of consumption. Thus, all of the revenue derived 

fiom the second block is revenue which dilutes the BFC percentage. I f  the revenue 

from the second block is excluded from the calculation, the BFC proposed by Aloha 

actually recovers slightly over 40% of the total revenue requirement. 

Why did Aloha choose to use a 40% level of revenue recovery in the BFC? 

Ths  percentage was derived from Table 2-2 of “Recommendations For Defining Water 

Conserving Rate Structures, August 1999”, published by SWFWMD, and written by 

John B. Whitcomb, PhD. In that Table, fixed charges recovering 40% of revenues 

produced approximately a 14.7% reduction in water use. Based on this Table, which 

we furnished to Staff during discovery, I believe that the 40% revenue recovery in the 

base charge was reasonable. 

At his deposition, Mr. Stallcup indicated that although his rate design proposal might 

be risky, he did not believe that the level of risk was any greater than the risk of a 

company eaming a rate of return on investment. Do you agree? 

No. It is one thing for utility owners to risk eaming a rate of return on their investment, 

but quite another to risk shortfalls in revenue to cover fixed costs, and in this case, the 

high marginal cost of purchased water from Pasco County. The risk that a company 

should breakeven should be minimal, especially when rates are being established in a 

rate proceeding such as this one. 

Mr. Stallcup’s recommended rate structure is shown on Exhibit FJL-11, Page 6 of 6.  

What are the 4 columns of rate factors shown on that exhibit? 

These are the multiples applied to the gallonage charge for the first block (8,000 

2 5  gallons). 
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A. 

Q- 

A. 

Has Mr. Stallcup recommended an appropriate set of rate factors multiples? 

No * 

Beginning on Page 27, Line 15 and continuing through Page 28, Line 5, Mr. Stallcup 

discusses repression and price elasticities. What is Mr. Stallcup recommending? 

He is recommending that 50% of the price elasticities set forth in the SWFWMD “Water 

Price Elasticity Study”, revised August 1999, by Dr. John B. Whitcomb Ph.D be used 

to determine repression in the first year. 

What are those elasticities? 

Per Page ES-4 of the Water Price EIasticity Study (ES), the elasticities recommended 

by Mr. Stallcup are as follows: gallonage prices below $1.50 per thousand gallons, - 

0.398; between $1 S O  and $3.00, - 0.682 and over $3.00, - 0.247. 

What does Dr. Whitcomb recommend in his testimony? 

Dr. Whitcomb recommends use of the price elasticity algorithm contained in the Water 

Rate Model or use of constant unit price elasticity of -0.5 over the ong run. (Page 7, 

Lines 14 - Page 8, Line 8, Page 3, Lines 14 - 16). Also, he agrees that the only half 

(50%) of the long term elasticity impact will occur in the first year. Thus, the 

appropriate elasticity recommended by Dr. Whitcomb is - 0.25. 

Has Aloha been fumished any calculations by Staff to indicate how repression would 

be determined, using the price elasticities adopted by Mr. Stallcup in his testimony? 

Yes. On Friday, December 14,2001, Aloha took the deposition of Mr. Stallcup and he 

was asked to provide late filed Exhibit No. 7, which would calculate rates using the rate 

structure he is proposing on Exhibit FJL-11 , 6 of 6. We asked that the rates be 

calculated on a pre-repression and post-repression basis, assuming the revenue 

requirement requested by Aloha. I want to thank Mr. Stallcup and his Staff for 

preparing this Exhibit and can appreciate the work involved on short notice. We 
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received that information on December 19, 2001 and 1 have attached it as Exhibit as 

RCN 16. 

What was the purpose of requesting the infomation contained in that Exhibit? 

First, to leam an order of magnitude estimate of the rates Staff would be proposing and 

the methodology employed; second, to see how repression would be calculated; and 

third, to input the Staff developed rates into the SWFWMD water rate model developed 

by Dr. Whitcomb. 

With regard to repression, what price elasticity did Staff use? 

Staff used 50% of the long mn elasticity of - 0.682, or - 0.341, as shown near the lower 

middle portion of Page 2 of Exhibit RCN -16. This compares to -0.25 recommended 

by Dr. Whitcomb, as I discussed above. 

What would be the impact of substituting Dr. Whitcomb’s recommended elasticity? 

The repression of gallons sold (000) to residentiaI customers would drop from 138,092 

to 100,185, a decrease of (37,907) or 27.45%. 

What else would decrease by using Dr. Stallcup’s recommended elasticity? 

Page 2 of Exhibit RCN -1 6 contains Staffs pre-repression calculations and Page 3 

the post-repression calculations. The second effect is shown in the lower middle section 

of Page 3 and relates to the avoided purchased water costs from Pasco County, due to 

repression. As one can see the repressed gallons (using Staffs elasticity) outlined above 

is multiplied by the Pasco County charge per 1,000 gallons to arrive at avoided 

purchased water costs of $303,803. By using the repressed gallons noted above under 

Dr. Whitcomb’s recommendation, ( I  00,185) avoided costs would drop from $303,803 

to $220,407, a decrease $(83,396) or 27.45%. 

Why is this important? 

Staffs use of the higher elasticity reduces the revenue requirement and the resulting 
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gallonage charge. If repression does not occur as predicted by Staff, and is similar to 

the repression produced using Dr. Whitcomb’s recommended elasticity, Aloha will need 

to purchase 37,907 gallons (000) of water at a cost of $2.35 totaling $89,081, for which 

no recovery is included in the revenue requirement or rates. 

I notice Staff used $2.20 per thousand gallons instead of the current price of $2.35. Is 

this a problem? 

Not for the informational purposes of the Exhibit I discussed above. The MFR’s contain 

a cost of $2.20 per thousand and we asked Staff to prepare rates using the revenue 

requested. However, as I pointed out in my direct testimony, that cost was anticipated 

to increase, and the known cost should be used in setting final rates. That cost is now 

known to be $2.35 per 1,000 gallons and I believe all parties agree that this new rate 

should be used in setting the revenue requirement and rates in this proceeding. In any 

case the impact would still be $(89,081) for the calculated differences in repression 

related to purchased water, in the calculation of final rates based on the final revenue 

requirement established in this case. 

Looking at Page 2 of the Exhibit, Line 4, what is the 34% “conservation and 

miscellaneous revenue adjustment” of $(39 1,792)? 

This adjustment lowers the BFC revenue recovery percentage from 38% (as contained 

in the development of the BFC proposed by Aloha) to 25% as recommended by Mr. 

Stallcup and shifts the $391,292 to the gallonage charge. 

Is this really a conservation adjustment? 

Only to the extent that increasing the gallonage charge may tend to encourage 

conservation, as indicated in Mr. Stallcup’s testimony. It is not a true “conservation” 

adjustment such as repression or recovery of conservation program costs. 

As a result of this shift in BFC revenue to gallonage revenue, what is the amount of BFC 
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revenue recovered in the BFC as proposed by Staff! 

$760,538 as shown on Page 2, Line 5 ,  Part 2 of the Exhibit. 

How does this compare to Aloha’s actual fixed costs? 

As shown on Exhibit RCN 

$1,375,000, or $614,462 higher. 

What rates result from the calculations shown on Page 2? 

Staff has calculated a BFC of $6.09; a general service gallonage charge of $2.28; and 

inclining block rates of $1.77, $1.66, and $3.54 for the respective blocks. The rates for 

the respective blocks are based on block multiples of 1 .OO (S,OOOK), 1 S O  (8K - 15K) 

and 2.00 (over 15K). These rates and factors are shown in the top section of the page 

under the headings “Part 3” and “Part I”, respectively. 

How does Staffs calculated BFC of $6.09 compare with Aloha’s existing BFC? 

Aloha’s BFC before the interim rate increase was $7.32. 

Does Staffs calculated BFC conflict with Mr. Stallcup’s testimony? 

Yes. On Page 25, Lines 7 - 9, he states that “due to revenue stability concerns, the BFC 

allocation percentage should not be decreased to the point that the new BFC is less than 

the current BFC” (emphasis supplied). 

Does it matter that Aloha’s current BFC includes a 3,000-gallon minimum? 

No. Aloha’s current BFC is charged whether a customer uses zero gallons or 3,000 

gallons. Thus, 100% of the revenue from BFC’s is a fixed source of revenue to cover 

Aloha’s fixed costs. 

What is the “Revenue Stability Analysis” shown to the left side of Part 4, in the middle 

of Page 2 of your Exhibit? 

This appears to be an attempt to alleviate concerns regarding the ability of Aloha to 

recover its average monthly cash outflows, using the rates calculated by Staff. 

15, Aloha’s actual fixed costs are approximately 
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Is the analysis accurate? 

No. First, cash flow is not an appropriate basis on which to gauge the sufficiency or 

stability of rates. Using this approach eliminates recovery of depreciation expense, 

which is capital recovery over the useful life of a utility’s assets. It also eliminates the 

opportunity to earn a fair rate of return. Recovery of both these items is required by 

Chapter 347.08 1(2)(a). 

Mechanically, why does the cash flow approach, as depicted on this page, over state the 

cash flow estimate and what is the result of the cash flow estimate? 

The minimum monthly gallons sold (000) of 70,000 gallons appears to be total repressed 

gallons shown on Page 3 of the exhibit (left side under Part 1 , middle of page) divided 

by 12 months (862,929/12 = 71,911) and rounded to 70,000 gallons. This can’t be an 

accurate estimate, since it assumes that 100% of projected gallons sold will be available 

as a minimum source of cash flow. Together with 100% of BFC revenue, the analysis 

indicates that the minimum cash flow that can be expected is $( 13,254) short of Aloha’s 

monthly requirements, and $(159,048) short on an annual basis. 

I want to go back to the elimination of depreciation and the rate of retum from Staffs 

analysis. Isn’t there a real cash outflow related to each of these items? 

Absolutely. The rate of return is based on the weighted cost of debt and equity. That 

retum is intended to provide revenue to pay the monthly/annual interest expense related 

to the debt component. Depreciation expense provides the cash to cover a portion of the 

monthly/annual cash outlay for repayment of the principal portion of debt. 

I notice that the gallonage charge used to calculate minimum gallonage revenue is $2.28. 

What is this, and what has been overlooked? 

The $2.28 is the general service rate before factoring the residentia1 gallons for 

calculation of block residential rates and before any repression. It represents the average 
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rate for all customer classes. What has been overlooked is that repression will cause 

shifts in customer usage downward to lower blocks with lower gallonage charges. 

Although the SWFWMD non-linear Water Rate Model developed by Dr. Whitcomb 

captures this effect at every consumption level, and is therefore more accurate, the linear 

application used by Staff does not capture these effects. As a result, I believe the use 

of the $2.28 gallonage charge is overstated. This would make the cash flow shortfall 

even greater than depicted by the Staff analysis. 

Moving to Page 3 of Exhibit RCN 14, the “post repression calculations”, are your 

comments concerning those calculations generally the same as those you have made for 

the “pre-repression” calculations shown on Page 2? 

Yes, but there are a few differences I would like to point out. First, the percentage of 

BFC revenue has been increased from 25% to 28% (Line 4). This results in an 

additional $1 1,523 to be recovered in the BFC. The BFC increases from $6.09 to $6.18. 

The impact of this change is immaterial. 

Second, the gallonage charges remain the same. This occurs because the reduction in 

revenue for avoided purchased water costs from Pasco County was based on $2.20 per 

1,000 gallons and the reduction in gallons sold for repression is made at an average cost 

of $2.28, which is not a big difference. Together with the $1 1,523 shift in BFC revenue, 

the net increase in gallonage revenue would only be $477. This would not change the 

residential gallonage rates as originally calculated on Page 2. 

Any additional comments regarding the revenue stability analysis in Part 4 on Page 3 

of the Exhibit? 

Yes. The cash flow shortfall on Page 2 has turned into a cash flow excess of $12,999 

on a monthly basis and $155,988 on an annual basis. This occurs because the revenue 

requirement has dropped for the impact of $303,803 in avoided costs of purchased water 
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from Pasco County. At the same time, the minimum monthly gallons sold and 

gallonage rate used in the analysis on Page 2 has not changed and has the same 

overstatement of cash flow previously discussed. The removal of depreciation and rate 

of retum is inappropriate for the reasons discussed above related to the calculation on 

Page 2. 

Mr. Nixon, you do understand that the Staff calculations on Exhibit RCN -16 are 

illustrative and do not represent the rates that will be proposed by Staff pending 

determination of the final revenue requirement in this proceeding, do you not? 

Absolutely. My concern is with the methodology presented in this exhibit and its 

application to the revenues established in this case to develop final rates. 

Do you see an inherent difference between the methodology used by Staff and the 

methodology employed in the Water Rate Model developed by Dr. Whitcomb? 

Yes. The Staff approach is linear, but attempts to obtain results similar to the approach 

developed by Dr. Whitcomb in his model. For example, the Staff approach attempts to 

forecast repression on a linear basis using a constant unit price elasticity of -0.682. This 

fails to account for non-linear shifts in usage at each consumption level along the price 

elasticity curve used in Dr. Whitcomb’s model. I have discussed this previously, but 

would note that the -0.682 used by Staff is at the Apex of the elasticity curve developed 

by Dr. Whitcomb. In other words, Staff has used the highest elasticity on the curve and 

applied it uniformly to all consumption to predict repression. As I mentioned 

previously, if Aloha does not experience the repression predicted by Staff, it will not 

have the revenue needed to pay for purchased water from Pasco County. 

Has Aloha modeled the Staff calculated rates in Exhibit RCN 16 in the water rate 

model? 

Yes. 
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What were the results? 

The water rate model indicates a shortfall in revenue the first year o f  $(8 1,930), which 

increases to $(203,350) in the second year. Mr. Watford will discuss this in detail in his 

rebuttal testimony. 

Do you have anything further to add? 

I have one other important observation concerning the illustrative rates developed by 

Staff. The average gallonage rate of $2.28 is less than the present Pasco County bulk 

water rate of $2.35. Thus, I believe Aloha would experience a revenue shortfa11 almost 

immediately, if these rates were implemented. 

One more question. How unique is this case in your experience? 

I believe it is a one of a kind case. The Commission has not had a long history of 

developing conservation rates such as are now required by SWFWMD. To my 

knowledge no rules have been developed to implement procedures for determining 

conservation rates. Conservation rates of one form or another have probably been set 

in less than a dozen cases by the Commission. At the same time, Aloha will incur a 

huge increase in the variable cost of purchased water. Compounding the problem is the 

shift from a minimum gallons base charge to a gallonage charge for every gallon used. 

All of these factors combine to make this case uniquely complex and probably the only 

one of its kind ever considered by the Commission. If the risks to Aloha are not 

reasonably minimized, Aloha will be back before this Commission within a year or 

possibly less, at a high and unnecessary cost to Aloha’s customers. 

How can this risk be minimized? 

I recommend that the final revenue requirement and rates developed by Staff be input 

in the SWFWMD Water Rate Model developed by Dr. Whitcomb. To the extent a 

revenue deficiency is predicted, the gallonage rates should be adjusted upward to reach 
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the point where the revenue surplus/shortfall is zero in the first year. I believe this is a 

reasonable approach which does not offer any guarantees to Aloha, but is the best 

“guess” of what is likely to occur, using the most sophisticated tool currently available 

to the Commission and all parties in this case. 

Rate Case Expense 

Is there anything else you need to address in your rebuttal testimony at this time? 

Yes. I need to address the issue of actual and estimated rate case expense at this time. 

Total actual and estimated rate case expense as of the date this testimony was filed is 

$443,443. I have prepared Exhibit RCN 14, which shows the actual and 

estimated expense at this time. Although the tota1 rate case expense is in line with the 

estimate shown in the MFR’s, final expense may be substantially higher depending on 

the extent to which the Company must provide answers to discovery over and above the 

original 100 interrogatories established as a limit in this case and the number of 

depositions required, including 3 separate depositions of utility witnesses. In addition, 

the number of witnesses is unusually large compared to other cases Aloha been involved 

in, which has required more extensive discovery (depositions) and rebuttal. In 

accordance with general Commission practice and procedures, we will furnish an 

updated exhibit of actual and estimated rate case expense as a late filed exhibit after 

hearing. 

Do you have anything further to add at this time? 

No. 
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COMPETITIVE PRICE 

lis is a most intriguing proposition in view of the contention, 
iar to economists, that competitive prices are optimum prices. 
of its possible virtues is that it may offer dcfinite answers to two 
idable sets of questions raised in the preceding chapters: first, 
.ions as to the relevant definitions of “cost of service” and 
le of service”; and second, questions as to the respective roles 
st factors and of value or demand factors in price determina- 
Should “cost,” for example, be taken to mean original cost 
placement cost, marginal cost or average cost, sunk cost or 
able cost? Let these and similar questions be resolved by a 
oE the types o€ costs that govern competitive-price determina- 
Should differences in rates of charge for different classes of 
:e be based entirely on cost differences or should they depend 
r t  on “value” differences (differences in the price elasticity 
nand for the respective services)? Again, let the answer depend 
e question whether firms producing multiple products under 
etition can and do practice price discrimination. And so on 
“espect to all of the other debated issues of rate-making policy. 
ring the postwar years OE inflated price levels, the defense of a 
etitive-price standard has come largely from spokesmen for 
.or interests or for the public utility companies, who object 
original-cost rule oE rate making on the ground that it un- 
deprives utility stockhoIders o€ the hedges against inflation 

3 be enjoyed by the owners OE equities in unregulated enter- 
T h i s  is a forcible objection, the merits of which will be 

sed in the chapters on the rate base and the “fair rate oE re- 
’ B u t  one may surmise that the alternative o€ a competitive- 
norm would lose its charm for many o€ these writers were 
.o Facc the €ut1 implications of its adoption. In a dynamic 
my, unrestrained competition is supposed to be a pretty 
game, oEteri leading to individual or corporate bankruptcy.3 

less,” in the sense of protection against the loss of hard-earned 
;s, is not one of its many virtues. Be that as i t  may, the view 
regulated monopoly should be induced or coerced to charge 
ver rates would prevail under competition is so Erequently 
, and SO plausible in its appeal to economists, that i t  deserves 

A 

o a  
?d 
Fn  war. no strike, no depression, can so coiitpletely destroy at1 established 

i or its profit3. as new and better methods. equipment and’ Inateriats in 
iris of an enlightened competitor.” From a staLement by the Society for 
vancement of Management, repeatedly quoted in the issues of the maga- 
tenu. 

T co 
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sharp analysis. By way of introduction, let us therefore assume its 
acceptance and ask what rules of rate control would be required 
in order to put i t  into effect. 

ASSOCIATION OF C O M P E T I T I V E  PRICE 
W I T H  REPLACEMENT COST 

The popular conception of a competitive-price standard of rate 
making is much more primitive than any of its more sophisticated 
modern versions. But it is worth a brief exposition, since it prob- 
ably still reflects the views of most practical rate makers who in- 
voke the standard. It is derived from a simple exposition oE the 
forces oE competitive price determination to be found in the earlier 
textbooks on economics. 

Under competjtion, then, prices are supposed to be determined 
proximately by the forces oE supply and demand, and at a point set 
a t  the intersection oE the curves representing these two offsetting G orces. At any given time, the competitive market price may be 
much higher or much lower than the unit cost of p O d U C t i O n ,  and 
especially the unit normal cost. But any such discrepancy indicates 
a state of disequilibrium, which will tend to be corrected, even if 
the rate O E  demand for the product remains the same, by the ex- 
pansion or contraction o€ output on the part of producers, acting 
under the attraction of profits or under the discouragement of 
deficits. Thus, there is a tendency for a competitive price to come 
into correspondence with normal cost of production; and this 
normal cost is sometimes said to represent the “normal value” of 
the product as distinct from its current market value. 

Under the competitive-price standard of rate regulation, in its 
popular form, the object of regulation is deemed to be that of 
making the prices charged for public utility services conform to 
normal costs or normal values. But under regulation, just as under 
competition, these normal costs are not set by the actual or histori- 
cal costs incurred by any given company by virtue of the prices 
paid in the past for the construction or acquisition o€ plant and 
equipment. On the contrary, the relevant costs are supposed to be 
the current and prospective replacement costs, since these are the 
only costs that would guide the action oE competitive producers 
in their Euture decisions t o  expand or contract their output. 

Thus,  the competitive-price norm is brought to the support of 
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ccial version of the cost-price principle of rate making-a re- 
ement-cost version that came to be closely associated, even 
1gh not completely identified, with the “Eair-value” rule of 
regulation discussed at  length in Part T w o  of this book. In 

academic field, its most vigorous supporter has been ProEessor 
ry Gunnison Brown of the University of Missouri, who for years 
ed a valiant fight on its behalf in the economic journals and 
11s t Justice Brandeis’s increasingly popular “prudent-invest- 
1 t” principle.’ 
roperly qualified, the above-noted view of the nature of a com- 
tive price, which led Brown and.others to associate it with a 
e measured by replacement cost, cannot be said to have been 
redited by modem price theory..But this theory has mder- 
e deveIopments that throw grave doubt on the relevance of a 
acement-cost basis of rate control in its familiar sense. 
mong these developments has been one which distinguishes 
ortant tyfias of competition and which therefore destroys the 
ier, simple distinctions between competitive and monopolistic 
ing. T h e  modern defense O E  any competitive-price norm of 
making therefore faces the necessity of defining the competi- 
which it seeks to emulate. Is the proposed model that of “pure” 

perfect” competition? Or is it one of those mixed kinds of prac- 
I or “workable” competition typical of large-scale industry in 
country? 
Ithough few writers outside of academic economics have yet 
lgriized the necessity d answering this question, those public 
i ty representatives and public service commissioners who ex- 
,s approval of a competitive standard aImost certainly have 
zind a type of competition associated with fairly large-scale in- 
.ria1 companies, and not a type approximating the economist’s 
:ept of pure competition. Nevertheless, it  will be worth while 
to consider the implications of the standard of pure competi- 

--competition bereft of monopoly elements-since this type 
l e  only one that has been claimed by economists to offer a 
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T H E  STANDARD OF PURE OR 
STRICT C O M P E T I T I O N  

For present purposes, pure competition may be defined as competi- 
tion under which there exists no collusion among producers and un- 
der which no single producer controls a portion of the potential sup- 
ply sufficiently large to give him any appreciable influence over the 

arket price of his productm6 It is “competition among the many.” 
Here, unlike the situation of “competition among the few,” each 
producer must accept the market price of his product as “given”; 
he has no  opportunity to practice a “price policy.” 

T h e  principles of price determination under assumed conditions 
of pure competition, as set forth in the modern textbooks,g are 
fairly complex, and I shall not here undertake even a brief sum- 
mary. Xnstead, I’ propose to consider what rate-making criteria 
seem to be required by an attempt to make the rates that are in 
fact charged by a monopolized enterprise behave as if they were 
determined solely by the market forces oE competitive supply and 
demand. 

6 
RATES SHOULD CORRESPOND TO PRODUCTION COSTS 

ONLY UNDER CONDITIONS OF EQUILIBRIUM 

It is an eIementary principle of competitive-price theory that 
the influence on price of cost of production is indirect and that 
the cost-price relationship states merely a condition of static equi- 
librium. At any given time, prices are set by the offsetting forces 

The terms “pure” and “perfect” competition are used sometimes as mere 
synonyms but sometimes with distinctions. Those who draw a distinction use the 
former term to denote any competition completely devoid of monopoly elements, 
reserving the latter For competition which, in addition to its purity, has other 
attributes of “perfection,“ notably, perfect two-way mobility of the factors of 
product‘ion (including contractability and expansibility of plant capacity in.  im- 
mediate response to change3 in demand), and perfect foresight (itself a dubious 
concept). See Edward Chambcrlin, The Theory of Monopolistic competition, 6th 
ed. (Cambridge, Mass., 1950). p. 6; John Maurice Clark, “Toward a Concept of 
Workable Competition,“ 30 American Economic Review 241-256 (1940). As a 
norm of regulated monopoly pricing, “perfect competition” would make no 
sense. T h e  objective of sound competitive rate-making policy should be to make 
the best use of whatever plant happens to be available in view of its noncol- 
Iapsibility. And there is no point in assuming a greater degree oE foresight than 
intelligent people can hope to enjoy at the time of a rate case. 

‘See. e.g., George J. Stigler, The Theory af Price, rev. ed. (Ncw York, 1352), 
Part I. 
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’ply and demand and are likely to be materially above or be- 
leir normal production costs.’ While they are tending in the 
ion of these costs, the adjustment of prices takes time and 
ronizes svith an adjustment oE output. This lag in the ad- 
ent process is not thought of as a defect of Competition. On 
Intrary, a temporary disparity between cost and price is an 
ial device whereby the forthcoming supply of the commodity 
ught into harmony with the demand. 
dlows that a revision of the orthodox principles of rate regu- 
would be called lor in any strict application of a competitive- 
philosophy. Instead of the principle that utility rate levels 
i be raised or lowered so as to yield operating expenses plus 
rial-rate of profit, year after year, there must be substituted 
rule of rate making which more closely emulates the com- 
/ e  Eorces of supply and demand-forces under which rates 
ieId highly abnormal profits when there is a shortage of 
ig plant capacity, and under which rates wiH. fall to mere 
-un incremental or marginal costs of service when plant ca- 
is temporarily redundant. This objective can no more be 

piished under a replacement-cost or ”fair-value” rule of rate 
g in its traditional form than under an original-cost or pru- 
]vestment rule. 
: drastic import of this aspect of a strictly competitive-price 
rd of public utility regulation will be apparent if we con- 
ts probable consequences, first, in a period of severe business 
s i m  and, secondly, in a period in which the growth OE plant 
ty has failed to keep pace with the demand for the service 
m i n g  at “normal” rates of charge. During a depression, the 
of competitive supply and demand, if operating under con- 
i of strict competition, would soon bring rates dawn to tem- 
, marginal costs so low that the resulting revenues would 
~ l y  bankrupt companies capitalized in the manner typical 
llic u t i l i ty  capital structures. On the other hand, during a 
of plant shortage, rates might need to be raised drastically 

:r to preclude the necessity for rationing or in order to avoid 
waiting list of unsatisfied potential consumers. 

e.g., Alfred Marshall, Principles of Economics, 6th ed. (London, tglo). 
A t  pp. 401-402 of this great classic is an interesting comment on the 

y of the assumption that, under competition, the market price at any 
ne w i I 1  be likely to approximate reprodiiction cost. 
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IF MARKET-CLEARING RATES YIELD EXCESS PROFITS, 

A COMMISSION SHOULD COMPEL THE EXPEDITIOUS 

ENHANCEMENT OF PLANT CAPACITY 

Under the p reva ihg  rules of public utility regulation, decisions 
as to the proper policies of plant expansion are seldom made by 
the regulating agency. Instead, they are made by the m a n a g a r “  
of the public utility company, motivated partly by the expectation 
that the investment in the larger plant will at least pay for itself, 
but partly by the legal obligation to supply, without unreasonable 
delay, all services demanded at the scheduled rates OE charge. 

expansion in the hands of the corporate management would need 
to be abandoned, or at  least modified, in a n  effort to make monop- 

capacity is inadequate, competitive rates will yield excess profits 
-profits that will €a11 to normal (or to zero under some definitions 
of profits) as soon as the plant has been enlarged to proper size. As 
trustees for investor interests, corporate managements would 
therefore be under impelling pressure to retard plant expansion 
in order to continue the sale of services at their high, market- 
clearing prices. Nor would the obligation to satisfy all prevailing 
demand suffice as an offsetting pressure; for this very demand will 
be kept from becoming embarrassingly heavy by the establishment 
of the market-clearing prices. 

Thirty years ago, the point that the enforcement of a competi- 
tive standard of rate making must take place primarily through 
governmental control of the investment activities of a public util- 
ity company, rather than directly through control of rates under 
the rute of a “fair rate of return,” was developed by Professor Bruce 
W. Knight in  an article entitled “Why Not Regulate Investment 
Instead of Return?”8 In a commentary on this article, published 
in the same periodical, I took issue with Knight‘s contention that 
such a change in the rules of regulation would be desirable and 
feasible. But there can be littIe doubt that control OE investment 
would be required by a strict, competitive-price rule o€ rate making. 

‘6  Public Ufilitics Fortnightly 406-419 (1950). Compare the proposals by Lerner 
and others for competitive-price simulation under outright socialism. A. P. Lemer, 
The Economics of Control (New York, 19471, especially Chaps. 5 to 7. 

regulatory policy of leaving the responsibility For plant 

behave like competitive pricing. For as long as plant 

-.. . . _. 
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ES WOULD DE REQUIRED TO EQUAL BOTH 
<AGE COSTS AND MARGXNAL COSTS 

nder conditions of competition, both the prices and the out- 
; of commodities are supposed to tend to reach an equilibrium 
tion in which the prices are equal to average unit costs of pro- 
tion. But,  in this same position, they are aIso supposed to equal 
I- marginal or incremental costs-the additional unit costs oE 
jucing them a t  enhanced rates of output. That  is to say, under 
pe titive equilibria, average costs and marginal costs c o i n ~ i d e . ~  
u t  this requirement oE correspondence of prices alike to average 
and to marginal cost presents a dilemma under monopoly- 

e regulation. For, iE the monopoly is operating under condi- 
s of decreasing cost with increasing size-a condition often 
rried to be characteristic of the public utility industries-it will 
nipossible to bring rates into accord with the average costs o l  
service without making some of these rates, at least, higher 
1 rnarginal costs. One might as well attempt to draw a square 
le! Hence, the very type of cost behavior that precludes the 
ritenance of actual competition in  the public utility industries 
. also preclude the application of a standard of hypothclical . .  pc t I e ion. 

RELEVANT COSTS WOULD BE FUTWRE COSTS, 

“SUNK” COSTS 

:ere we have the basis for the popular assumption that the 
petitive-price standard of public utility regulation calls €or 
fixation O E  rates at replacement costs rather than at levels that 
yield a fair rate of return on the original costs oE the utility 

t s .  Under the assumed conditions of pure competition, the onIy 
; that govern the actions of competing producers in their de- 
111s to increase or decrease output are those costs that are still 
rider the leadcrship of the great British economist Alfred MarshalI, corn- 
ive-price thcory has developed the concept of multiple equilibria, under 
h the earlier simple division between short-run (or virtually instantaneous) 
long-run price determinants has been superseded by a recognition of a series 
ort ,  longer, and stil l  longer runs. depending on the time required for more 
ss complete readjustments of plant capacity and of rate of plant output de- 
d to meet prevailing demands. This complication will not be introduced in 
m s e n t  chapter, aIthough i t  is important for utility-rate theory, especially SO 

king the question whether the relevant niargiiial costs are long-run or short- 
marginal costs. See Chap. XVII. 
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under the producers’ C O X I ~ T O ~ .  A competitive price has no tendency 
to rise and fall in such a way as to cover costs of production already 
irretrievably incurred-not, that is, unless these sunk costs hap- 
pen to coincide with anticipated escapable costs. 

However, this principle of competitive pricing, characterized by 
the aphorism that “in commerce bygones are forever bygones,“ by 
no means supports the replacemen t-cost or “fair-value” basis o€ 
rate making in its orthodox, American sense. For, in the first place, 
replacement cost has here been identified with the estimated cost 
of a substantially identical plant rather than with the estimated 
cost of replacing the service by the most economical modern sub- 
stitute. And in the second place, the replacement-cost or “fair- 
value.’: principle of rate making, in undertaking to make total 
corporate revenues equal total replacement costs o€ service includ- 
ing a fair rate of return, ignores the other requirement of com- 
petitive-price equilibria-that the specific rates should equal the 
marginal costs of the specific services. 

ALL RATE DISCRIMINATION W O U t D  BE OUTLAWED 

According to the treatises on price theory, the practice of price 
differentiation based on “value” OT demand-elasticity differences 
rather than on cost differences would be impossible under condi- 
tions of strict or pure competition. This practice constitutes dis- 
crimination; and the power oE a seller to discriminate, with profit 
to himself, is held to be limited to sellers possessing at least some 
degree of monopoly power. 
Even under existing regulation of raiIways and public utilities, 

the law places limits on the right of a company to practice rate 
discrimination. But what the law forbids is merely certain types 
or degrees of discrimination which, for one reason or another, are 
deemed adverse to the public interest; for example, so-called “per- 
sonal discrimination.” N o  such distinction between just and tinjust 
forms of discrimination could persist in a thoroughgoing attempt 
to apply competitive-price theory to railway and utility rates. T h e  
whole practice of rate fixing based even in part on “what the 
traffic will bear” would have to be outlawed. 
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RATES OF RETURN SHOULD CORRESPOND TO THE PROFIT- 

)-LOSS DIFFERENTIALS OF A COMPETITIVE ECONOMY 

n a dynamic economy, the function of competition is by no 
ans limited to that of bringing about a more or less gradual 
ustment oE prices to costs of production. An even more im- 
stant function is that of stimulating innovations and improve- 
nts in products and in tecliniqiles of production.10 To  this end, 
npetitive business is not business conducted strictly at cost, nor 
an at cost plus a “fair” profit. Instead, it  is business transacted 
prices temporarily yielding very high rates of profit under ef- 
ent or lucky promotion and management and yielding sub- 
idard returns or even operating deficits under inefficient or un- 
tunate operation. 
Jnder  any reg~lat ion designed to make the prices charged by 
ulated monopolies perform in the manner in which competi- 
2 prices are supposed to perform over the years, public service 
rimissions would Eace the problem of setting these prices so as 
approach the differential profit-and-loss status of competitive 
lustry and so as to break away from the fairly standardized “nor- 
1 profit” status of orthodox regulation. This  is a truly formida- 
assignment, and one which, to the best of my knowledge, has 

/er  been accomplished effectively. T o  be sure, schemes of diE- 
eiitial returns, designed to reward highly efficient or highly SUC- 
sful performance, have been tried out from time to time, occa- 
naily with fair success during periods oE stable price levels. But 
an i f  experience with these schemes had been such as to warrant 
ieral adoption, their acceptance would provide a very weak imi- 
ion of the behavior oE actual Competition in a period of rapid 
hnological development. Something Ear more radical would be 
posed by the standard o€ simulated competition. 

During his chairmanship o€ the Federal Pawer Commission, Leland Olds 
ssed this function of a competitive price and suggested that commissions 
u l d  undertake to emulate it .  “Regulation.” he wrote, “if i t  is to be a worthy 
stitute for  competition, must similarly be able continuously to make i t  im- 
iible for a public utiliry to charge prices higher than i t  could charge iE an 
icnt arid economic competitor could reasonably be expected to enter the field 

Laptiire the market.” 20th Annual Report of the Federal Power Commission 
in), p. 1 3 .  As a means toward the accomplishment of this objective, Mr. Olds 

looked sympathetically on the use of Tenncssee Valley Authority rates and 
e r  public-plant rates as “yardstick rates.” 
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Incomplete as is the foregoing summary of the major implica- 
tions of a purely competitive-price standard o€ public utility rate 
making, it should suffice to indicate what drastic changes in the 
established principles of rate regulation would be caIled for by any 
thoroughgoing attempt to embody the standard in practice. Cer- 
tainly the standard does not comport with an original-cost or net- 
investment basis of rate control. But neither does it  comport with 
the use of a fair-value or replacement-cost rate base in any fa- 
miliar or legally accepted sense of these terms. The  popular as- 
sumption that a strictly competitive price is a price equal to re- 
placement cost must be rejected, even as a rough approximation. 

But what about a possible contention that all of our orthodox 
systems oE regulation, whether OE the original-cost or of the re- 
placement-cost variety, should be discarded in favor of a scheme 
of rate control designed to simulate the forces OE a competitive 
market? Such a contention has been made; but it must face for- 
midable objections. In the first place, there is the dilemma pre- 
sented by the fact that a condition of competitive-price equilibrium 
is one in which the price is simultaneously equal to average cost 
and to marginal cost (not to mention long-run and short-run varie- 
ties of each of these costs). In the second place, there are the seri- 
ous practical problems to be faced by a commission if required 
to dictate how far and how fast a company must go in expanding 
its pIant-a necessity noted in an earlier paragraph. In the third 
place, there are the difficulties oE corporation finance presented by 
any scheme of rate making yielding the highly variable rates of 
profit and loss characteristic of competitive industry in a dynamic 
economy. And in the fourth place, there are the problems that 
would be faced by consumers of public utility services in adapting 
themselves to the frequent and rapid changes in rates imposed by 
competitive responses to changes in current demand and supply. 

What these difficulties suggest is that the very characteristics of 
a public utility business which rule out reliance on actual corn- 
petition as an automatic price regulator also rule out attempts 
closely to emulate the behavior of competition in the control of 
monopoIy prices. Indeed, so far as concerns pure or strict com- 
petition, which is the standard now under review, modern econ- 
omists seem to be in general agreement that this “atomistic” type 
of competitive behavior is not even applicable to the large indus- 
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1 companies. Here, the competition which must serve as an 
rrnative to regulation or to public ownership is that of a mixed 
e,  which Professor John Maurice Clark has called “workable 
npetition.” l 1  

T H E  A L T E R N A T I V E  STANDARD OF 
“WORKABLE” COiMPETITION 

n d f u l  of the serious objections to a competitive-price standard 
rate control when defined as a standard of strict or pure com- 
i tion, we may now turn to the alternative standard of “realistic” 
“workable” competition-the type oE competition that prevails 
real life and that characterizes industries which, because of their 
3 and their relatively heavy capital investments, would seem 
1st nearly comparable to the large public utility companies. As 
inomists have pointed out, competition oE this nature is far from 
Ire,” since all large industrial companies possess important at- 
xites  O E  monopoly status. 

rhere is at least a fair prospect that, at some future time-say 
h i n  the next two decades-standards of socially acceptable 
orkable competition,” covering, among other things, rules of 
npetitive price determination, may have been developed to the 
g.e at which they can serve, with important qualifications, as 
rms of public service regulation. Th i s  stage, however, has not 
been reached, nor does its attainment appear to be just around 
: corner. There are three related reasons for this cautious con- 
tsion. 
f n  the first place, too little is known today as to the nature of 
ce determination by unregulated industrial companies. I t  is 
ierally agreed that the “administered prices” of large-scale in- 

“Toward a Concept of Workable Competition,“ 30 American Economic Rc- 
u 241-2556 (1940). Paradoxical as it  may seem, there is good reason to contend 
t, both wi th  the pub1ic utilities and with heavy industry, a closer approach to 
ctly competitive price detcrniination could be attained under outright public 
iership than under private ownership. Indeed, one school of socialists, the so- 
,td “market socialists,” has defended government ownership as making possible 

realization of a system of “optimum prices” similar to Lhat which economists 
‘e associatcd with pure competition. See. e.g., A. P, Lcrncr, The Econon~ics of 
i t ro l ,  Chap. 7. These contentions, howevcr, involve I dubious assumption: that 

ideology of a socialist state and the attitudes of the aggressive types of people 
o would probably control such a state would be friendly to the principle of 
rsumer sovereignty. 
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dustry are far less volatile and far less responsive to the forces ol‘ 
short-run supply and demand than would be their behavior under 
pure competition. But this is a negative conclusion; as to the posi- 
tive factors in price determination, the subject remains highly con- 
troversial. 

In the second place, enough is known about modern industrial 
price policies to belie the assumption that these poIicies can be re- 
flected by the adoption of any simple, feasibly administered, rule 
oE rate making such as the rule that rates should be based on re- 
placement cost of service. Indeed, these policies do not conform to 
any single theory of price determination, coordinate with pricing 
under pure competition. They are the outcome of a whole range 
of inter-firm relationships intermediate between strict competition 
and strict monopoly, When modern economists, in attempting to 
rationalize the price strategy of “competition among the few,” are 
led into an eIaborate mathematical analysis called “the theory of 
games,” l2 their findings do not offer very promising material €or 
decisions in rate cases! 

And in the third place, since the competition o€ the type sup- 
posed to govern unregulated industrial pricing has no claim €or 
recognition as resulting in the socially optimum prices, emulation 
OR the part of a regulating commission would be of doubtful wis- 
dom even if a fair job of mimicry were fea~ib1e.I~ One must re- 
member that the attempts by current economists to develop stand- 
ards of workable competition for the purpose of antitrust Jaw 
administration arc not attempts to create standards of optimum 
pricing. On the contrary, they are attempts to secure types of com- 

John Von Neumann and Oskar Morgcnstern, The Theory a/ Games (Prince- 
ton, 1944); J. D. Williams, T h e  Compleat Strafe 5 t  (New York, 1954). T h e  dif- 
ferent price policies prcvailing in different t& of unregulated industry are 
presented and  compared in Professor Walton Hamilton’s book, Price and Price 
Policies (New York, 1938). In his Managerial Economics (New York, 1 9 5 1 ) ~  pp. 4 0 ~  
401, Professor Joel Dean notes important differences in price policies, not just among 
different companies or industries but even in the same company with different 
products. H c  cites the pricing of the various ]DuPont products as a conspicuoua 
example. T h e  highly controversial nature of the theory of imperfect or impure 
forms o€ competition is illustrated in the discussion OE “Concepts of Competition 
and Monopoly” by Mews. Clark, Weintraub, Machlup, Gordon, and Ackley at 
the Dec., 1 9 5 4 ~  annual meeting of the American Economic Association, pub- 
lished in 45 American Economic Rmiew, Proceedings 450-490 (May, 1955). 
“On the other hand, as long as nonutility prices fail to represent pure com- 

petitive prices, the fixation ot public utility rates at such prices could not be 
claimed to yield optimum resuIts. 
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:titivc pricing good enough to render price controI unnecessary. 
Since the competitive-price stanclard of rate regulation has SO 

ten been identified with the acceptance oE a replacement-cost or 
‘air-value” principle of rate control, one may raise the question 
1 what  extent the types oE competition characteristic of large-scale 
[dustrial companies have actually brought prices into rough cor- 
spondeiice with current costs oE production plus a normal rate ol 
-ofit on the depreciated replacement costs OE plant and equipment. 
his question is nnanswerable in the absence of wide-scale and care- 
1 appraisals of industrial plant and equipment comparable to the 
ernendowdy expensive “physical valuations” of the American 
ilroads inade by the  Interstate Commerce Commission under the 
Iluation Act oE 1913. I think it almost certain, however, that 
e correspondence would not be close.14 

Lest the reader of this chapter gain the impression that it is in- 
nded to deny the relevance of any tests OE reasonable rates derived 
3rn the theory or the behavior of competitive prices, let me state 
y conviction that no such conclusion would be warranted. On 
e contrary, a study of price behavior both under assumed con- 
tioiis oE pure competition and under actual conditions of mixed 
mpetition is essential to the development of sound principles 

“During the years since the Second World War, prior to the time OE the 
w i t  stock-market boom, the stocks of many of the best-known industrial tom- 
niey sold at niarket prices below their book values, values in turn presumably 
11 below depreciated replacement costs. The steel industry offers a conspicuous 
imple. In testimony before the Senate Banking and Currency Committee in 
j5, Mr. Benjamin F. Faitless, chairman of the United States Steel Corporation, 
s reported to have stated that the current cost oE building h l l y  integrated 
el-plant capacity from mines to finishcd product was on the order o€ $300 per 
I ,  whcreas the investor valuation of the plants, as measured by current security 
res, was only $56 per ton for the ten largest steeI companies, on the average. 
its 1954 AnnuaI Report to Stockholders, the Marquctte Cement Manufacturing 

inpniiy stated that, in 1953, i t  had earned 9.6 per cent on its “original-cost 
lie” b u t  that these earnings represented a return of only 3.6 per cent on 
imated reproduction cost (after adjustments for additiona1 depreciation charges 

this higher cost). No doubt these and other examples ol substandard return3 
;ed on replacement-cost tests could be matched by examples of superstandard 
urns. 
The Feb., 1955, issue o€ T h e  Exchange, a monthly publication of the New 
rk Stock Exchange, reported that a study o€ 1,053 listed common stocks disclosed 
i t  4 2  per cent wtrc  seIIing at  less than their latest available book values. At  the 
remcs among the separately noted industrial stocks, Amour  and Company 
limon was selling at 68 per cent below book value. whereas International Busi- 
M Machines common was selling at 588 per cent above book value. 
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of utility rate control. Not only that: any good program of public 
utility rate making must go a certain distance in accepting com- 
petitive-price principles as guides to monopoly pricing. For rate 
regulation must necessarily try to accomplish the major objectives 
that unregulated competition is designed to accomplish; and the 
similarity of purpose calls for a considerable degree of similarity 
of price behavior. 

Regulation, then, as I conceive it, is indeed a substitute for com- 
petition; and it is even a partly imitative substitute. But so is a 
Diesel locomotive a partly imitative substitute for a steam loco- 
motive, and so is a telephone message a partly imitative substitute 
for a telegraph message. What I am trying to emphasize by these 
crude analogies is that the very nature of a monopolistic public 
utility is such as to preclude an attempt to make the emulation of 
competition very close. The fact, for example, that theories of 
pure competition leave no room for rate discrimination, while 
suggesting a reason for viewing the practice with skepticism, does 
not prove that discrimination should be outlawed. And a similar 
statement would apply alike to the use of an original-cost or a fair- 
value rate base, naifher of which is defensible under the theory 
or practice of competitive pricing. 

This chapter has been written under the assumption that the 
utiIity subject to regulation enjoys a monopoly, so that any emula- 
tion of competitive-price behavior wouId have to be imposed by 
governmental authority or adopted as a matter of policy. But this 
assumption is never strictly valid: and in the field of intercity 
transport, the degree of railroad monopoly has ROW become so 
limited because of road, water, and air competition, that the ac- 
ceptance o€ a competitive-price standard of rate control, in some 
sense of competition, would cease to be the acceptance of a mere 
make-believe. While the complete abandonment of rate regula- 
tion is even here out of the question, the development of new and 
less rigid standards of rate control seems necessary. In this de- 
velopment, more is to be said for standards suggested by modern 
ideas of “workable competition” than can be claimed for such 
standards with the more nearly monopolized utility companies. 

So far as concerns the electric power utilities, competition in the 
sense of rate making by a comparison of the performance of other 
utiIity enterprises, including public “yardstick” plants, has been 



3 COMPETITIVE PRICE 

ored by spokesmen for consumer interests. This is not compe- 
on as the term is used in economics; but it has promising pos- 
ilities for limited and cautious use, and both the promises and 
! limitations will be noted in Chapter XV, on the fair rate of re- 
m,  

VI1 

SOCIAL PRINCIPLES OF RATE MAKING 

Despite the failure of the familiar rules of public utility regulation 
to result in the same rates that might he expected to emerge “auto- 
matically” under actual competition, this failure does not neces- 
sarily imply a fundamental difference between the objectives of 
rate regulation and the recognized functions of a competitive 
price. In large measure, at least, the different results are imposed 
by technical obstacles in the way of any attempt to compel natural 

onopolies to behave contrary to their nature.’ Regulation can 
st i l l  be regarded as a substitute for competition-probably 3s an 
inferior substitute. 

But the statement that regulation is a substitute for competition 
would be accepted only with qualifications by any writers aware 
oE its full implications, whereas it  would be rejected sharply by a 
minority OE writers on the ground that “public policy,” and not 
merely technological or administrative difficui t ies, justifies delib- 
erate departures from “commercial” standards oE reasonable utility 

Both the qualifications and the wholesale rejection are based 

r 
‘ B u t  regulation is deterred by notions of f n i r  prices and fair profits from go- 

ing even as €ar as technical dificultics woitld permit i t  to go in emulating the 
somewhat ruthless Eorces or competition. 

‘For a strong defense of this minoiitg position, see the article by Professor 
Horace M. Gray entitled “The Passing of thc Public Utility Concept,” noted OR 

pp. 24-25, supra. A similar point of view was expressed by Mr. Louis P .  Gold- 
berg, former member OE the New York City Council, in a letter to the New York 
Times opposing further increases in subway fares designed to make the riders 
pay the full costs o€ transit. T i m a ,  Feb. 8,  1952. Subway service, he contended, 
is a “social service”-even more completely so than education, health, housing, 
libraries, etc. The  costs of supplying this service, he conchdcd, should therefore 
be apportioned on social principles. 

I do not include among the advocates OE “social” rate making those economists 
who contend that public ut i l i ty  rates should be set a t  ~narginal costs even i€ the 
resulting revenues woultl fail lo  cover total costs (see Chap. XX). For these econo- 
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1 .O Executive Summary 

1 1 Objectives 

On July 14,2000, the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC or the Commission) issued 
final Order No. PSC-00-1285-FOF-WS directing the Division of Regulatory Oversight’s Bureau of 
Regulatory Review (BRR) to conduct a customer service audit of Aloha Utilities, Inc. (Aloha). To 
comply with the Commission Order, BRR has identified the folIowing review objectives: 

Document the processes used within all customer service procedures with particular 
emphasis on customer complaints. 

Determine the current state of relations between the company and its customers 
and the adequacy of the customer service function. 

Recommend measures to augment responsiveness to customer concems if applicable. 

1.2 Scope 

The scope of this review will be focused specifically on Aloha’s customer service functions. 
Chapter 2 presents a brief background of recent events and dockets involving Aloha. However, in 
compliance with the Coinmission Order, this review is limited to management functions that affect 
the customer service operation. Specifically this review included evaluation of: 

+ Company organization 
Policies and procedures 
Customer deposits, payments and revenue recovery + Customer information systems + Customer applications 
Complaints, inquiries, surveys, and education 

1 =3 Methodology 

Information regarding Aloha’s customer service operations was gathered through responses 
to staff-s document requests and through on-site interviews with management and front-line 
employees. Once an overall analysis was concluded, a draft report was written and provided for the 
company to verify accuracy and address issues related to the use of potentially confidential material 
in the report. 
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1.4  OveraII Opinion 

The management philosophy at Aloha and the policies and procedures for customer service 
have been reviewed by BRR staff. Staff has identified several areas for improvement that pertain to 
Aloha’s procedures and customer service policy. The following reconmendations for improvement 
are further detailed in Chapter 4. 

Staff has found that Aloha lacks formal written long- and short-term businessplans. Lack 
of planning may affect all segments of company operations, which includes customer 
senice. Staff encourages Aloha to draft and formalize written business plans and goals. 

Aloha lacks a complete policy and procedures manual. Staff noted several areas such as 
custonier service, employee training, and database activities that had little or no 
procedures for employee guidance. 

More documentation of the customer information is encouraged including the posting of 
more data on customer inquiries, continual updating of the database, and extracting 
reports for management use. 

e Aloha needs to consistently educate its customers with systematic conmunications that 
address current problems, the perceived solutions, and future plans the company is 
considering. 

BRR has attempted to separate the water quality issues from the customer service issue and 
to detemiine if any problems exist. Although any customer experiencing a water quality problem 
will not be satisfied until it is resolved, staffs intent was to independently focus on the customer 
service processes and to determine if these processes were adequate. 

As a result of the hydrogen sulfide problem, Aloha, in the short term, simply cannot satisfy 
some customers’ concerns regardless of what customer service approach is used. Thus, until the 
water issue is resolved, customers will continue to complain. Aloha appears to have suffered image 
problems as a result of ongoing press coverage and organized efforts of neighborhood associations 
and political groups. However, a survey of a judgement sample of Aloha customers conducted by 
staff indicates general satisfaction with the company’s customer service function. - 

Although tarnished with other customer issues, it j s  BRR staffs opinion that customer 
relations appear to be positive with the greater percentage of Aloha’s customer base. During the 
Commission service hearings, several hundred customers attended and approximately 50 customers 
voiced substantial dissatisfaction specifically with Aloha’s water quality. Of these, eight customers 
stated that Aloha was unresponsive to their needs. However, based upon employee interviews, 
dpcuments. suryey results, and Aloha’s new customer database, the degree - of satisfaction whh 
Aloha’s overall customer service function seems to be high. Additionally, customer problems 
reflected in inquiries to the Commission have stabilized in recent years. B€W staffs review did- 
rdentify any significant customer service inadequaciey 
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2m0 Background and Perspective 

Number of Customers 

Avg. Residential 
Customer Monthly Bill- 

Water & Sewer 

Gross Revenues- 
Water and Sewer (000) 

OperationsA'Haintenance 
Expenses (000) 

Number of Employees 

Number of Customers 
per Em p I o y ee 

Founded in 1970, Aloha Utilities, Inc., is a Class A water and wastewater utility located in 
Pasco County, Florida. The utiIity possesses both water and wastewater certificates serving two 
distinct service areas - Aloha Gardens and Seven Springs. As of December 3 1,2000, Aloha was 
serving approximately 12,745 water customers within the two service areas and had 27 employees. 
Exhibit 1 presents pertinent statistics for Aloha for the period of January 1996 through December 
2000. 

1996 1997 1998 1999 

11,148 11,568 11,894 12,397 

$32.77 $35.28 $35.9 1 $36.56 

$4,698 $5,163 $5,387 $5,77 1 

$4,196 $3,594 $5,036 $5,060 

28 29 24 29 

398 399 496 427 

In the customer service area, Aloha has been involved in Docket No. 960545-WS for four 
years. This docket resulted from a petition signed by 262 customers within AIoha's Seven Springs 
service area requesting the Commission investigate the utility's rates and water quality. 

The first hearing was held in New Port Richey, Florida, on September 9 and IO, 1996, and 
concluded in Tallahassee, Florida, on October 28, 1996. Customer testimony concerning quality 
of service was taken on September 9, 1996. Customer testimony sessions were attended by more 
than 500 customers, 56 of whom provided testimony about quality of service problems including: 
black water, low pressure, odor, and customer service-related problems. 

Aloha Utilities 
Genera1 Statistics 

2000 

12,745 

$37.14 

$5,970 

$5,562 

27 

472 
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After evaluation of the evidence taken during the first hearing, the Commission rendered a 
final decision on March 12, 1997, in Order No. PSC-97-0280-FOF-WS. In that Order, the 
Coinmission determined that the quality of service provided by Aloha’s water system was 
unsatisfactory. It found the quality of the utility’s water to be unsatisfactory and ordered Aloha to 
evaluate the treatment alternatives for removal of hydrogen sulfide from its water. Additionally, it 
found that the utility’s attempts to address customer satisfaction and its responses to customer 
complaints were unsatisfactory. 

In addition to finding the quality of the utility’s water to be unsatisfactory, the Commission 
found that “the utility’s attempts to address customer satisfaction and its responses to customer 
complaints are unsatisfactory. These management practices of Aloha concern us, and will be further 
addressed in Docket No. 960535-WS, which is to be kept open.” 

On Noveiiiber 26, 1997, by Order No. PSC-97- 15 I2-FOF-WS, the Commission concluded 
that further investigation was needed to determine if the customers were willing to pay for new 
treatment facilities. These treatment facilities are not required by any current Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) or Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) rule and would result 
in an increase of water rates. 

In a letter to the Commission dated June 5 ,  1998, Aloha stated that it was willing to begin 
construction of three centrally located packed tower aeration treatment facilities to remove hydrogen 
sulfide from the source water. Aloha was willing to proceed with this upgrade to address customer 
quality of service concems and to comply with fbture EPA regulations. However, before 
commencing construction of these water treatment facilities, Aloha requested that the Commission 
issue an order declaring that it was prudent for Aloha to construct these facilities. This request was 
considered at the December 15,1998 Agenda Conference. Also, the Commission again considered 
whether there was a water quality probIem in Aloha’s Seven Springs service area and, if so, what 
further actions were required. 

Pursuant to the decisions at that agenda conference, on January 7, 1999, the Commission 
issued Proposed Agency Action Order No. PSC-99-006 1 -FOF-WS, determining that the 
Commission should take no hrther actions in regards to quality of service in this docket and closing 
the docket. Also, by final action the Commission denied the utility’s request for an order declaring 
it to be prudent to begin construction of three central water treatment facilities. By that Order, the 
Commission required any protests to be filed by January 28, 1999, in order to be timely. 

Subsequently, a member of the Florida Mouse of Representatives and two other customers 
filed timely protests to the Order and requested a formal hearing. Based on these protests, another 
formal hearing (Second Hearing) was scheduled for September 30 and October 1 ,  1999. However, 
the Second Hearing was rescheduled several times and Prehearing Conferences were held on 
November 15,1999 and March 22,2000. The Second Hearing was held on March 29-30,2000, in 
New Port Richey, Florida. Several hundred customers attended each session and approximately 50 
customers testified. The technical portion of the hearing began on March 30, 2000, in New Port 
Richey, Florida and was continued and concluded on April 25, 2000, in Tallahassee, Florida. 
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All testimony and evidence resulted in Final Order PSC-00- 1285-FOF-WS, which directed 
BRR to conduct a customer service audit as described in Chapter 1 of this report. Within the Order, 
the Commission defined quality of service and separated it into three categories: operational 
conditions of the plant, quality of the product, and customer satisfaction. The order stated “Based 
on the customer testimony and the survey results, Aloha does not appear to be in violation of any 
of our rules concerning customer relations. However, because a significant portion of the customers 
are clearly dissatisfied with Aloha’s overall quality of service, we find that Aloha’s customer 
satisfaction must be considered marginal.” 

This report will address only the element of customer satisfaction. The subsequent sections 
in this chapter will introduce the company organization and an overview of the customer service 
function. 

2. I Company and Customer Service Function 
Organizatlon 

Aloha is a small utility in both operations and management. It is a Florida corporation with 
three directors. One director serves as the president, one as vice-president, and one as the general 
manager. Additionally, other management employees include a superintendent of field operations, 
a controller, a billing manager, and a water quality manager who also acts as the customer service 
manager. The vice-president is only available to the organization 20 percent of the time. Currently, 
she works one day a week, attends officer meetings, and provides other administrative assistance. 
Aloha’s organizational structure is split into administration and field operations as shown in 
Exhibit 2. 

Aloha’s uppr  manqcement does not have a strategic plan in place nor any long- or short- 
. t-em.goal_s lo- augment day-tg,day>or long-terp-operat ions,, Management points to the increasing 
planning role played by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection as meeting some of 
these needs. Aloha states that, generally, management’s major goal is conforming to all state and 
federal guidelines. The company needs to have a formal written process in place. Aloha is adding 
300 to 400 customers a year. I f  no plans are in place to accommodate those customers in areas such 
as infrastructure, staffing, emergencies, and equipment, then the company may not be adequately 
prepared for this growth. Additionally, Aloha produces a very basic annual budget, typically 
consisting of the previous budget plus an assumed escalation factor. 

- --- -“,- - ~ . . _ _ _  . --- 

2. t 1 Customer Service Support Staff 
Field operations employees work closely with the customer service department and are 

managed by the superintendent, who oversees all technical aspects such as service calls, water plant, 
and wastewater operations. The company’s customer service function is overseen by the water 
quality manager. The manager and one customer service representativYi handle all customer 
telephone inquiries, walk-ins, and the teller window transactions. These services range from 
answering quest ions regarding billing problems, handling service complaints, arranging 
connects/disconnects of accounts, and processing payments. Aloha is currently in the process of 
hiring an additional customer service representative. 
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ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
2000 ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 
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During audit interviews, Aloha management expressed a concern with the lack of 
administration office work space. According to the company, the lack of work space has prohibited 
Aloha from hiring additional employees who are needed to support customer service and billing. At 
the end of2000, Aloha physically relocated to a new building, which should resolve the space 
limitation issue. Geographically, it has moved to the east side of U S .  19 in the Seven Springs area 
where 75 percent of Aloha’s customer base is located. 

The move is planned to coincide with the hiring of two new customer service employees and 
an additional billing employee. BRR staff concurs that the additional employees will enable middle 
managers to have more time to effectively manage resources. 

2m2 Policies and Procedures 

Aloha has two written internal procedure documents that it provides to its employees. The 
formalized one is the new employees’ handbook. The second is a set of customer seAice policies 
consisting of eleven loose-leaf pages neither titled nor in booklet form. The employees’ handbook 
contains one paragraph with guidelines on how employees should interface with customers. The 
loose-Ieaf pages contain sixteen procedures, of which eteven relate to the customer service hnction 
and five to accounts payable and payroll procedures. The eleven procedures describe the necessary 
entries to the FoxPro database to accomplish each task and what steps are to be followed. These 
customer service procedures address: 

New service for existing connections 
New service for new connections 
Service orders 
Service disconnection 
UtilitykabIe location calls 
Builders impact fees 
Non-payment late notice 
Close service orders 
Cash receipts 
Meter reads 
NSF check handling 

Employee training is an important factor in the customer service area for two reasons. First, 
if the new employee is not trained, helshe learns by trial and error and hidher actions may not reflect 
company policy. Second, current employees benefit by gaining new skills and knowledge that are 
needed because of changing demands. Another important factor in dealing with customers is 
sensitivity to their needs and how to handle difficult situations. This type of training is essential and 
should start with top management and include all employees who deal with customers. Aloha has 
provided documents that employee training is an ongoing program that includes on-the-job training, 
tapes and books, seminars, and meetings. However, staff suggests that Aloha institute policies for 
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conducting and monitoring employee training. AH needs should be evaluated rind documented so 
that each employee receives an appropriate amount of instruction hours each year. 

In other related policy documentation, Aloha has extemal auditors who examine all financial 
statements arid assure compliance to all state and federal rules and regulations. Staff found no other 
documentation that aids customer service. The company does provide customers an informational 
pamphlet produced by the FPSC regarding water and wastewater service. This is issued to new 
customers as required by Commission rules. New customers are also given 3 rate sheet during the 
application process. 

2.3 Customer Deposits, Payments and Revenue 
Recovery 

Customer deposits are based upon anticipated customer usage and the credit standing of the 
business or homeowner applicant. The average residential deposit collected for initial service is 
$108, which is based upon an average monthly bill of $37.00. The deposit is returned as a credit in 
23 months if a customer pays their bills on time. Additionally, there is a nonrefundable connect fee 
set by meter size. Based on a 3/4 inch meter, the typical initial residential connection fee is $15. 

As a customer courtesy, on behalf of Pasco County, Aloha bills and collects payment for 
garbage service and street lighting in its monthly bill. Customers in the Seven Springs area and the 
Aloha Gardens area both pay $10.77 for refuse collection and street lights. 

Once Aloha issues a bill, a customer has 20 days to render payment as required by Rule 25- 
30.320 ( 2 )  (g). If payment is not received within the 20-day window, a five-day notice is mailed. 
This notice informs the customer that the payment is overdue and that services will be tenninated. 
According to written procedures, if payment is not received following the five-day notice, a service 
order is originated to terminate service and to pull the customer’s meter. Payments can be made by 
mail, drive-through teller window, and walk-in teller windows. 

Revenue recovery has not been an issue for the company. After 25 days, service will be cut 
off and the deposit, in most instances, is adequate to cover the balance. The company’s computer 
system did not properly record bad debt expense for the years of 1995 through 1998. Aloha claims 
that its new computer system, implemented in 1998, now correctly records bad debt. For 1999, the 
expense was recorded as $30,868 for commercial and residential account write-offs combined. This 
amounts to .6 1 percent of total revenue and would not be considered an out-of-range factor according 
to generally accepted accounting procedures that govern small business bad-debt ratios. 
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2.4 Customer information Systems 

Aloha’s information system consists solely of its customer billing system. The system is a 
new PC-based program that was implemented in 1998 to replace a dated mainframe, batch-type 
computer. The new system is a FoxPro database, with a Windows-driven system that can bill the 
customer, produce service orders, and extract data as needed. A problem in the new system has 
temporarily caused Aloha to stop the use of the automated meter reading devices known as STARS, 
due to interfacing problems. Aloha management has stated that an outside contractor will be hired, 
and the problem will be rectified by the fust quarter of 2001. Staff agrees that the STARS system 
should be reintegrated as soon as possible because manual input of meter readings is labor intensive 
and results may include data input errors that could cause customer inquiries or complaints. 

2.4.1 Billing Database System 
The billing portion of Aloha’s system is split into two segments or cycles. Cycle one covers 

part of the Seven Springs service area. Cycle two is all of the Aloha Gardens area and the remaining 
section of Seven Springs. In either cycle, the billing manager updates all service orders, enters all 
payments, then prints and distributes the meter reader sheets to the meter readers. 

Within the two cycles, the meter readings are split into approximately 55 routes read each 
month by three meter readers. After the fifth day of the month, the readings are due to the billing 
manager for manual input into the billing database. During this five-day period, the manager 
continues updating service orders. After all readings and updates are loaded into the database, the 
billing cycle is run. According to Aloha, the FoxPro database can produce one entire billing cycle 
in 12- 14 days. 

After the bills are calculated, they are edited by the billing manager for accuracy and any 
errors are corrected. Any high or abnormal bills are flagged to be reread by the meter readers. After 
all corrections, delinquent payments, and rereads are reentered, the final run is executed. The system 
produces a postcard bilI and sorts by zip code. Payments are due within 20 days of the date bills are 
generated and mailed. 

2.4-2 Other Database Uses 
As mentioned above, the FoxPro database is used primarily for billing and storing customer 

information. As part ofthe system, the customer database information page has a note field to record 
various notes pertinent to a customer’s history. This is useful if a customer has a recurring problem 
that did not require a service order. The database can also be used to extract various reports that are 
usefid to management. 

Within the database, Aloha enters a two or three digit code on the service order page that is 
used to identify the complaint or action to be taken. For example, when a customer calls in with a 
high bill complaint, it is entered as an “RR” for a reread. If a customer applies for new service, it is 
entered as “CWS“. A note field is available for further clarification on each order. The database has 
the capability to summarize the codes based upon user selection criteria and produce them as either 
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reports, graphs, or in spreadsheet format. In total, Aloha utilizes 56 separate reports to aid in 
customer services. At present, some frequently used summaries that Aloha extracts are: customer 
histories, water complaints, deposits, service orders, billings, and accounts payable. 

When staff received various documents that were extracted from the database, it was noted 
that customer information was not up-to-date. Specifically customer telephone numbers were 
incorrect and there were incomplete notes in the note field. Further, it was found that historical 
service order data from year-to-year was not standard in coding, nor was the note field being utilized 
as much as possible. Aloha maintains that the note fields in the service orders are utilized. These 
issues are further discussed in Chapter 4.0. 
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3.0 Customer Relations 

Several aspects of customer relations can be assessed to reflect how a company is performing 
for, and interacting with, its consumers. Evaluation of the handling of customer applications is 
qualitative in nature and involves a person-to-person interface. Customer and company attitudes are 
another area that calls for some conclusions from staff as to whether relations are good or need 
improvement. These areas can be quantified to some extent by utilizing a customer survey. Areas 
such as customer complaints and inquiries can be measured by historical data. 

3.1 Customer Applications 

For new service, a customer’s application can be mailed, faxed, or completed in the office. 
In the application process, a new customer must provide identification to be verified by the company. 
Aloha’s current application form appears adequate for customer information gathering if the need 
arises for collection purposes. After the application is manually processed, the information is then 
entered into the computer database. Finally, all customers must remit a connection fee and the 
appropriate deposit charge. 

As described in Section 2.4.1, Aloha has two separate service areas and each has its own rate 
structure. New customers applying for service are given information rate sheets listing water, sewer, 
garbage, and street lighting charges in their district. According to Aloha, once the application has 
been processed, typically the customer’s water wi11 be turned on that same day. 

3.2 Customer Complaints, Inquiries, Surveys and 
Education 

A means of measuring an organization’s customer relations is the historical data on inquiries 
and complaints. Complaints are typically handled directly by the company and the majority are 
resolved locally. However, since Aloha is a Commission-regulated company, a customer not 
satisfied with the company resolution has an option to contact the Commission‘s Consumer Affairs 
Division. 

In the foIlowing sections, cornplaints to the company and Commission inquiries are separated 
into common problem categories. Data is provided for the years of 1997 through October of 2000. 
From its database, Aloha provided data for internally handled water quality complaints, billing 
problems, low-pressure, and several other service order categories. 

3.2.1 InternalIy Handled Complaints 
Aloha’s largest category for customer complaints has been water quality. As noted in Exhibit 

3, Aloha customers registered 715 internal water quality complaints during 1997. In 1998, water 
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quality complaints filed with the company declined by 46 percent to 392. In 1999, these complaints 
dropped another 22 percent and totaled 306. According to the company, this decline resulted in a 
return to 1996 complaint levels. 

Complaint 1997 1998 1999 Oct-2000 

HighIImproper Bill 28 53 33 N/A* 

Water Quality 715 3 92 306 283 

Low Pressure 185 I86 184 138 

Totals 92 8 63 1 523 42 1 
L 

The company explains the high number of complaints in 1997 was due to the participation 
of homeowners associations, the ongoing hearings held by the Commission, and the high volume 
of press coverage. Overall, it appears that two of the three complaint categories have declined since 
1998. 

Aloha Util i t ies  
Company Reported Complaints by Year and Type 

In the area of customer complaints and concerns, in Docket 960545-W, Aloha's 
management testified as follows: 

We have also taken additional measures to ensure that all customer 
complaints and inquiries are properly processed and that all are 
addressed and that there is appropriate record-keeping. Since the last 
hearing, we have added a new computer system that allows us to 
track customer complaints more effective1 y, efficiently, and precisely. 
We are also able to trace much more quickly and readily the results 
of our investigation of all customer complaints in the data base and 
to program the computer to recognize frequently occurring 
complaints, or complaints within a given area so that we can 
recognize trends and possible problems more quickly. 

In addition, we made a change to make sure that all water quality 
complaints go through a single customer service representative, once 
it is determined that is the nature of the compliant. In this way, no 
customers are left in a position of having talked to two or three 
different people at different times, and possibly receive answers that 
seem, to the customer at least, to have been different for the same 
problems. [Watford, direct testimony.] 
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Also, it appears that Aloha has taken steps to improve customer relations. The issue of Aloha staff 
responding to customer concerns was directly answered: 

As noted above, we have reviewed our existing procedures and have 
incorporated some additional procedures which we believe have 
substantially aided us too properly responding to customer concerns. 
After the hearing, at which some customers raised concern about the 
way they were treated by Aloha’s personnel, we have undertaken to 
discuss with all of our staff members their responsibility to treat all 
customers with courtesy and dignity and to ensure that all of their 
complaints are thoroughly checked to determine what, if anything, 
Aloha can do to resolve the problems. We have undertaken to have 
regular staff meetings to discuss recurring concerns and problems and 
how to deal with them to ensure that the customers receive a 
satisfactory answer, and that the problems are resolved to the best of 
our ability. [Watford direct testimony] 

3.2.2 FPSC Customer lnquiries 
The data in Exhibit 4 provides a summation of customer inquiries filed with the 

Commission’s Division of Consumer Affairs for the period of 1997 through 2000. The major 
customer complaint category in 1997 was water quality. Any inquiries registered from September 
through November I997 regarding water quality were categorized by Consumer Affairs as being 
associated with Docket No. 960545. Inquiry totals were low in both 1998 and 1999. 

In 2000, the number of higkiimproper bill complaints escalated. Aloha reports that water 
usage has increased, which subsequently leads to high usage customer complaints. Usage was 
confirmed when comparing 1998 and 1999 annual reports. The average customer used 87,023 
gallons in 1998 but usage increased in 1999 to 92,364 gallons per household. This results in an 
annual increase of over 5,000 gallons or a rise of 6.1 percent. Additionally, as reported in Section 
2.4, meter reading is currently a manual process, and one explanation in the increase of complaints 
may be the manua1 application and the lack of customer follow-up by Aloha as noted in Section 
3.2.3. 

3.2.3 Customer Satisfaction Surveys 
Staff sought to further quantify customer interaction with Aloha in areas such as employee 

attitudes, service response, and their overall perception of the company. Exhibit 5 reflects the results 
of staffs customer satisfaction survey on customers who had a recent telephone or personal contact 
with Aloha employees. The four-question survey was a snapshot of one week of service requests 
originated during the week of September 26 through October 2,2000. Staff randomly contacted a 
judgement sample of 37 of the 209 customers having interaction with Aloha during the designated 
period. The service orders involving these customers included: nine requests for vacation 
disconnectdconnects, nine miscellaneous repairs, eight new customer connections, four high bill 
complaints. three water leaks, two black water complaints, one non-payment disconnect, and one 
office payment. 
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Aloha Uti l i t ies  
PSC Inquiries by Vear and Type 

Complaint 1997 

HighAmproper Bill 0 

Water Quality 7 

Related to Docket #960545 110 

Other* 19 

Totals 136 

1998 1999 2000 

3 8 31 

3 15 5 

0 2 2 

18 26 34 

24 5 1  72 

As shown in Exhibit 5, of the 37 customers surveyed, a total of 14 percent rated customer 
service employee professionalism and courtesy as either fair or poor, while 86 percent rated the 
employees good or excellent. On the second question regarding timeliness for completing the 
request, 86 percent of the customers rated Aloha good or excellent but 14 percent believed that 
Aloha‘s timeliness was poor. The third question regarding the overall results of each request showed 
71 percent rated the outcome as good or excellent and 29 percent fair or poor. Four customers 
commented that Aloha neglected to follow-up what the problem may have been on rereads and high 
bill complaints. 

The last question asked longstanding customers to offer an overall opinion of Aloha’s past 
and present performance. As noted, 72.5 percent evaluated the company’s customer service as good 
or excellent, while 27.5 percent rated Aloha’s past or current service as fair or poor. Of the sample, 
eight were new customers who did not have a historical opinion and were not included in the 
percentages. 

While staffs survey sample size falls short of being statistically valid, staff believes some 
generalizations can be made. The overall survey results indicated that Aloha’s customers are 
Lr generaIly satisfied with Aloha’s customer service, the timeliness of response, and the overall 
handling of various customer requests. 
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Aloha Customer Service Satisfaction Survey I 
~ 

Total percent of customers 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

You have recently had personal contact 
with Aloha Utilities staff. Please rate the 6% 8% S1% 3 5% 
employee’s actions in regards to being 
professional and courteous. 

Was your request acted upon in a timely 14% 0% 50% 36% 
manner? 

How would you rate the outcome of 23% 6% 31% 40% 
your request? 

Overall, in your personal experiences, 
1 how would you rate Aloha in providing 17.5% 10% 55% 17.5% 
, customer service? 
EXHIBIT 5 Socirce: Doczrmenf Request 2-1 0 and compiled S L I W ~ Y  resirlrs. 

3.2.4 Customer Education 
Currently, Aloha originates periodic press releases, such as addressing a letter to the 

newspaper editor, and provides new customers with an informational pamphlet on water and 
wastewater service that is produced by the Commission. Also, it provides all customers with a copy 
of the annual water quality report that is filed with the DEP and state agencies. Aloha does not 
hrnish bill inserts. In the past, Aloha has sent out a customer newsletter on an “as-needed” basis. 
This issue is discussed further in Chapter 4.0. 

~~ ~ 
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cLmO Recommended Improvements 

BRR staff identified four issues for improvement as summarized in Section 1.4. This chapter 
provides a more detailed discussion of each issue as compared to accepted standards. Staff believes 
that Aloha’s customer service and the entire company operation will benefit by addressing the issues 
identified. 

Each issue begins with a statement identifying a concern or problem. The condition 
describes the current situation taking place within the companies reviewed. The standard explains 
what should be happening. Standards are derived from existing laws and regulations, contractual 
terms, generally accepted policies, procedures and company established management criteria. In 
addition standards may also be derived from prudent business practice or comparisons with other 
utilities. The conclusion describes actions that should correct or prevent the problem situation from 
recurring. 

lssue 1 

The company has no formal long- or short-range strategic business plans, goals, or 
objectives. 

Condition - (What is happening?) 
BRR staff found that Aloha has no formal plans in place for present or future company 

preparedness. The company is growing in customer base, which may require hture funding, 
additional personnel, or a change of operation. 

Standard - (Mlhat should be happening?) 
In general, plans assist management in preparing a business for hture allocation of resources. 

According to Longenecker’s Small Business Management, the need for formal planning causes the 
company to think through the issues and increase productivity. Second, it provides a focus for the 
fimi, and third it provides credibility with external forces. 

Con cltision 
Aloha should develop a fonnal business plan, establish goals, and set objectives. The plan 

should include (but not be limited to) a budget, the establishment of corporate communications, and 
the development of an emergency disaster plan. The lack of a formal plan affects all facets of the 
operation, which includes customer service. 
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Issue 2 

The company lacks sufficient formal written policies and procedures. 

Condition - (N/lzat is happening?) 
The company’s policies and procedures are lacking in detail and need to be fomialized. New 

policies need to be originated. 

Standard - (What slrould be happening?) 
Policies serve as guides for managerial decision making. Procedures, which are more 

specific, deal with methodology or simply how something is to be done. Aloha should document 
existing procedures for customer service deemed to be adequate, while others may need to be 
updated, deleted, or created. 

Conclusion 
Aloha should develop a comprehensive policy and procedure manual. These procedures 

should address (but not be limited to) customer service and employee training. Staff suggests that 
,410ha institute policies for conducting and monitoring of employee training. All training needs 
should be evaluated and documented so that each employee receives an appropriate amount of 
instruction hours each year. All policies must be predicated on current and future needs. 

Issue 3 

Aloha shouid revise its database with up-to-date and complete information and 
organize the data into viable management information. 

Condition - (Khat is happening?) 
Aloha’s records and database lack some current information. The company needs to be more 

diligent in maintaining currency of the data base. 

Starrdurd - (?#%at should be happening?) 
Records create a historical database that can be used to trend results, look for improvements, 

augment legal issues, and justify expenditures. Without such records, a company cannot document 
the actions it has taken nor justify actions it takes in the future. 

Con cl usion 
Over a period of time, the customer database records should be verified for accuracy, purged 

of errors, and checked for validity. Further, the database should be programmed to produce usehl 
reports that can be used as management decision-making tools. The reports and other end products 
the system can create (such as trend reports on complaints) can assist management in taking a 
proactive stance. Recognizing trends today can prevent problems in the future. 
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issue 4 

Aloha does not proactively furnish a periodic means of customer communication. 

Condition - (What is huppming?) 
Aloha's corporate image has been harmed in recent years as a result of problems with water 

quality in its service area. These problems have been discussed extensively by regulatory bodies, 
political groups, and the press. The result is an overall negative perception on the part of customers. 
Aloha's is not proactively trying to manage customer perception through communication and 
education. 

Standard - (CVhat should be happening?) 
Regarding current issues, Aloha should attempt to educate and inform customers on how the 

company plans to deal with them. Using media resources, Aloha needs to actively communicate its 
concern to its customers the difficulties regarding various problems, the proposed solutions, and 
current efforts underway. 

Con clusiun 
Aloha should educate and inform customers about current issues and how the company plans 

to deal with them. The company needs to be proactive in its approach to customer education. 
Therefore, Aloha is encouraged to select a means to periodically communicate with its customers 
regarding topics such as service issues, future improvements. and planned changes. Aloha should 
consider bill inserts, a newsletter, or other periodic means of customer communication. 
Communication and a successful marketing campaign, which expresses the positive side of Aloha's 
htureplans, are criticaI. This can be accomplished when Aloha drafts its long- and short-term plans. 
Part of these plans should include a marketing plan and, within that, a corporate can"mnications 
business policy. 

- -~ 
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5.0 Company Responses 

This chapter includes company responses of agreement or disagreement and their comments 
to the issues as presented in Chapter 4.0. 

Recommendation 1 

Aloha should develop a formal long- and short-term business plans and establish goals 
and objectives. 

Cumpany Response Agree [XI Disagree [ ] 

Company Comments 

Aloha Utilities, Inc., believes that the PSC should find all of the costs of implementing this 
recommendation as prudent and allow hll recovery in rates. 

Recommendation 2 

Aloha should develop a comprehensive policies and procedures manual. 

Cumpany Response Agree [XI Disagree [ 3 

Company Comments 

Aloha Utilities, hc. ,  believes that the PSC should find a11 of the costs of implementing this 
recommendation as prudent and allow full recovery in rates. 

Recommendation 3 

Customer database records should be verified for accuracy, programmed to prepare 
useful reports, and used as a tool for management decision making. 

Company Response Agree [XI Disagree [ ] 

Cornpany Cunments 

Aloha Utilities, hc . ,  believes that the PSC should find all of the costs of implementing this 
recommendation as prudent and allow h l l  recovery in rates. 
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Recommendation 4 

Aloha should educate and inform customers on current issues and how the company 
plans to deal with them. 

Company Respunse Agree [XI Disagree [ 3 

Company Comments 

The FPSC auditing staff has written that Aloha Utilities is not proactively trying to manage 
customer perception through communication and education. While in fact, Aloha executives 
have made several efforts to meet with customers and homeowner associations. In addition, 
Aloha has mailed out newsletters to keep the lines of communication open with its 
customers. This will be an on-going endeavor to ensure that our customers are kept apprised 
of what affects their water and sewer service. 

Aloha is in complete agreement with those efforts listed in the staffs conclusion would be 
well worth implementing. This would however, require the Commission to approve such 
efforts as being prudent and allow in rates for the additional administrative personnel that 
would be required to help facilitate the suggestions listed in the management audit that 
would dtimately improve communications with our customers. 
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Aloha Utilities, Inc. 
Docket No. 01 0503-WU 

Exhibit RCN-10 
Em pl oyee Benefits Correct ion 

I. Benef its Percentaae 
Employee benefits as corrected - 1st 6 months of 2001 

Divide by salaries - 1st 6 months of 2001 (MFR's G-7) 

Employee benefits percentage 

II.Stipulated Co rrection 
Total 2001 salaries (MFR's G-7) 
Corrected employee benefits percentage per above 

Corrected 2001 employee benefits 
Projected employee benefits before correction (MFR's G-7) 

Stipulated correction to employee benefits 

Ill. Adjustment for new employees 
Total annualized employee salaries 
Benefits percentage 

Proforma annualized benefits 
Total per MFR's ($107,850 x 12.29%) 

Increase required 

$ 45,139 

$ 204,246 

32.10% 

$41 2,930 
22JQ% 

91,258 
(50,749) 

$40,509 

$ 107,850 
22.10% 

23,835 
13,255 

$ 10,580 
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March 5 ,  1999 

CONFIDENTIAL 

Mr. Richard Baker 
C e d e d  Public Accountant 

2535 Success Drive 
Odessa, FL 33556 

Aloha Utilitiq Inc. 

Re: Aloha Utilities Defined Benefit Pension Plan 

Dear Richard: 

This Icttcr is in response to your F&nrary 17, 1999 h e r  (copy endosed) pertaining to the benefit 
for Mr. Roy Spar fiom the above-named Ian- Clarification of the valuation report exhibits 

-4s I have tried to emphasize in our telephone ccnversaziona in the past, there is no “account” in a 
defined benefit plsn ~e way bere is LrJ. a defined conGbutlon plar~ The benefit is instead defined 
as a monWy m u n t  payable, starting at a cartah date, aver some time periob, oftm over B 
participant’s lifetime. For a teminated p a r t i t i p ~ t ,  the monthly bene& mount  payable at thg 
participant’s nomd retuemmt date (age 65)  generally does not change. Iftee pacipant starts 
payments early, the benefit is reduced to reflect a longer payout period. The Aloha plan 
document does not C U K C ~ Y  have the benefit increase ifa terminated participant ddays the 
payment date. 

enclosed with your letter is n e e d 4  as we s a~ some discussion of Mr. Speer’s benefit. 

one of the payment options allowed by the Aloha Utilities plan is a lump sum papent.  The 
mount of the lump sum payment option is d e t d n e d  by the age ofthe participant, thc interest 
rates specified in the plan, and interest rates that change monthly and are specified by the 
government. An increase in the go~emmenr interest raws can result in a dcuease in the lump sum 
mount 

The numbers specified in our letter as b&g Mr. Spwr’s “accOunt” are &om a valuation report 
exhibit labeled “VALUA I ION DETAXL”. The column labeled ‘“located Assets” is related t o  
rht monthly benefit, but is not the Same as the lump aum payment option. The “ x t e d  Assets 
represent OWE step in determining rhe contribution for the plan each y e a  under the cast method 
used. 

4 . 1  
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hhr. Richard Bakes 
March5, 1999 
Page 2 

The decrease in the Allocated Assets fur Mr. Spew is due to his delayed retulwnenr. Mr. Speer’s 
mantbly bend3 amount has not charyed &om the January I, 1997 to the January 1, 1998 
Valuation. His monthly benefit zrlnomt is listed ir. FAbit 4 (=e eaclo~wes) of each iqolt and is 
$5,102.7 1 payable immediately wer his We, and upon his deah, to his surviving spouse for her 
life. 

The 55a 102.71 monthly benefit was fkst adable  to Mr. Speer at age 65 (Juiy I, 1997). It is now 
payable immediately my time he chooses to start payments. As statad above, the $5,102.71 
m o w t  does not currently increase due to ddaying his retirement. 

For valuation (determination of cunuibuticm) p~fposes, the value of this monthly benefit has 
decreased since he is ptst his mmal retimnenr date and did not take the p5yinents that he could 
have taken koin )lis age 65 to Janlrary 1, 1998. 

However, the lump sum payment option has continued to increase dm tu the decline in the 
interest rates rquired by the government, The lump sum payment option for w, spw k 
currently aver 5800,000. We did severd mlculatic~~s for you a the a d  o f  1997 and discontinued 
our monthly calculatmns when you 8-r an “2 (copy enclosed) to me t&g me to put 
permanent: hold on the calculaticlas. YOU rctumed the invoice for these d d a r i o n ~  unpaid. 

The important ircms to raalize for W. S p r  at present are; 

1) Lfthere is no change in the plan and Mr. Speer wishes to take the monthly payment option, 
then he should start rec&i.ng thia p a y t  as soon as possibla. 

2) If Mr. S eer wishes to take the monthly payment ophn in the future, the plan should be 
changed% soon as porsibIe to provide for achurkl equhdcnt hcreases for ddaycd 
retlwnents. 

3)  IfMr. S p ~ t r  wishes to be paid the hunp aption., the arr”.m will inc~tase (within 
gove“t-set limits) a5 Iong 85 &exst rates decline, but will decrease ificterest rata rise- 

4) If Mr. Spew is paid the lump gum option under “ I t  herest rates, it is esti-ted &,p 
contribution requirement for the plan would increase by at least 20% in follaving y w s .  

5 )  There is a restriction wfiicb may prwent a. Sp- fiom taldng the lump sum Option.  his 
restriction would be b a d  on the h d h g  status ofthe pIan after the lump sum would be paid. 
W e  it appears that this r h c t i o n  dl not apply, it Gll need to be checked carefully ifMr. 
Spew would Like the lump suol option. 

Please cail me at (6 12) 54 1-7576 or Doug Mderson at (6 12) 5 12-674 1 if YOU have any questions 

Sincerely, 

l o b  c. Arotson 
Actuarial Analyst 

JCA’jca 
Enclosur f S  

CC’ Douglas A Anderson, DCA 



State of Floridit 

/ December 14 ,  1998 

/ 
/- 

A u d i r  Repor5 - E~rnings'lnvcstigation 
A u d i c  Control I 9 7 - 0 6 4 - 2 - 1  

The enclosed oudic report i s  forwarded for your revfew.  
filed w i t h  t h i s  o f f i c e  wicfiin f f f t e e n  (15 )  work days of che above date will be 
forwarded for cons idera t ion  by t h e  Ytaff ana lys t  evaluating t h i s  report. 
Please refer t o  tha Audft Control Number referrncsd above in any 
correspondence regarding t h i s  a u d i t .  

Any company response 

Thank you f o r  your cooperation. If you have any questions, please call. me at 
(850 )  t l 3 - 4 t . 8 7 .  

S i n c e r e l y .  

Denise N Vandiver 
Chief, Bureau v f  Audlcirig 

DNV/r;y 
Enclosure 
c c  nary A Bane, Deputy Executive Director/Technical 

D i v i s i a n  of Auditirig & Firianciel Analysis (Devlin/Caurseaux) 
Division o f  U d t e r  and Uasteuater (Fletcher) 

Tampa District Office ( J l m  McPharson) 
Office nf Puhlic Counsel 
Re5eArch and Replatory  Review (Harvey) 
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FLOFUDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

AL.O)IA UTILITIES, IIYC. 

FOR THE W E L V E  MONTHSENDED DECEMBER 31,1997 

lJadocktcd 
Audit Control No. 97+642-3 
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DISCLOSURE NO, 6 

SUBJECT: Purchased Water Expenre 

hsu,  County 129,788,000 s.002 1 ot 23 $272.7 14 
Mr Jack Mitchell 233,383,000 $ -000 1 s2 3.388 

Intcrphasc, fnc. 2 1 3,794,000 5.00032 %8,4 I4 

Tahitian Development 140,6 12,888 S.0032 044,996 

OPlNiON: Using the utility's 1997 gcncral Icdger, vendor invoices, and the utility's 1997 annul 
mprt, thc follnwng arc ptr unit costs for purchased water when pumping and Chemical costs arc 
ractored in: 

Pasco County avcragc for 1997: S.00210\23 
5.001 99 

Mr. Jack Mitchell. E.OW293 19 
Interphase. Inc.: $.ooO5 13 1 9 

P8SCO COUnI)' as Of 1 a3 1/97: 

Tahitian bvdopmmt: 5.0005 13 19 
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Aloha Utilities 
Exhibit RCN-I 3 

Docket No. 010503-WU 
Present and Future Value of Purchased Water Prices 

tnterphase Tahitian Mitchell 

Data 
Todays Contract Price 

Original Contract Price 

Interest rate 

Periods (Year since contract inception) 

Value of todays rate at date of inception 

Restated inception price in todays dollars 

Formula 
Present Value 

Future Value 

F=future value 
P=Present Value 
i=interest rate 
n=number of periods 

Calculations 

Value of todays rate at date of inception (present value) 
P =  

n =  
i =  

(1 /( 1 +i)")= 
Multiply by present rate 

Value for todays rate at date of inception 

Value of rate at inception in todays dollars (future value) 
P =  

n =  
i =  

(I +i)" = 
Multiply by future amount 

Value of inception rate in todays dollars 

$ 0.32 $ 0.32 $ 0.10 

0.10 $ 0.10 $ 0.10 $ 

23 24 26 

$ 0.04 $ 0.03 $ 0.01 

0.90 $ 0.98 $ 1.19 $ 

F*( 1 /( 1 +i)") 

P*( 1 +i)" 

$ 0.32 $ 0.32 $ 0.10 
10% 10% 10% 
23 24 26 

0.1 1 1678 0.101 526 0.083905 
$ 0.32 $ 0.32 $ 0.10 

$ 0.04 $ 0.03 $ 0.01 

0.10 $ 0.10 $ 0.10 
10% 10% 10% 
23 24 26 

$ 

8.954302 9.849733 11.91 8177 
0.10 $ 0.10 $ 0.10 $ 

0.90 $ 0.98 $ 1.19 $ 
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Data 
Todays Contract Price 

Original Contract Price 

Interest rate 

Aloha Utilities 
Exhibit RCN-13 

Docket No. 01 0503-WU 
Present and Future Value of Purchased Water Prices 

Interphase Tahitian Mitchell 

Periods (Year since contract inception) 

Value of todays rate at date of inception 

Restated inception price in todays dollars 

Form u la 
Present Value 

Future Value 

$ 0.32 $ 0.32 $ 0.10 

$ 0.10 $ 0.10 $ 0.10 

23 24 26 

0.10 $ 0.10 $ 0.03 $ 

$ 0.31 $ 0.32 $ 0.36 

F*( 1 /( 1 +i)") 

P*( 1 +i)" 

F=future value 
P=Present Value 
i=interest rate 
n=number of periods 

Calculations 

Value of todays rate at date of inception (present value) 
P =  $ 0.32 $ 0.32 $ 0.10 
i =  5% 5% 5 % 
n =  23 24 26 

(I/(l+i)")= 
Multiply by present rate 

0.325571 0.310068 0.281241 
$ 0.32 $ 0.32 $ 0.10 

Value for todays rate at date of inception $ 0.10 $ 0.10 $ 0.03 

Value of rate at inception in todays dollars (future value) 
P =  $ 0.10 $ 0.10 $ 0.10 
i =  5% 5 yo 5% 
n =  23 24 26 

(I+i)" = 
Multiply by future amount 

3.071 524 3.2251 00 3.555673 
$ 0.10 $ 0.10 $ 0.10 

Value of inception rate in todays dollars $ 0.31 $ 0.32 $ 0.36 
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ALOHA UTILITES, INC. 
EXHIBIT RCN-14 

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED RATE CASE EXPENSE THROUGH HEARING 
DOCKET NO. 010503 - WU 

1EGAL - ROSE, SUNDSTROM & 8ENTLEY $'276,136 

ACCOUNTING - CRONIN, JACKSON, NIXON & WILSON CPA'S 169,962 

ENGINEERING - DAVID W. PORTER, P.E., C.O. 31,915 

COMPANY EXPENSE (FILING FEES $4,500 + NOTICES $356 ) 9,100 

TOTAL $487.113 
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ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
EXHIBIT RCN-14 

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED RATE CASE EXPENSE THROUGH HEARING 
LEGAL EXPENSE 

DOCKET NO. 010503 - WU 

RQSF SU NDSTROM & BF NTI FY 
BILLED EXPENSES: 
APRIL, 2001 
MAY, 2001 
JULY ,2001 
AUGUST, 2001 
SEPTEMSER, 2001 
OCTOBER, 2001 
NOVEMBER, 2001 

TOTAL ACTUAL EXPENSE 81LLED 

ESTIMATE TO COMPLETE (ATTACHED) 

TOTAL EXPENSE THROUGH NOVEMBER 2001 

INVOICE 
DATE HOURS FEES COSTS TOTAL 

May-01 23.90 
Jun-01 15.50 
Aug-01 17.00 
Sep-01 51.40 
Oct-01 66.90 
01 -Nw 140.70 

$4,780 
3,100 
3,400 

7 0,280 
13,380 
28,140 

98,520 
35,440 

$1 71 

169 
355 

1,872 
2,783 

6,230 
11,616 

36 - 

$4,951 
3,136 
3,569 

10,635 
15,252 
30.923 
4 1 , 6 7 0  

110,136 

790.00 158,.000 8,000 166,000 

1,0282.60 2516,520 19,.616 276.,136 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 2 OF 7 7  



ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
PSC Docket No. 010503-SU 

Seven Springs Water Rate Case 
Legal Services Estimate to Complete 

December 17,200 I 

Review of Testimonies, Preparation of Rebuttal through Prehearing 

Review testimony of Intervenors; organize discovery; respond to interrogatories and requests for production of documents 
from Staff and OPC; file objections, re: same; participation and preparation for at least six additional days of depositions of each 
individual or expert who will or may testify in the case; work with our witnesses in preparation for their depositions and 
deposition of OPC and staff witnesses; review staff testimony; work with engineer, accountant, and company on preparation of 
rebuttal testimony; prepare, finalize and file rebuttal testimony with exhibits; engage in motion practice; research and review of 
documentation, re: same; research issues both substantive and procedural; prepare prehearing statements; participate in pre- 
prehearing; participate in prehearing; review draft prehearing order; review notice of prehearing 

250 hours at $200/hour + $3,000 in costs 

Hearing Preparation through Late-Filed Exhibits 

Preparation for hearing including review of all testimony, documentation, deposition exhibits, discovery answers, relevant 
prior testimony and other documents; researching all issues which will arise or which are likely to arise at the time of hearing; 
prepare for motions to be presented just before hearing ore tenus at hearing; draft and respond to motions; attendance at hearing; 
meetings with client; organize exhibits and cross-examination; participate in 3 day hearing; correspondence with client, engineer, 
and accountant re: late-filed exhibits and additional information needed; assist in preparation of additional information. 

250 hours at $200/hour + $3,000 in costs 

Review of Transcripts throulrh Final Order 

Review transcripts and make notes in detail; organize outlines and prepare brief and revise. Discussions with engineer, 
accountants, and client re: same; research issues both substantive and procedural; finalize and submit brief; review brief from 
OPC in detail; extensive correspondence with client re: same; telephone conferences with staff; review staff recommendation 
in detail; research, re: same; discussions with client and experts re: same; prepare for and attend final agenda conference; review 
final order and correspondence with client re: same; advise client re: reconsideration and appeal options; work with client re: final 
notices. 

200 hours at $200/hour + $1,500 in costs 
Reconsideration 

Review order and discussions with client re: reconsideration request; draft reconsideration 
petition; research, re: same; review various case law and research re: same and previous Commission cases, case law, statutory 
law and rules re: same; submit petition for reconsideration; review cross-petition for reconsideration; discussions with client re: 
same; preparation for oral argument; meetings with client; participate in oral argument; obtain and review staff recommendation 
on reconsideration discussions with client re: same; prepare for and attend agenda conference re: reconsideration; review final 
order on reconsideration and discussions with client re: same and correspondence to client re: same 

90 hours at $200/hour + $500 in costs 

- Fees costs 

$158,000 $8,000 

- Total 

$1 66,000 

Total Estimated to Complete: $166,000 
aloha\35\21egalestimate.~ch 



ALOHA UTILITIES, IrJC 
6915 PERRIHE RANCH RD 
NEW PORT RLCHEY, FL 3 4 6 5 5  

P 0 8 0 X  1567 

TAi.;AtlASSEE. F M R l O A  32302-1561 

(aso) 817-6555 

?. ' 

PLEASE REFER TO INWOlCE NYM6ER 
WHEN REMITTING 1 

.'" - . .  
,I /.. 

. ,  
" .  

- 1  INVOICE # 23665 I 

MAY 18, 2001 
FILE # 2 6 0 3 8 - 0 0 3 5  

MATTER 2001 SEVEN SPRINGS HATER RATE CASE 

04 / lO]Ol  

04/10/01 

04/03/01 MEETING WITH WATFORO; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCES WITH NIXOXY AND WATFORD RE: 
PLANNIPJCi FOR NEXT STEP FOR RATE CASE 
AFTER COHHJS810N ACTION, 

0 4/03/01 CONFERENCE WITH CLIENT RE: RATS CASE 
ISSUES AND HATER KISNAOEMENT DISTRICT 

04/05/Ul CONFERENCE CALL HITH NIXON, WATFORD, 
ENFORCEMENT ACTION RE: SAME, 

PORTER AND JENKINS; REVIEW VARIOUS 
DOCUMENTS; TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH 
JAEGER AND WILLIS; ADDITIONAL TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCES WITH WILLIS, JAEQER AND 
WATFORD: ADDITIONAL TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WITH NIXON RE: MEETING SETUP; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH GERVASI RE: SAME. 
REVIEW NOTICE OF MEETING ON TEGT YEAR; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH NIXON AND 
WATFORD RE: SAHE: REVIEX RULES AND 
STATUTES RE: SAME; REVIEW I N P O W T I O N  
RE: REUSE RATE AND GENERAL PREPARATION 
FOR MEETINCl WITH STAFF. 
INTRA-OFPICE CONFERENCE RE: RATE CASE 
ISSUES: CONTACT WITH DEP RE: DEPT, 
PO6STION ON RESIDENTIAL REUSE RATE ISSUE 
AND FOLLOW-UP RE: SAME. 
REVIEW INFORMATION ON FXNAL PREPARATION 
FOR MEETING WITH STAFF ON TE8T YEAR; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH h'IXON AHi) 
WATFORD; Go TO PSC POF. MEETING AND 
RETURN; TELEPXONE CONFERENCE HITH N I X O N  
AND WATFORD RE: OUTCOME OF SAME. 
WORK ON RATE CASE ISStiES EE: EFFLUENT 
REUSE CHARGE. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE GiITX NIXON; 
TELEPHONE CONFEREYCE KITH CGi.iN 1 E K'3R I SH 

1.60 

0.so 

3.90 

0.00 

1 I 4 0  

0.60 

3.50 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 4 O F  7 7  
0 . 7 0  

'I ? n  A .  L V  
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>. . & 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

LAW OFFICES 

P. 0 BQX '557 

TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302-1567 

PLEASE REPER IT3 INVOICE NUMBER 
LrlHEN REMITTING 

F:EA 59.27835535 

ALOHA UTILITIEb, I N C  

, I  

i 
I 

INVOICE # 23665 
MAY.18, 2001 
FILE # 2 60 38-00  35 

PAGE 2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~ - - - - - - - - - - -~ - - -~ - - - -~ -~- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~ - - - -  
RE: TE8T YEAR DIBCUSBIONS; REVIEW TEST 
YEAR RULE; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 
LINGO AND JAEGER. 
REVIEW VARIOUS DOCUMENTS; B E G I N  WORK ON 
TEST YEAR LETTER. 
REVIEW RULE ARD IBSWES ARD VARIOUS 

OF TEST YEAR REQUEST LETTER. 
REVIEW N E H  DOCUMENTS; PREPARE ANALYSIS 
UF ADDITIONAL LABOR AHD OTHEFt COSTS; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH RIXOtI AND 
CONNXE KURISH; REVISE, FINALIZE AND PILE 
TEST YEAR LETTER. 
REVIEW INFORMATION FROM ,BRAMLETT; LETTER 
TO BRAKLETT RE: PURCWASED WXTkR AND 
PLAN8 FOR RATE CASE AND INCLINING BLOCK; 
REVISE LETTER TO BWWLETT AND SWFWMD; 
INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: SAME; TELE- 
PHONE CONFERENCE WITH CONNIE RE: SAME. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WXTH CONNIE KURLSH 
RE: LEFT OFF REPORT; OBTAIN, REVIEW AND 
SEND WITK COVER LETTER TO STAFF 
ATTORNEY; FINALIZE LETTER TO 3RAMLETT 
AND VERO"P. P.NE FILE. 
W3YXEW CORRZSPQNBENCE RE; UTILITY U T E  0 40 
CASE AS RE: WATER HANAOea3EHT DISTRICT' 8 
ACTIONS AND PROVIDE COWENT.  

*DOCUMENT8 RE: SAME; PREPARE FIRST DRAFT 

23.90 

04/12/01 

04/13/01 

1.20 

3.30 
I 

04/16/01 2.90 

04/23/01 1.60 

0 4 / 2 4 / 0 1  1.10 

04/27/01 

4 , 7 8 0 . 0 0  

LONG DISTANCE CALLS 
TELECOPIER 
PHOTOCOPIES 
LEXIS SERVICE 

5 9 . 2 4  
31.50 
3 0 . 7 5  
50 ,oo  

171.49 

$ 4  951.49 14 
EXHIBIT RCk 

TOTAL COSTS ADVANCED 

TOTAL STATEXENT 

PAGE 5 OF 7 3  



%- ..A 
LAW @FFlCES 

ROSlZ, SUNOSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

ALOHA UTILITIES, I N C  

J 

INVOICE 23665  

FILE # 26038-0035 
M Y  18, 2001 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 6 OF 7 7  



ALOHA UTILITIES, IWC 
6915 PERRINE RAHCR RD 
NEW PORT RICHEX, PL 34655  

P 0 BOX 1567 

TALLMASSEE. FLORIDA 32302-667 

i PLEASE REFER TU INVOICE NUMBER 
W H E N  REMITrlNG 

INVOICE # 23702 
JUNE 13, 2001 
FILE # 26038-0035 

MATTER 2061 SEVEN SPRIPlGS WATER RATE CASE 

05/18/01 

05/18/01 
05/21/01 

05/23/01 

05/03/01 OBTAIN AND REVXEW STAPP LETTER ON TEST . PEAR APPROVAL; SEND WITH COVER LETTER TO 
WATFORD; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 
WATFORD; TELEPHONE CONFEREMX WITH 
NIXON; TBLEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH RALPH 
JAEGER; FINALIZE LETTER TO WATFORD. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE H ITH NIXON ; 
TELEPHONE COHFERENCE WITH WATFURD RE: 
RRTE INVESTIGATION, INDEX, AND SEVEN 
SPRINGS EARNINGS; REVIEW VARIOUS 
DOCUMENTS: TELEPHONE COnFERENCE WITH 
STAFF RE: IMPLEMENTATION OF RAT€S AND 
SCHEDULE FOR OTHER CASES IN EFFECT. 
REVIEW LETTER FROH VERGARA; DRAFT 
RESPONSE AND SEND WITH COVER LETTER TO 
WATFURD; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 
WATFORD AND INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: 
SAME. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD REI: 
LETTER TO VERGARA; R E V I S E  FROM JENKINS' 
COMMENTS AND SEND REVISED VERSXON TO 
WATFORD; ADDITIONAL TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WITH WATFORD; FINALIZE AND SEND; 
CONFERENCE CALL RE: LETTER. 
,TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORP; 
INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: LYTLE 
DZSCUESIONG AND NEZDED LETTER TO LYTLE; 
DRAFT LETTER TO LYTLE.  
REVISE LYTLE LETTER; TEL6PHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH WhTFORD; INTRA-OFFICE 
CONFERENCE AND S E N D ' T H i R D  DRAFT TO ALL; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH STAFF ATTORNEY 
AND PORTER. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE ir'ITii WATFGRD,  N I X O N  
AND PSC STAFF MEMBERS RE: STAFF 

1.70 

2.90 

0 . o o  
2 . 4 0  

2 - 30 

1.90 

1 I 4 0  

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 7 OF 7 7  
2 . 3 0  
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Ax. . .s 
LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

P 0 BOX IS67 
TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA x a o 2 - 1 ~ ~  

(&9) 877-6555 

ALOHA UTILITIES, IbIC 

INVOICE # 23702 
JUNE 13, 2001 
FILE # 26038-0035 

..- 
PAUE 2 

RECOMENDATION; OBTAIN ALL THREE 
RECOHMENDATIONS; SEND TO WAWORD;  REVlEW 
SAME BRIEFLY; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 
WATFORD RE: BASIC ISSUES. 

LONG DISTANCE CALLS 
TELECQPIER 
PROTOCOP IES 

TOTAL COST8 ADVANCED 

TOTAL STATEMRQT 

15.50 

. 3 0 . 3 3  
3.00 
2 . 5 0  

3,100.00 

35.33 

$3,135.83 

PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE # WHEN REHITTING 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 8 OF 7 7  
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' I  

3-. 

', . 

J. 
LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROnM & BENTLEY, LLP . 

I 

P 0 BOX 1567 

TALLAHASSEE. F LORIM 32302-1567 

{050) 6i7-6555 PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMITTING 

ALOHA UTILITIES, INC 
6915 PERRIHZ RAt-!Si RD 
NEW PORT RICHEY, FL 34655  INVOICE # 23999 

AUGUST 1 5 ,  2001 
PLtE t 26038-0033 

MATTER 2001 SEVEN SPRING5 WATER RATE CASE 

07/24/01 

0 7 / 2 5 / 0 1  

07/25/01 

07 / 2 6/91 

071 19/ 01 TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD; 1.20 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 3AEGER OF PSC 
BTAFF RE; SCHEDULING; DRAFT LETTER TO 
HATFORD RE: SAME. 

WATFORD RE: DRAFT TESTfWONY FOR WATFORD; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH NIXON RE: RATE ' 

FINISH FIRST DRAFT OF WATPORD TESTIMOPIY~ 2 . 5 0  
AHD SgnD WITH COVER LETTER; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD AND N I X O N  RE: 
SAME AND OTHER ISSUES. 
WORK ON PLEADING FOR RATE CASE; 4 .60  
TELEPHONE CONFEREPCE WITH WATFORO AND 
NIXON RE: RATE CASE STATUS AND RATE CASE 
EXPENSE AND EXTENSION; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH JAEGER AND MERCHANT; 
ADDITIONAL TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 
JAEGER AND MERCHANT RE: STATUS; DRAFT . 0 . 0 0  
LETTER TO P S C  RE: EXTENSION TO FILE 
CASE; TELEPHONE-CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD 
AND NIXON RE: SANE. 
TELEPHONE CONFER-ENCE WITH PORTER; REVIEW 2.60 
DRAFT TESTXMOYY.: FINZSbI FIRST DRAFT OF 
PLEADING AND LETTER TO MATFORD RE: SAME. 

HENTS AND I N  RMATION NEEDED; TELEPHONE 

ACCOUNTANT RE: EXTENSFON OF TIME TO FILE 
MFR'S; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD 
RE: SLYE; SEND LETTER TO WATFORD; 
TELEPHONE CONPERENCE WITH NIXON: 
ADDITIONAL TELEPHONE COPIFERENCE RE: 
EXTENSION;  TELEPHONE CONFERENCE W T H  

07123/01 REVIEW PRIOR ORDERS; BEGIN WORK WIm 2.10 

CA6E EXPENSE; REVIEW FXLE RE: SAME. ' ''..+,, 

REVIEW LETTER FROM PSC RE: AUDIT DOCU- 2 , 9 0  

CONFERENCE W I  7 R STAFF ATTORNEY AHD 

r . ? F . m r , ? v n  T ' F C F T M n Y V  r U l N r . F S  

G . U G  
EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 9 O F  7 7  



4 
LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & SENTLEY, LLF 

I 

INVOICE # 23999  
AUGUST 15, 2001 
FILE # 26038-0035 

07 / 3L/ 01 REVIEW TESTTMOHY AND FLEADPJCJS; TELEPHONE 1-10 
CONFERENCE WITH WATPORD RE: SAME: SEND 

' REVISED VERSION TO WATFORD. 
17.00 

3,400.09 

LONG DISTANCE CALLS 
TELECOPJER 
PHOTOCOPIES 
LEX18 SERVICE 

TOTAL COSTS ADVANCED 

TOTAL STATEHENT 

3.39 
40 . O O  
95 50 
30.00 

168.89 

$3,568-89 

PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE # WHEN RENITTXDG 

14 EXHIBIT RCN 
PAGE 10 0 F . T  

i 



LAW OF~lCES 

)?OS€, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

P 0. aOX 1567 

TALUHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302-1561 

(850) 877-6555 

A L b ! i  5b8'!f~'ITIES, I N C  
6915 PERRXNE RANCH RD 
N W  PORT RICBEY, E'L 34655 

I 
PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUM8ER 
WHEN REMITrlNG 

XNVOICE # 24158 I 

PILE # 26038-0035 
SEPTEMBER 17, 2001 I 

HATTER I 2001 SEVEN SPRINGS WATER RATE CR3E 

68  / 0 8 / 0 1 

08/09/01 

08/09/01 

08/10/01 

06/01/01 TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD, NIXON 
AND PORTER RE: RATE CASE FXLING AND 
VARIOU3 ISSUES; REVIEW RATES AND WORK ON 

RE: SAME, 

NIXON RE: RATES AND ISSUES; REVIm TAXES 
FROH WATiPORD AND,  NIXON; FINIS% REVIE4 OF 

DRAFT PLEADING; INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE; 

08/05/01 TELEPHOlfE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD AND 

' RULES q N D  STATUTE. 
08/07/01 BEVERAL TELEPHONE CONFERENCES AND 

CONFERENCE CALL WTIH NIXON, RATFORD AND 
PORTER RE: RATES, XSSUS8 AND SWWHD 
ISSUES; INTRA-OFFICE COHPERENCE RE: 
SAME. 
CONTINUE REVIEW OF NIXON FAXES AND 
WATFORD FAXES RE: RATES AND ALTERNATIVE 
FOR SAME AND EFFECT OF SAME; WORK ON 
TESTIMONY AND PLEADING; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE PITH BOTH NIXOH AND WATFORD 
RE: SAME. 
CONTINUE REVIEW OF VARIOUS DOCUMENTS; 
TELEPHONE CONFEREHCE WITH WATFURD AHD 
NIXON RE; HFR'S AND RATE ISSUES; DRAFT 
REVXqED TESTIMONY TO W'ATFORD AHD REVISE 
PLEADING RE: RATE ISSUE; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE W3TH NIXON, PORTER AND 
WATFORD RE: TESTIMONY AND REVISIONS TO 
SAIIE,' REVIEW RULES M D  STATUTES RE: 
COMPLIANCE WITH FILING REQUIREMENTS. 
DRAFT REVISF;D PLEADINO AND TESTIMONY FOR 
WATFORD BASED OH CHANGE 1N COUNTY RATES: 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD, NIXON 
AND PORTER RE: PREPARATION FOlt PILING; 
ORCAMXZE ALL EXHIBITS AND FILE CASE WITH 
COVER LETTER; REVIEW C A S 3  A N D  SEND TU 

1.10 
- !  

1 . 4 0  

4.10 

4.30 

6.10 

0-00 

5 . 7 0  

Corlt i n u e d  

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 11 OF 77 



LAW OFFlCt% 

ROSE, SUNQSTROM & BENTLEV, LLP 

P. 0. 6 0 X  1567 
TALLAMASSEE FLORIOA 32302-15Bz 

(a 50) w 7 + 5 5 3 PLEASE REFER TO INvOlCE NUMBER 
WHEN REMllTlNG 

I 

INVOICE # 24158 
SEPTEMBER 17, 20bl 
FILE 4 2 6038-0035 ! 

08/16/01 

08/17/01 

08/17/0i 

0 8 1  20/0 1 

08/10/01 WATFORD WITH COVER LETTER; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH COUNTY OFFICES RE: RATE 
1 SSUES 

SWFWMD; REVIEW LETTER FROM GWFWMD; 
TELEPHQHE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD RE: 
SAHE; TELEPEONE CONFERENCE WITH STAFF 
ATTORNEY RE: APPLICATION TO WOODS; 

08/13/01 INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: MEETING WITH 

INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: SAME; REVIm 
08/L3/01 RULE ON SAME AND SEND MFR'S WITH 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE TO HOODS. 
08/14/01 REVIEW RATE SCHEDULE FROM BRAMLETT; SEND 

WITH C W E R  LETTER TO FJATFORD. 
08/15/01 TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD, 

PORTER AND JEHKXNS RE: OUTCONE OF 
MEETING AND NEED TO DISCUSS I88UBS 
RELATED TO WATER SWURCE AND TREATYNT.  

08/16/01 REVIT3W RVLE ON CUBTOMER NOTICE AND 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH STAFF ATTORNEY 
R$: MR. WOODS; ZHTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE 
RE: ISSUES RELATED TO WATER TREATMENT 
ALTERHATIVES; CONFERENCE CALL WITH 
WATFORD AND JENKINB RE: SAME; WCRK ON 
DRAFT sn"srs AND CUSTOMER NOTICE; 
REVIEW RULES R6: GAME AND RE: NOTICING 
REQUIRXHENTS; SEND DRAFT OF BOTH TO 
MATFORD WITH COVER LETTER RE: NOTICING 
REQUIREMENTS AHD TIMING. 
TELBPHOHE CONFERENCE WITH PORTER; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD,' 
REVXSE PLEADING AND SEND WITH COVER 
LETTER; REVIEW LETTER FROM PSC RE: HPR'$ 
MET; REVIEW RULE RE: NEED TO PLACE 
APPLICATION AT LIBRARY AHD COUNTY 
COMMISSIO3ER AN2 OTHZR NOTICING 
REqtJIREHENTS AND W R ' S  APPROVAL LETTER 
WXTK COVER LETTER TO WATFORD. 
OBTAIN AND REVIEW PROCEDURE ORDER AlvD 
SEND WITH COVER LETTER TO WATFORD; 

0 . 0 0  

2.10 

0.00 

1.30 

0 . 8 0  

6.10 

0.00 

2.90 

0 .oo  

2 . 3 0  

Continue2 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 12 O F  77 



LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

P 0 aox 1567 

YALCAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32302-1567 I 

(850) 877-8555 

INVOICE # 24158  ! 
8EPTEMBER 17, ZOO1 
PILE # 2 60 38 -0035 

I 

08/20/01 

08/21/01 

0.00 

3.70 

0.00 

0.00 

1.30 

0 . S O  

3 . 3 0  

1.50 

2.20 

PAGE 3 
- - -_- - - - - - I - - - - - - - - -______I_____________-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~~ 

REVIEW NEW SCHEDULE AND CASR; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH PORTER AND WATPORD AND 
SEHD WITH COVER LETTER; R E V I E H  WEB8ZTE; 

I 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE W ITR WATPORD RE: 
INFORMATXON OH ASSIGNMENT8 OF STAFF AND I 

COMMISSIONERS. 
TELEPHONE CONFKRENCE WXTH JAEGER RE: 
CORPORATE UNDERTAKING AND OVEREARNINGS 
REPWND VERSUS NEW INTERIM RATES AND I 

APPLICABILITY OF CORPORATE U N D M T A K I B G  
TO INTERIM RATEB: LETTER TO WATFORD; 
TELEPHWE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD; 

DRAFT LETTER TO PSC RE: SAHE; TELEfHOffH 

NOTICE AND SYNOPSIS; TELEPHONE 1 I 

1 CONFERENCE WITH HATFORD RE: SAME; I I 

TELEPHONE CONFERENCE W I TH JURGWTZ S RE : 

4 

I 
i O € I / ? l / O l  TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH J U R W T I S ;  

CONFERENCE WIT?I CONNIE RE: CUSTOMER 1 

q8/21/01 SAME; FINALIZE SAME AND SEND WITH COVER 

* 08/22/01 FINALIZE SECOND DRAFT OF CUSTOHER NOTICE 

I 

I 

LETTER TO STAFF. 

AHD SYNOPSIS AND SEND TO JAEGER AT PSC 
WITH COVER LETTER. I 

08/ 2 4 1  01 TELEPHONE CONFERENCE RE: CHANOEG IN I 
HEARING DATE M D  FAX NOTIFICATION TO 
WATFORD, NIXUN AND PORTER RE: SAME. 

08/29/01 REVIEW OPC NOTICE OF INTERVENTION AND 
PSC ORDER GRANTING INTERVENTION: R E V I M  
OPC INTERVENTIOH IN LEVERAGE FORMULA; 
REYTEW ORDER OH PROCEDURE ADD 
CONTROLLING DATES; DRAFT LETTER TO 

REVIEW CA8R AND SEND WITH COVER LETTER; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WiTii WATFORD RE; 
STATUS OF INTERIM CUSTOKER NOTICE AND 
SYNOPSIS: REVIEW COMMENTS BY STAFF 
ATTORNEY RE: SAME AND BEGIN TO 
INCORPOIXATE CHANGES. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE W 1 Tii J”3RGUT I S ; 
REVIEW FAXED CHANGES; REVISE AND 

WATFORD RE: ALL. 

Continued 
EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 13 OF 77 



P 0. BOX 1567 
TAttAHASSE€. FLORIDA 32302-1567 

(850) 877-6555 

L9W OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

PLER3E REFER lI3 INWICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMlfTlNG 

I 
INVOICE # 2 4 1 5 8  
SEPTEMBER 17, 2001 
FILE # 2 60 38 -00 3 5 

TELECOP I E 3  
PROTOCOPfES 
COPIES OF MAPS 

189.00 
126.99 
38.52 I 

TOTAL C05TS ADVANCED 354.51 , 

TOTAL STATEMENT 

PLEASE REPER TO INVOICE I f  WHEN REMITTIBG 

) 

I 
I 

$10,634.51 , 

I 

I 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 14 O F  -77 



1142Q001 14:24 ROSE 1 Sflt.IDSTROM 18 BENTLE'Y', LLP 
c 
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4 
i 

LAW OFFICES 

RUSE, SUINDSTROM & BENTLEY, LW 

TALLAHaSEE. FLORIDA 32302-1587 

iaw, 877-8555 

F E  I a 55.m3s3a 

ALOHA UTILITIES, I N C  
6915 PERRINE RANCH RD 
NJZW PORT RICHEY, FE 34655 

SAME 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH STAFF ATTORNEY 
RE; 81NITIAL CUSTOMER' NOTICE AND '8YNOP31S 
AND REVISlON TO'BAME; FINALIZE AND'BEND'' 

2.10 

- 1  
Cantinud:: 

- 2  
EXHIBIT RCN 12 
PAGE 1 5  O F  77 ' 

' 1  



I=€ I II 59-Zfe3530 

&LOHA UTILITIES, INC 

' 03/12/01 

I 09/12/01 I 
I 

09/12/01 

I 

1 09/12/01 

' 09/13/01 

I '  09/13/01 
09/14/01 

RE: NOTICE, 
REVIEWING DISCOVERY RECEiVED FROM OPC 
FOR pOSSlBlLXTY OF OBJECTION- 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH JAEQER AND 
E6pINOZA RE: ISSUES FOR'DEPQSITION AND 
AGREEMENT PROPOSAL; OBTAIN, REVS- ANI) 
8END ISSUES WrTH COVER' LETTSR' 'TO? 
HATFORD; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 
wATFORD, NSXON fCN0 PORTER; ADDITIQNAL, 
TELEPHONE CONPERmCE W X l %  STAW ANALYST 
ARD ATTORdEY RE: Ma'lBBIO(0 SCBEDOLES FROM 
INTERIH REQUEST; REVIEW' FILE COPY' A3iD 
RESUBMIT MISSSNG S a E D U L B  WITH COYER 
LETTER : TELEPflONE CONFERENCE 'WITH u#TV,$ 

' ATIWWEY RE: WORRINO' CAPITAL 'CALCUCA' 
TION; TELEPHORE'CONFEREHCE WITH NIXON 
AND WATFORD RE: SAME: REVJEW SAME AND 
FORWARD WORKPAFm WITH COVER LETTER TO 
STAFF 
BRIEFLY REVIEW STAFF 'DISCOVERY; INTRA- 
OFFICE CONFERENCE RE! SAME; TELEPHONE 
CONFEREHCE WIT)! HATFORD NfXON' AND 
PORTER RE; INTERIM IS8U63, DEPQSITlOEl 
BcHEDULE: TELEPHONE CONFERSNCE WITH' 
6TAFF ATTORNEY RE: GAME; PORWWO TO 
WATFORD, NfXON AND PORTER. * 

TELEPHQSE CONFERENCE WITH STEVE WATFbRD; 
SETTINO UP CONFERENCE CALL RE:,.DISCOVERY 
OBJECTIONS; REVIEWING DISOVERY ANP' 
PROCEMJRg ORDER'IN CAS8 RE: POsSIBILIm 

EXHIBIT RCh " rj14 
PAGE 16 OF 



ALOHA UTILKTIES, XNC 

PAGE 3 

"I 

0 91 17/01 

09/17/01 

09/17/01 

09/18/03. 

I 

i 
09;18101 

09/19/01 

09/20/01 

0 9 / 2 4 / 0 1  

09/ 2 4 J  01 

PORTER RE: SAME* 
LENOTHY% CONFERENCS*CALL-HITH CLIENT AND 
EXPERTS RE: DISCOVERY; REVIEW. UF '+ . I 

DISCQVERY AND POTENTXU OBJEGTIONSJREt 
/ I  L. - SAME. I . 

REVIEW STAFF INTERROOATORIES AND: R#UE§T 
FOR PRODUCTION; MAKE. NOTES; INTRA-OFFICE 
CONFERENCE RE: SAME: PARTICIPATE IN 
CONFERENCE CALL RE: BAHE. 
TELEP€iONE CONFERENCE* W fTH STAFF REL: 
TXHINO OF DEPOSfTlONS; TIGLEPHONg 
CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD, NfXON AND 
PORTER RE: SAME; REV.IEW VARIOUS 
DOCUHENTS AND ADDITIONAL I TELEPHONE 

I ,  

- - -  ~ 

COHFERENCE WITH STAFF. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE MITH WATF'ORb: 4IXON 
AND PORTER RE:; FINALIZATION OF 1 

DEPOSITIONS; DRAFT LETTER %TO STAFF 
ATTORNEY RE: AGREEMENT AND ScHEqWLE RE:? 

io* 

, 4 . -  SAME 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH' WATPORD ANI) 
NlXON RE: DEPOSTTIUN; TELEmONE 
CONFERENCE WITH PORTER RE: SAME; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH BURGESS RE: 
SAME AND POTENTIAL CHANGES TO SCHEDULE: 
ADDITIONAL TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 
WATFQRD AND NIXOH: TELEPHUNE CONFBRsNCE 

' 

I 

, . .  

Gont 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 1 7  OF 77 



11/82/2081 14: 24 ROSE SUNDSTROM, 8 BENTLEY 9 LLP 

I I  

- 1  i 

u' L. &J: :ii 1 
k CAW OFFICES 

:I : 
ROSE, SUNRSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP ;I/ 

N0.046 D8Q5 

r 
1 , , :p 

31 
I ,: *i\ 

P 0 BOX 1587 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 92302.1567 
.I J .i 

ALOHA UTILITIBB, INC ,-$ 

I -  

(850) 817-6565 PLEASE REFER INWICE NUMBER . . :ti 
WHEN6 REMmlNO 

F,EI Y 5%2183538 

- u IHVOICZ 8- 2A2X'Q '*I! 
rti OCTOBER 12,, 2001 



a4 

f PLEASE REFER TO INWICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMclllTlNQ 

ALOHA UTILITIES, INC, 

----)I- 

! 
I PLEASE 

' 1  

I r :  

c , , 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 1 9  OF 7 7  



W OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEV, LLP 

P 0 BOX I ' W  

TALLAHASSEE. FCORlGA 32302-1567 

(850) 077-8555 PLEASE REFER TO INVOlCE NUMBER 
WHEN REMlrTING 

1HVQICE # 24378  
NOVEMBER 1 5 ,  2001 I 

FILE' 2 6038-0035 

MATTER 2001 SEVEN ,SPRINGS WATER RATE CASE 

lo! Ol/ 01 TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATPFQRID, GU'SXON 
AND PORTER RE: "m RESPOMSES AND 
DEPOSIT~ONS; WORK ON 3R~kNiZING 
DISCOVERY RES!?BMSE IMFORMATTOA RECEIVED. 

i Q f O 2 / 0 1  TELEPilUIVE CONFERENCE WIT€€ WATFORD, NIXON 
AND PORTER RE: INTERROGATORIES, REQUEST 
FOR PRODDCTZON AN3 DEPOSITIONS; C9NCPTMJZ 
OR€3ANIZING IWFORMATEQN KECEIVED RE: 
RESPONSES TO OPC'S FIRST SET a!? 
INTERROGATORIES; CONFERENCE CALL WIT& 
ALL WITNESSES RE; DZSSCOVERY; O R C M I Z E  
SECOWD DRAFT OF RESPONSES TO O X * 6  FLRGT 
SET QF INTERXIGATIRES AND RE: 
DEFCSITIONS; 9RGAMXZE FILE8 FOR TRAVEL 
TC? TAMPA ANC DEPOSITIONS; DRAFT LETTER 
TO JkEGER RE: CUSTQMER COHFLAIHTS A N D  
CZ~MCERNS RE: BPAE; REVXEN OPC'S SECOND 
SET OF INTERROGATORIES RECEIVEC, 
1DEALI.W WITH DTSCOYERY 'SSSUES; RESmRCki 
RE: S N W ;  SEVERAL TELEPHONE CONPER.?3dCES 
RE: SAME. 
TRAVEL TO TAMPB TO, E ' f X O N ' S  OFFICE; 
pARTECliPATE IN DISCUSSIONS RE: 
DEPO5IiTICX4 PREPARATIOV &NU IMTERR0CATOS.Y 
RESPONSES AND GENERAL Z3SDES; DISCUS6 
DRAFT LETTER TO JAEGER RE: CUSTOMER 
ZOMBLBINTGL 
FLNALEZE PREPARATSOE FOR DEP08ITfON OF 
PaRTER, h'IXCrpk AND WP-TPORD AND 
PARTICIPhTE IN D E P O S 2 L O N ;  TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE RZTM OFFICE RE: REVISEONS TO 
INTERR93ATDRIE3; FINALIZE LETTER TO 
JAEGER RE: CVMPLAIRTS AND SEND TO F S C ;  
RZTURN TRAVEL TO TACLABASSEE: BEGIN 
ZEt'IE'k' OF INTER IF RECG,%!ZMD&T ZON 

4.20 

5.40 I 

0.00 

I 

7 . l @  

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 20 OF 77 
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i 6 i 0 g / fi 

PLEASE RGFER TO INVOICE NUMBER , 
I 

WYEM REMIRING 

1 I 4 0  

- = - - - - - -  ? 

3 . 3 0  

4 . 2 0  



\* 

---------- ---- i 

- -  
4 . 9 0  

1 6  41) 

3 ----_ 

3 . 3 0  

1.50 

5.10 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 2 2  O F  7 



U W  OFFICES 

ROSE, SLINDSTRUM & BENTLEY, LLP 

I 

P 0 Box 1567 

TALLGH ASSEE. FLORIDA 32902-lW 

(850) m - e 5 5 5  PLEASE REFER Ti, INL'OICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMITTING 

PAGE 4 

8AME AND RE: D.EPOSXTION3 AND OTHER 
Z86UES e 

TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD AND 
NIXOW RE: VARfOWS ISSUES, ~ N C L U D I H G  
LATE-PILED EXELBITS TO FIEST DEPOBPTTON; 
REVIEW VARIOUS DOCUMENTS RE: SAME AND 
WAKE L I S T  AND FAX LIST; REVIEW PREVIOUS 
ORDER; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH STAFF 
ATTORNEY AND ANALYST RE: AUDIT; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE HIT% NIXON RE: 
SAME; PARTICIPATE LN CQNFERENC'E CALL RE: 
VARIOU6 TSSUES, TNCL'clbINO DISCOVERY 

TELEPMOHNE CONFERENCE WITH HATFORD, NIXOR 
-Wb PORTER RE; DISCCVERY RESPDHSES; 
DRFiFT LRNQUAdE AND REVIEW 'DOCUMENTS FROM 
WATFORD, PORTER AND N I X O N ;  REVIEW 
VARIOUS COkRESPONBENCE AND, CONSERVfiTION 
FLAH AN13 FINALIZE CHANCIES; SEND TO 

RESPONSES a 

WATFORD; TELESHTOME CONFERENCE RE: S M E ;  
FIES,9LlZE AND LETTER TO PSC RE: SAME AND 
ORGANIZE EXBIBITS AND PILE; TELEPHOHBE 
CONFERENCE WITK AUDIT MANAGER OF STAFF; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE NITB NfXOf i  AND 
CROMIN; OBTAPPl AUDIT REPORT; TELEPHONE 
CCGIFERE3CZ WITH STAFF ATTORNEY RE: 
DOCUMENT PRUDUCTZOG; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE W I T H  EIXON AND WATFBRD RE: 
SAME d 

TELEPKONET CDNFEREPSCE- W'LTM CRONIN RE: 
DOZUMENT PRDEUCTION; REVTEN SAME: DRAFT 
OUTLINE RE: SAME AND SEND TO CROEIkl; 
TELEPHQPJE C9NFEREHCE WITfi WATFGRD; 
ADDZT 1 QNAL TELEPE0ME CONFERENCE W 1 TK 
CRONLN AND WATFQRD I 
INITLAL RE.VlEw OF' DlSC9VERY; AOTIZES OF 
DEPGSSTION DT; RESEARCE RE: SAME. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE KITE ,CTAFr" ATTOXYEY 
AND FLNRLYE'X- RE: INTERIM XNPORMATIGPJ; 
TELEPHONE CCINFERENZE K I T H  KTXOli  BN3 

3 . 6 0  

0.00 

I 

5.20 

C.OC' 

i 

c . 0 0  

2 . 9 0  

1 

1 . 9 0  

3.59 

Clc2ntinue~ I 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
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ALO'HW DTXLfTIES. XNC 

I 
i 

PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NURIIB€R 
WHEN REMlTnNG 

i 

IMVOLCE # 2 4 3 7 8  \ 

NOVEMBER 15, 2001 
FILE # 2 60 3 6- ET0 3 5 I 

1 
I 



LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTRQM 4 BENTLEY, LLP 

P 0 HQK 1567 

TALLAHaSSCIE FLORIDA 32302-1557 

(860) BTT-8565 

I 

PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUMBER i 
WHEN REMlTTlNG I 

1 

FAGE 6 
----------------,------~---~------------------~---~-----------------------~--- 

HEETTPIO WITX WATFOIID, NIXON AND PORTER 

DOCUMENT DEL I: VSRY ; REVIEW TRATSECR IPTS OF 
PRIOR DEPOGTTXONS AND GENERAL 
PREZARWTION FOR NEXT DF-Y'S DEPOSITIONB. 

DOCUMENT REQUEST; PhRTSCIPATE Ifi 
DEPOSITION, 
DRAFT AND F I L E ' O B J E C T I O N S  AFTER G.8G 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE REVIEW OF 
DISCOVERY RE: SUE. 

NIXOM; REVIm NOTES RE: DEPBSiTfQN; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH PORTER: 
PREPARE LIST OF DEPOSiTION EXH'LBITS AND 
SEND TD WATFORD; REVIEW NIXON EldhfLS AND 
KUZISH FPIX: LZ'TTER TO D f C  ACCOUNTANT 
RE: ADDDITEONAL DOCUMENT6 AND SEND, 
IN-HCUSE CONFERENCE R"LGAR3IMG POTEIgTIAL 
ENFORCEMEWT flCTIOM BY SWFWMP, BND 
IMPACTS UPOEJf PSC RATE PROCEEDINGS; 
REV IEK RULES. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD RE; 
DISCOVERY AND DE?!W&ITiOK EXElBlTS AND 
L r 8 T  OF SME: REVIEW NPXCN'S SUGQZSTIONS 
RE: SAME. 
TELEPRONE COh'FERENCE RE: UYTSTANDING 
!lISCClVERV ISSUSS. 

IN PREPAR~ATZQN PQX DEPOSITSO" AND 

REVIEW VARZOU6 FILES AND WOTXCE AND 11 + 4c  

I 
I 

TKLEPHONE CCIHFERI?NCFi WITH WATFORD BAD 8.90 

0 . 5 3  

I 

6 9 . 2 5  
3 7  .OE 

291.c.7 
2 38.00 

1,256.75 
5 3 2 . 5 0  
2 6 3  .tS 
75.00 

I 

COT'rtid'b'2P 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 25 O F  77 



.E? 

PLEASE REFER RJ INWICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMITTWO 

SNVOLCZE # 24372  

FILE # 
NOVEMBER 15, 2001 

360 38 -003 5 

TOTAL STCATMEBE $36 F 9 2 3  I 3  

PLEASE REFER T CE # #HEN REXITTZNG 

I 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 2 6  OF 77 



F.E.I. U 59-2763536 

e r'- 
i: -IL -. ,I <--. ' 

LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

ALOHA UTILITIES, INC 
6915 PERRINE FSNCH RD 
NEW PORT RICHEY, FL 3 4 6 5 5  

P 0. BOX 1567 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIOA 32302-1567 

1850) 877-6555 

' I  

PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMllTlNG :I 

r c .  'I 

INVOICE # 24418 
DECSMBER 1'7, 2001 
FILE # ,  26038-0035 

U T T E R  2001 SEVEN SPRINGS WATER RATE CASE 

l l / O l / O L  TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH TRICIA 1.40 MERCHANT RE: INTERIM; REVIEW FILE AND 
VARIOUS DOCUMENTS;-,TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WITH N I X N A N D  WATFORD RE: TAX rssw AND 
1 NTER IM . 
AND PORTER RE: LATE-FILED DEPOSITION 
EXHIBIT; WORK ON RATE CASE EXPENSE 
UPDATE 

WATFORD AND PORTER; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WITH EACH; REVISE RESPONSES; FINALIZE 

AUDIT RESPONSE; REVIEW PRIOR DISCOVERY: 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CONNIE KURISN 

INTERIM; REVIEW STAFF RECOMMENDATION; 
PREPARE FOR AGENDA; GO TO PSC; 
DISCUSSIONS WITH STAFF; RETURN; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD; 
ADDITIONAL TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 

11/06/01 STAFF; RETURN FOR MAIN AGENDA CONFER- 0.00 
ENCE; ADDITIONAL TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WIT€% WATFORD RE: QUTCQME; THIRD 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD RE: 
INTERIM AND CUSTOMER NOTICE; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH JAEGER RE: SAME. 

11/07/01 REVIEW STAFF RECOMMENDATION APPROVED AT 6 . 4 0  INTERIM AGENDA; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WITH WATFORD, NIXOM AND PORTER RE: 
AGENDA OUTCOME AND INTERIM RATES, 
AND CUSTOMER NOTICE; DRAFT CUSTOMER 
NOTICE AND TARIFF: SEND BY FAX Tfl 

d -  11/02/01 TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD, NIXON 2.60 

11/05/01 REVIEW v m m u a  DOCUMENTS FRON NIXON, 4.QO 

AND SEND ALL; DRAFT LETTER TO- CLERK RE: 

ll/ O S /  0 1 AND WATFORD,' DRAFT COVER LETTER. 0.00 
11/06/01 PREPARE CUSTOMER NOTICE AND TARIFFS RE: 6.20 

ORDER 

_ _  a _ - .  



i 

LAW OFFICES 
.J 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

F.E I # 59.2783538 

ALOHA UTILITIES, 

11/07/01 

11/08/01 
11/08/01 

11/08/01 

11/09/01 

11/ 09/03. 

111 10/0 1 

11/11/01 

11/12/01 

11/13/01 

(650) 877-6555 

INC 

P 0. BOX 1567 

TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302-1567 

PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMITTING 

INVOICE # 2 4 4 1 %  
DECEMBER 17, 2001 
FILE # 2 60 3 8-00 35 

2 PAGE 
__________________________I___________c_-  

CONFERENCE WITH JAEGER AND WATFORD RE: 
SAME; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH JAEGER 
RE: RATES AND TARIFFS; TELEPHONE 

CALL REQUIRED; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 
CLERR'S OFFICE RE: OPC TESTIMONY 
AVAILABILITY; OBTAIN OPC TESTIMONY AND 

C0,NFERENCE WITH WATFORD RE: CONFERENCE 

_ _  
#BEGIN REVIEW OF SAME. 
INITIAL REVIEW OF PREFILED TESTIMONY. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD AND 
3AEGER RE: CUSTOMER NOTICE AND CHANQES, 
TARIFFS, AND EFFECTIVE DATE; TELEPHONE 
CVHFERENCE WITH STAFF ANALYST RE: SAME 
AND RE: FINALIZING NOTICE AND TARIFFS; 
REVIm PROPOSED NEW RULE DOCKET RE: 
RATE CASE EXPENSE AND REVIEW STATUTE 
CBANGES; DRAFT ESCROW AGREEMENT; SEND TO 
KURISH; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH KURISH 
AND WATFORD RE: ALL AND RE: ORGANIZING 
FOR 'INTERIM IMPLEMENTATION. 
REVIEWING PREFILED TESTIMONY OF OPC; 
INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: DEPOSITION 
SCHEDULES 
CONTINUE REVIEW OF OPC TESTIMONY: 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH FLETCHER; 
REVISE TARIFFS AND CUSTOMER NOTICE; 
REVIEW ESCROW AGREEMENT AND DOCUMENTS 
AND SEND WSTR 'COVER LETTER TO CLERK. 
CONTINUE REVIEW OF QPC TESTIMONY; 
TELZPHONE CONFERENCE WlTH MATFORD AND 
PORTER RE: SAME AND RE: INTERIM 

--- 

0.00 

3.90 
6.10 

0 .OQ 

4.10 

4.10 

2.10 

DEPOSITIONS. ' . GENERAL' PREE'ARATSON FUR TRIAL; 3.10 

a INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: DEPOSITIONS 
2WD PREFILED TESTIMONY; LENGTHY 

. TELEPHONE CONFERENCE RE: OUTSTANDING 
MATTERS 
REVIEWING TESTIMONY AND PREPARING FOR 2/30 
DEPOSITIONS. REVIEWING PREF'XLED TESTIMONY; PREPARING 4.10 

, , _  e-u--5-c.- ?%I+ 

Con t in! 



F.E.I. # 59-2703536 

ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 

.d LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

P 0. BOX 1567 

TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302-1567 

(850) 877-6555 PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMllTlNG 

INVOICE # 2 4 4 1 8  
DECEMBER 17, 2001 
FILE # 26038-0035 

PAGE 3 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

FOR DEPOSITIONS AND DISCOVERY; NUMEROUS 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCES RE: SAME. 

TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH STBFF RE; 
TARIFFS; SEND ALL TO CLIENT WITH COVER 
LETTER AND CONTINUE REVIEW OF 

11/13/01 REVIEW XE3FOMTfON FROM PSC RE: ESCROW; 2 (I 80 

TESTIMO~IEES PILED. 
11/14/01 LENGTHY CONFERENCE RE: DEPOSITION 4.10 

SCHEDULE, PREFLLED TESTIMONY AND 
OUTSTANDING ISSUES,’ REVIEWING TESTIMONY 
FILED; RESEARCH RE: SAME. 

11/14/01 TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH DECHARIO RE: 4 , 2 0  
I RESPONSE TO OPC TESTIMONY AND PREPARA- 

TION FOR DEPOSITION; REVIEW DOCUMENTS 
FROM WATER QUALITY CASE AND SEND TO 
DECHARIO AS REQUESTED; WORK ON REVIEW OF 
OPC TESTIMONY AND SWFWMD TESTIMONY; 

1 
I 

I 
I 

0.00 

11/15/01 GENERRL PREPARATION FOR HEARING,’ SEXERAL 1.80 

I 11/14/01 INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE AND TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE RE: VARIOUS RATE CASE ISSUES. 

TELEPHONE CONFERENCES RE: SAME. 
2.40 11/15/01 CPNPINUE REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AND 

TESTIMONY OF QPC AND SWFWMD; 
INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE AND TELEPHONE 

VARIOUS ISSUES AND SWFWMD ISSUES, 
REVXmINO TESTIMONY OF OPC AND EXHIBITS 4 . 8 0  
ATTACHED THERETO. 

TO WATFORD RE: SAME; TELEPHONE 

C~NFERENCE WITH WATFORD AND PORTER RE: 

REVIEW STAFF DISCOVERY TO S W N M D ;  LETTER 2 . 4 0  

CONFERENCE WITH WATFORD RE; SAME: 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH STAFF RE; 

CONFERENCE WITH BURGESS RE: SAME. 

PREPARATION FOR TRIAL; SETTING UP NOTICE 
OF DEPOSITIONS; SEVERAL TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCES WITH OTHER PARTIES RE: SANE. 

11/19/01 SEVERAL TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH STAFF 2.70 
AND OPC RE: DEPOSITION SCHEDULING AND 

DEPOSITION SETUP AND TELEPHONE 

PREPARATION FOR DEPOSITIONS; GENERAL 2.10 

C c m t i n i  
TTEEzEx - ---_..- --.-.---s--.--.-,---.-----c,- 



LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

P 0 BOX 1567 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32302-1 567 

F.E.I. # 59-2703536 

ALOHA UTILITIES, I N C  

11/ 19/01 
11/20/01 

11/20/01 

11/20/01 

11/20/01, 

11/21/01 

11/21/01 

PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMITTING 

INVOICE # 24418 
DECEMEER 17, 2001 
FILE # 26038-0035 

PAGE 4 
-------1-e-~------------~--------------------------------------------~--------- 

TESTIMONY DUE DATES; TELEPHONE 
CYoNPERENCE WITH WATFORD RE: ALL AND RE: 
DEPOSITION SCHEDULE ORGANIZATION; 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH PORTER RE: 
SAME; INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCES RE: SAME. 
REVIEWING BIDDY'S TESTIMONY AND 
EXHIBITS; PREPARATION FOR BIDDY 
DEPOSITION; REVIEWING TESTIMONY OF OTHER 
WITNESSES; SETTING UP DEPOSITIONS IN 
CASE; INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: BEST 
WAY TO PROCEED; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
RE: RESPONSIVE TESTIMONY AND OPC 
TEGTIMOMY CONTENT:- GENERAL PREPARATION 
FOR .HEARING; PREPARATION FOR TOMORROW'S 
TRIP TO SEE DAVID PORTER IN CLAY COUNTY. 
PREPARE MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO 
FILE TESTIMONY; SEVERAL TELEPHONE 
CUNFERENGES WITH STAFF ATTORNEY RE: 
SAME; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITR BURGESS, 
WOOD AND LYTLE RE: SAME; FINALIZE AND 
FILE MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME: 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH ALL RE: 
DEPOSITION SETUP AND TESTIMONY; OBTAIN 
PART OF TESTIMONY FROM STAFF AND PREPARE 
DEPOSITION NOTICES AND SEND; LETTER TO 
HATFORD RE: ALL; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WITH WRTFORD, NIXON AND PORTER.' 
MEETING WXTH DAVE PORTER IN CLAY COUNTY 
RE: DEPOSITIOfl OF TED BIDDY; REVIEW OF 
DOCUMENTS IN PREPARATION FOR DEPOSITION; 

BEGIN REVIEW OF STAFF TESTXMONIES; 

TRAVEL TO CLAY COUNTY AND RETURN TO 
TALLARASSEE. 

SEVERAL TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH 
NXXON, PQRTER AND WATFORD; SEVERAL 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH STAFF RE: 
OBTAINING SAME; LETTER TO WATFQRD; 
REVIEW OPC DISCOVERY AND STAFF DISCOVERY 

STAFF AND OPC FOR DEPOSITION; OBTAIN 
Il/ 21/01 AND SEND; BEGIN REVIEW OF TESTIMONY FOR 

__  - - - .. 

0.00 
5.10 

0 .oo 

6.90 

0.00 

7.50 

5.80 

0.00 
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LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

P 0. BOX t567 

TALLAHASSEE. FLORIDA 32302-1567 

(850) 877-6555 PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMITTING 

F.E.I. # 59-2783536 

ALOHA UTILITIES, INC 

INVOICE # 24410 
DECEMBER 17, 2001 
FILE # 26038-0035 

11/25/01 
11/25/01 

11/26/01 

11/26/01 

11/26/01 . 

11/27/01 

11/27/01 

PAGE 5 
-1 - -1 -1- - -11- - - - -11- - - - - - - - - - - -11- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  

SECUND SET OF STAFF TESTIMONY AND SEND 
TO WATFORD, NIXON AND PORTER; TELEPHONE 
CQNFERENCE WITH EACH RE: SENDING SAME 

PREFARfNG FOR THIS WEEK'S DEPOSITIONS. 2.90 
REVIEH OPC AND STAFF TESTIMONY; BEGIN 5 90 
PREPARATION OF FIRST DRAFT OF DEPOSITION 
OUTLINES. 
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES RE: 7 4 90 
DEPOSITION PREPARATION WITH WITNESSS AND 
WATFORD; INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: 
ALL; FINISH DEPOSITION OUTLINES FOR 
LARKIN AND DERONNE; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WITH WATFQRD, NIXON AND PORTER RE: 
SAME; GENERAL PREPARATION FOR 
DEPOSITIONS; FILE REVISED NOTICE RE: 
DURBIN DEPOSITION; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WITH STAFF ATTORNEY RE: S M E  AND RE: 

PREPARATION FOR DEPOSITIONS; TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCES RE: SCHEDULING; REVIEWING 
OUTSTANDING DISCOVERY MATTERS; REVIENING . 
TESTIMONY OF STEWART; REVIEW OF 
STEWART'S EXHIBIT; ATTEMPT TO UNDERSTAND 
HIS METHODOLOGY. 
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE AND INTRA-OFFICE 7 . 8 0  
CONFERENCE RE: FINAL PREPARATION FOR 
DEPOSTIIUN; CONTINUE WORK ON STAFF 
WITNESS DEPOSITION OUTLINES; MEETING 

OF OPC WITNESSES; REVIEW INTERIM TARIFFS 

AND CONTENTS OF SAME. 

OTHER ISSUES 6 

WITH NIXON AND WATFQRD; TAKE DEPOSITION 

AHD SEND TO WATFORD; INTRA-OFFICE 0.00 
CONFERENCE RE: BIDDY DEPOSITION AND 
PREPARATION. 
LENGTHY TELEPHONE CONFERENCE; PREPARA-- 5.10 
TlON FOR TED BIDDY'S DEPOSITION; REVIEW 
GF DOCUMENTATION; REVIEW OF PRIOR BIDDY 
TESTIMONY; GENERAL PREPARATION FOR 
HEARING; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE RE: 
DISCOVERY ISSUES. 

0 .oo 

4 . 8 0  

11/27/01 



LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

P 0. BOX 1567 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32302.1567 

(850) 877-6555 PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMlTlNG 

F.E.I. # 59-2783536 

ALOHA UTILITIES, INC 

INVOICE # 24418 
DECEMBER 17, 2001 
FILE # 26038-0035 

11/28/01 

11/29/01 

11/29/01 
11/29/01 

11/30/01 

11/30/01 

11/30/01 

11/28/01 PREPARE FOR AND PARTICIPATE IIY BIDDY 6.10 
DEPOSITION; WORK ON PREPARATION FOR 
STAFF DEPOSITION; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 
WITH WATFORD AND NIXQN RE: SAME. 

CLIENTS RE: SAME; PREPARATION FOR SAME. 
WORK ON REVIEW OF LINGO AND STEWART 6,20 
TESTIMONIES AND DEPOSITION OUTLINES; 
INTRA-OFFICE CONFERENCE RE: ISSUES AND 
DEPOSITION PREPARATION; FINISH 
DEPOSITION PREPARATION FOR FLETCHER AHD 
DURBIN AND PARTICIPATE IN CONFERENCE 

PREPARATION FOR DEPOSITION OF LINGO; 4 . 9 0  
PREPARATION FOR DEPOSITION OF STEWART. 

FLETCHER DEPOSITIONS; GO TO FSC; 
PARTICTAPTE IN DEPOSITIONS; CONFERENCES 
WITH CLIENT RE: SAME; PARTICIPATE IN . 

OFFICE CONFERENCES; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 

STAFF RE: SETUP QF DEPOSITIONS; BEGIN 
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS RECEIVED FROM 
DEPOSITION. 

DEPOSITION OF TED BIDDY; MEETING WITH 8.90 

CALL RE: A L L .  0.00 

' FINAL PREPARATION FOR DURBIN AND 8 . 2 0  

DEPOSITION OF STEWART; RETURN; INTRA- 4 

WITH WATFORD; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 0 .OO 

DEPOSITION OF STEWART; PREPARATION FOR 4.90 
DEPOSITION OF BIDDY; MEETING WITH 
CLIENTS RE: SAME. 

177.20 

I 

LONG DISTANCE CALLS 
FEDERAL EXPRESS 
TRAVEL EXPENSE 
TELECOPiER 
PHOTOCOPIES 
PHOTOCOPIES 
EXTRA CLERICAL SUPPORT 
ENTERTAINMENT~MEAL 

90.00 
175,26 
150.68 
330 .00  
501.84 

2,060.50 
4 4 . 7 0  
93.50 

35,440 .o 



LAW OFFICES 

ROSE, SUNDSTROM & BENTLEY, LLP 

P 0 BOX 1567 

TALLAH ASS EE. FLORIDA 32302-1 567 ' 

(850) 877-6555 PLEASE REFER TO INVOICE NUMBER 
WHEN REMllTlNG 

ALOHA UTILITIES, 1,NC 

INVOICE # 2 4 4 1 8  
DECEMBER 17, 2001 
FILE # 26038-0035 

TRANSCRIPT. OF DEPOSIT'ION I-' 2 , 7 8 4 . 0 0  . 

TOTAL COSTS ADVANCED .. 
i , 

.d.' " 

..i, '. 
a ,' - i  I 

1. I 

* ., - 
.TOTAL STATEMENT 'I' 

.. 
i 

I .  

PLEASE REFER TO I N V O ~ C E ,  ,# WHEN REMITTING 
.'. 

,, 2 

6,23014E 

$41 670 .4E  

t i '  

t 

, 



c 

ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
EXHIBIT RCN-14 

DOCKET NO 010503 
ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED RATE CASE EXPENSE THROUGH HEARING 

ACCOUNTING EXPENSE 

INVOICE OUT OF 
DATE FEES POCKET TOTAL 

0513012001 $1,155 $1,155 
0611 812001 1,590 1,590 
07/27/2001 9,598 $1 04 9,702 
0811 01200 1 41,083 1,544 42,627 
09/27/2001 14,183 1,672 15,855 
10/16/2001 27,420 622 28,042 
1 1/28/2001 24,989 850 25,839 

- 
APRIL, 2001 
MAY,2001 
JUNE, 2001 
JULY, 2001 
AUGUST, 2001 
SEPTEMBER, 2001 
OCTOB ER,200 1 

TOTAL ACTUAL BILLED THROUGH OCTOBER 30,2001 

R C  NIXON 
PREPARE LATE FILED DEPO EXH181TS 

LFn TlMF - NOVFMFIFR. 7001: 

READ TESTIMONY - OPC WITNESSES 
REVIEW DECHARIO RESEARCH ON LARKIN TESTIM- 
ONY & PREPARE NOTES FOR REBUTTAL 
READ STAFF TESTIMONY 
PREPARE QUESTIONS FOR LARKIN & DERONNE 
DEPOSITIONS 

ATTEND OPC DEPOS IN TALLAHASSEE 
PREPARE DEPO QUESTIONS FOR LINGO & FLETCHER 
ATTEND OPC & STAFF DEPOS IN TALLAHASSEE 
P DECHARIO 
RESEARCH & OUTLINE LARKIN TESTIMONY 
REVIEW & PROOF DERONNE EXHIBITS 
RESEARCH ON RESID CONSUMPTION 

J CRONIN 
REVIEW OPC INTERR & DOC REQ - PENSION EXP 
CLERICAL 
FED-X, PHONE, COPIES, AIRFARE & TRAVEL (EST) 

120,018 4,792 124,810 
H O U R S R A T E  

7 $165 1,155 
8.5 165 1,403 

1,155 
1,403 

2 165 330 
2 165 330 

330 
330 

11 165 1,815 
8 165 1,320 
10 165 1,650 

1,815 
1,320 
1,650 

a 165 1,320 
9,323 

1,320 
9,323 
1,440 16 90 1,440 

8 90 720 720 
1 E  - 2 

2 
9 5  

1.149 1,149 

TOTAL UNBILLED FOR NOVEMBER, 2001 12,278 1,149 13,427 

TOTAL ACTUAL BILLED 8 UNBILLED TO 11-30-01 132.296 5,941 138,237 - 
R C NIXON 
PREPARE REBUTTAL & EXHIBITS FOR 6 WITNESSES 
PARTICIPATE IN J LINGO DEPO BY PHONE 
ASSIST ATTORNEYS IN STIPULATIONS & POSITION ON 
ISSUES FOR PREHEARING ORDER 
CONFERENCES WITH MGT & ATTORNEYS RE CASE 
REVIEW FOR HEARING 

REVIEW TRANSCRlPTS 81 STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

MENDATION 
REVIEW FINAL ORDER 
MISCELLANEOUS FOR OISCOVERY & ADDITIONAL 
EXH BITS 

ATTEND HEARING - 3 DAYS 

CONFERENCES WITH MGT.& ATTORNEYS RE RECOM- 

64 
6 

165 10,560 
165 990 

10,560 
990 

8 
8 

12 
24 
10 

165 9.320 1,320 
165 1,320 1,320 
165 1.980 1,980 
165 3,960 3.960 
165 1,650 1,650 

8 
6 

165 1,320 
165 990 

1,320 
990 

16 165 2,640 2,640 
26,730 26,730 

J CRONIN 
RESEARCH PENSION EXPENSE PER OPC DISCOVERY 
P DECHARIO 
PREPARE EXHIBITS FOR REBUTTAL 
PROOF FINAL RATES 
MISCELLANEOUS RESEARCH - DISCOVERY 

3 165 495 495 

90 1,080 1,080 
90 450 450 
90 720 720 

2.250 2.250 

12 
5 
8 

CLEMCAWPING 
ESTIMATED OUT OF POCKET COSTS 

25 30 750 750 
1,500 1,500 

30,225 1,500 31,725 TOTAL ESTIMATE TO COMPLETE 

TOTAL ACTUAL & ESTIMATED COSTS THROUGH HEARING $162,521 $7,441 $169,962 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 2 7  O F  7 7  



b 
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J A M E S  L CARLSTEDT C.FA 

J O H N  H CRO.VIN. JR-. C P A  
R O B E K T H .  JACKSON, C R A  
ROBERTC.  NIXON,  C P A .  
JEANETTE SUNG, C.PA. 
HOLLY M TUU'NER. C.PA. 
JA,VES L. U'lLSOh', C.PA 

CIfRiSTI.VE R CHRlSTlA,V. C.PA 

Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson 
CER TIFIED PUBLIC A CCO Uh TA N TS, P. A .  

ZCM GL'L F- TO-BAl' BO U L  E\.:q R D  
SUITE 2oU 

CLEAR WATER. FLORIDA 33765-4419 

FA CSlMIL E 

c-Mad 
cpas@'qri H' ner 

( 72 71 791 -4720 

(727) 797-3602 

I N V O I C E  

May30, 2001 

Aloha Utilities, Inc. 
Attn: Marion, Accounts Payable 
6915 Perrine Ranch Rd.  
New Port Richey, FL 34655 

For professional services rendered during April 2001, as follows: 

-I I Work completed on the audited financial statements 
for the year ended December 31,2000 

2. Prepare schedule of rate case expense for rate 
investigation, review staff recommendation in 
earnings investigation 

3. Conferences related to the forth coming Seven Springs 
water rate case 

4. Partial billing for preparation of the PSC Annual Report 

5. Review and comment on draft letter to SWFWMD outlining 
steps to comply with water use permit 

6. Telephone, postage, copies, and Federal Express charges 

Total 

$ 9,647.50 

907.50 

1,155.00 

4,687.50 

165.00 

255.21 

S 16.817.71 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 2 8  O F  77  



3/16/01 5:18 p m  Current Work In Process 
TB Date: 4/30/01 C w o n i r .  Jackson, Nixon 6c Wilson, . A ' S  
Period 4/01/01 to 4/30/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Page 1 

Client: 1 1 0  ALOHA U T I L I T I E S ,  INC. 
Resp. Partner: RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 
Employee Name Emp Ref. N u m .  Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 

1 5 ,  901.963 
Date 

Work In Process-Balance Forward 

121 YEAR END FIELD WORK 
JOHN H. C R O N I N  JR. 
J O H N  H. CRONIN JR. 
JOHN H. CRONIN J R .  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 

( A m )  
J H C  
JHC 
J H C  
JHC 
J H C  

319337 
319325 
319326 
319347 
319352 

4/04/01 
4/12/01 
4/13/01 
4/24/01 
4/25/01 

165.00 1-00 1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  
165.00 2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  
165.00 3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  
165.00 4 . 5 0  7 4 2 . 5 0  , 

Totals : 13.50 

1 2 3  RESEARCH ( A m )  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 319328 4/01/01 165.00 7 . 0 0  

126 REVIEW (AUD) 
J O H N  H. CRONIN JR. 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 

JHC 
JHC 
JHC 
JHC 
RCN 
RGJ 
RG J 
RG J 

319367 
319371 
319373 
319374 
319255 
315349 
315350 
315351 

4/16/01 
4 / 1 7 / 0 1  
4/18/01 
4/19/01 
4 / 1 2 / 0 1  
4 / 2 0 / 0 1  
4 / 2 1 / 0 1  
4 / 2 2 / 0 1  

1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 
165.00 
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 0 5 . 0 0  
1 0 5 . 0 0  
1 0 5 . 0 0  

Totals : 

6 . 0 0  
4 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  
1.00 
1.50 
9 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0  

4 0 . 5 0  

9 9 0 . 0 0  
6 6 0 . 0 0  - 

1 , 3 2 0 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
2 4 7 . 5 0  
9 4 5 . 0 0  
5 2 5 . 0 0  
6 3 0 . 0 0  

RONALDAS G .  
RONALDAS G .  
RONALDAS G .  

JURGUTI S 
JURGUT I S 
JlTRGUTIS 

127 OTHER (Am) 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS RGJ 315356 4 / 2 6 / 0 1  105.00 6 . 0 0  

-97  TYPING (MISC) 
CAROL L. HOUGHTON 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 

CLH 
DIJ 
DIJ 
DIJ 
D I J  
DI J 
DI J 

311328 
311556 
311455 
311449 
311412 
3 114 94 
311490 
311460 

4 / 0 5 / 0 1  
4 / 1 1 / 0 1  
4 / 1 2 / 0 1  
4 / 1 3 / 0 1  
4/16/01 
4 / 2 4 / 0  1 
4 / 2 5 / 0 1  
4 / 2 6 / 0 1  

4 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

Totals: 

0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 5 0  
0 . 7 5  
0 . 5 0  
3 . 0 0  

10.00 
7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  
15.00 
2 2 . 5 0  
1 5 . 0 0  DI3 

.,CG MISCELLWEOUS (MISC) 
DORIS I. J O N E S  DIJ 
DORIS I .  J O N E S  D I J  
DORIS I .  J O N E S  DIJ 
DORIS I. JONES D I J  
DORIS r . JONES DIJ 
DOEIS I. J O N E S  DIJ 
GAIL E. WALUNAS GBW 
GAIL E .  WALUNAS GBW 

311536 4 / 0 2 / 0 1  
311503 4 / 0 4 / 0 1  
311444 4/11/01 
311437 4/12/01 
311453 4/13/01 
311464 4 / 2 5 / 0 1  
311905 4/09/01 
311883 4/13/01 

3 B .  0 0  0 . 2 5  
30.00 0 . 2 5  
3 0 . 0 0  0 . 2 5  
3 0 . 0 0  0 . 2 5  
3 0 . 0 0  0 . 2 5  
3 0 . 0 0  0 . 2 5  
3 0  . O O  0 . 2 5  

7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  
7.50 
7.50 
7.50 
7.50 
7.50 

3 0 . 0 0  0 . 2 5  7 . 5 0  
Totals : 2 . 0 0  6 0 .  OkA? 

0 9  PSC PATE IEWESTIG.4TION (UTIL) 
ROEERT C .  NIXON RCN 319288 4/26/01 165. G O  

EXHlBIT RCNy"--14 



4/16/01 5:18 p m  Current  Work In Process 
I'B Date: 4/30/01 Cronin Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, C / s  
Period 4/01/01 to 4/30/01 Clearwater, FL 33765 

Page 2 

"lent: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
i esp .  Pa r tne r :  RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Jork Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 
Employee Name Emp R e f .  Num. Date 

Jork In Process-Balance Forward 
Hrs/Itms Totals 

4 . 0 0  6 6 0 . 0 0  

Hrs/Itms Totals 

4 . 0 0  6 6 0 . 0 0  

Rate 
~ -. 

!02 CONFERENCE (UTIL) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 319359 4/02/01 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 319267 4 / 0 5 / 0 1  
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 319247 4/10/01 

165.00 
165 - 0 0  
165.00 

Totals : 

2 . 0 0  330.00 
1-00 1 6 5 . 0 0  
7 . 0 0  1,155.00 

109 ANNUAL REPORTS (UTIL) 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS 

PED 
RGJ 
RG J 
RGJ 
RGJ 
RGJ 

311365 
315370 
315371 
3 1 5 3 5 2  
315353 
315357 

4/26/01 
4/09/01 
4/10/01 
4/23/01 
4 / 2 4 / 0 1  
4/26/01 

9 0 . 0 0  
105.00 
105.00 
105.00 
105.00 
1 0 5 . 0 0  

Totals : 

0 . 7 5  
10.00 
10.00 
10 . o o  
1 0 . 0 0  

4 . Q O  
4 4 . 7 5  

6 7 . 5 0  
1 , 0 5 0 . 0 0  
1,050.00 
I, 0 5 0 . 0 0  
1 , 0 5 0 . 0 0  

4 2 0  .OO 
4 , 6 8 7 . 5 0  

10 OTHER (UTIL) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 1 9 2 9 5  4/13/01 

4 5  REVIEW STAFF RECOMMENDATN (UTIL) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 319286 4 / 2 5 / 0 1  

01 TELEPHONE (EXP. ) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 319009 4 / 3 0 / 0 1  1 7 . 2 5  17.25 1.00 

02 POSTAGE ( E X P . )  
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 315393 4/30/01 4 . 7 6  1.00 4 . 7 6  

04 XEROX ( E X P . )  
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 1 0 7 5 8  
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 310766 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 312473 

4/30/01 
4/30/01 
4 / 3 0 / 0 1  

0 . 2 0  1 0 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  
0 . 2 0  6 0 . 0 0  12.00 
0 . 2 0  8 7 7 . 0 0  1 7 5 . 4 0  

Totals : 9 4 7 . 0 0  1 8 9 . 4 0  

35 FEDERAL EXPRESS (EXP. ) 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS RGJ 3 1 0 7 5 4  4/26/01 

39 FAXES (EXP.) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 319217 4/30/01 

4/30/01 

3 5 . 3 8  1.00 3 5 . 3 8  

-15,901.63 

* 

Billing (fnv. # 36189) 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 3 0  OF 77 
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b , 

JAM E5 L CARLSTEDZ CJ?A 
CHRlSTI.WE R. CHRISTIAN, CPA.  

ROB€RT H. 3.4CKSON. CPA. 
ROBERT C. NIXON, C.PA 

HOLLY M TON’h’ER, C PA. 
J.4MES L. WILSON, GPA.  

JOHN H. CRUNliY JR, C.PA. 

JEA‘VETTE SLING, C.PA. 

Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS, P . A .  

2560 GULF-TO-BAY BOULEVARD 
SUITE 100 

CLEAR U’A TE R, FL 0 RlDA 33765-MI 9 

FA CSIM I L E 

e-Mail 
a c  nw.net cpmC j 

(727) 791-4020 

(727) 797-36U-7 

I N V O I C E  

June 18,2001 

Aloha Utilities, Inc. 
Attn: Marion, Accounts Payable 
6915 Perrine Ranch Rd. 
N e w  Port Richey, FL 34655 

#110 

For professional services rendered during May 2001, as follows: 

1 Preparation and review of t h e  audited financial statements 
for the year ended December 31, 2000 

2. Work related to the PSC rate investigation for Aloha Gardens 
and Seven Springs including preparation of information 
requested by staff (Fletcher) related to office building costs, 
contributed tax amortization rates and deferred income tax schedules 

3. Preparation of the 2001 Indexed Rate Adjustment 

4. Work related to the Seven Springs water rate case as follows. 
Prepare a list of information needed and letter to client; assemble 
financial data at utility’s office and conference with Management 
concerning rate case Mfr’s and potential proforma adjustments 
(Marion set up new deferred account) 

5. Preparation and review of t h e  2000 PSC Annual Report 

6. Telephone, postage, copies, Federal Express charges, and mileage 

Total 

$ 7,950.00 

1,732 S O  

1 , I  85.00 

1,590.00 

4,125.00 

236 06 

$ 16.81856 

1 4  EXHIBIT RCN 
PAGE 3 2  OF 7 7  



6/13/01 3:41 p m  Jurrent Work In Process 
-23 Date: 5/31/01 Cronin,  Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, 
'eriod 5/01/01 to 5/31/01 Clearwater, FL 33765 

Pzge 1 
CPA's 

I l i e n t :  110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
lesp.  P a r t n e r :  RCN ROBERT C. NIXON 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Jork Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 
Employee N a m e  Emp Ref. Num. 

Iork In Process-Balance Forward 
Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 

16,817.71 
Date 

&f 
165.00 2.00 330.00 

-21 YEAR END FIELD WORK (AUD) 
JOHN H. CRONlN JR. J H C  5/01/01 319596 

-22 REPORTS (AUD) 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. LJHC 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN a. JHC 

319594 
319592 
319590 
330012 
330010 
331571 

5/01/01 
5/02/01 
5/03/01 
5/04/01 
5/07/01 
5/07/01 

165.00 6.00 9 9 0 * 0 0  
165.00 7 . 0 0  1,155.00 
165.00 8 . 0 0  1,320.00 
165.00 7 . 0 0  1,155.00 
165.00 8.00 1,320.00 

RONALDAS G .  JlTRGUTIS RGJ 105.00 8 . 0 0  8 4 0 . 0 0  
Totals: 4 4 . 0 0  6-,780.00 

- 2 7  OTIiER (AUD) 
ROBERT C. NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 

5/03/01 
5/04/01 

RCN 
RCN 

3 3 0 9 6 5  
3 3 0 9 6 2  

165.00 1 - 0 0  1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  

Totals: 3.00 

- 9 7  T Y P I N G  (MISC) 
DORIS 1. J O N E S  
DORIS I. J O N Z S  
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS 1. JONES 
DORIS 1. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. J O N E S  
DORIS I. J O N E S  

5/01/01 
5/01/01 
5/02/01 
5/03/01 
5/07/01 
5/09/01 
5/22/01 
5/31/01 

D I J  
DIJ 
DIJ 
DI3 
DIJ 
DI J 
DI J 
DI J 

312379 
312382 
312457 
312451 
319587 
3 1 9 5 7 9  
321560 
328385 

3 0 . 0 0  
30 . O O  
3 0 . 0 0  
30.00 
3 0 . 0 0  
30.00 
30.00 
3 0 . 0 0  

Totals: 

15.00 
15.00 
45.00  
6 0 . 0 0  
15.00 
15.00 
7 .SO 

0 . 5 0  
0.50 
1.50 
2 . 0 0  
0 . 5 0  
0 . 5 0  
0 . 2 5  
3 . 0 0  
8 . 7 5  

9 0 . 0 0  

98 MISCELLWEOUS 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. J O N E S  
DORIS I. J O N E S  
DORIS I. JONES 

(MISC) 
DI J 
DI J 
DI J 
D I J  

5/01/01 
5/07/01 
5/08/01 
5/22/ 01 

312383 
319586 
319584 
321561 

30.00 
30.00 
30.00 

1.25 
0 . 7 5  
0.50 

3 7 . 5 0  
22.50 
15.00 

30.00- 0 . 2 s  7 . 5 0  
Totals: 2 . 7 5  

00 PSC RATE INVESTIGATION (UTIL) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 3 0 9 3 8  
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 3 3 0 9 5 9  
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 3 3 0 9 5 5  
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 330921 
ROBEXT C. NIXON RCN 330910 

5/02/01 
5/08/01 
5/09/01 
5/14/01 
5/21/01 

1 6 5 . 0 0  4.00 660.00 
165.00 0 . 5 0  8 2 . 5 0  
165.00 2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  
165.00 3.00 4 9 5 - 0 0  
165.00 1.00 1 6 5 . 0 0  

Totals: 10.50 1 , 7 3 2 . 5 0  

02  CONFERENCE (UTIL) 
RONFLDAS G. JURGUTIS R G J  331556 5 / 2 2 / 0 1  

s UJ -/&a5 e 
3.00 315.00 105.00 

0 3  INDEX-PA3S THROUGE ADJ.  (UTIL) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 3 3 0 9 3 7  5 / 2 2 / 0 1  165.00 14 4 . 0 0  6 6 0 . 0 0  

EXHIBIT RCN 
PAGE 3 3  OF 77 



6/13/01 3:41 p m  - 'urrent Work In Process 
:B Date: 5/31/01 Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA's 

Page 2 

lekiod 5/01/01 to 5/31/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

C l i e n t  FYE:  12/31 l l i e n t :  110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
tesp. P a r t n e r :  RCN ROBERT C. NIXON 

Jork Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 
Emplovee Name Emp Ref. Num. Date 

Jork In Process-Balance Forward 
Hrs/Itms Totals 

27,475.21 
Rate 

!03 INDEX-PASS THROUGH ADJ. (UTIL) (Cont.) 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS R G J  331555 5/22/01 105.00 

Totals : 
5 . 0 0  5 2 5 . 0 0  
9.00 1,185.00 

g 5 1  iu&AJ%zLse- 

s s * ~ O - 3 e 7 @ k s e  
9.00 9 4 5  .OO 

2.00 330.00 

!05 RATE CASE FIELD WORK (UTIL) 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS R G J  5/24/01 331558 105.00 

! 0 8  RATE CASE ADMIN. (UTIL) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 330967 5/03/01 165. 00  

109 ANNUAL REPORTS (UTIL) 
ROBERT C. NIXON 
ROBERT C. NIXON 
ROBERT C. NIXON 
ROBERT C. NIXON 
ROBERT C.  NIXON 
RONALDAS G. 37JRGUTIS 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS 

RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
R G 3  
RGJ 

5/01/01 
5/01/01 
5/01/01 
5/01/01 
5/21/01 
5/01/01 
5/01/01 

330942 
330944 
330946 
330949 
330909 
331564 
331565 

165.00 
165.00 
165.00 
165.00 
165.00 
105.00 
105.00 

Totals : 

3.00 
1.00 
2 . o o  
6 . 5 0  
1.00 
9.00 
5 . 0 0  

2 7 . 5 0  

4 9 5  - 0 0  
165.00 
3 3 0  - 0 0  

1,072.50 
1 6 5 . 0 0  
9 4 5 . 0 0  
5 2 5 . 0 0  

:10 OTHER (UTIL) 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO 
PAUL, E. DeCHARIO 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO 

PED 
PED 
PED 

5/09/01 
5/11/01 
5/39/01 

321531 
321537 
321520 

90.00 
90.00 
9 0 . 0 0  

Totals : 

1.50 135 .OO 
2 . 0 0  180.00 
1.25 112.50 
4 . 7 5  

101 TELEPHONE (EXP. 1 
ROBERT C. NIXON 
ROBERT C. NIXON 

5/13/01 
5/31/01 

RCN 
RCN 

323298 
323242 

11.82 
2 . 2 9  

Totals : 

1.00 11.82 
1.00 2 . 2 9  
2.00 14.11 

102 POSTAGE (EXP.) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 5/31/01 328291 4 . 0 8  1 . 0 0  4.08 

103 TRAVEL (EXP.) 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 3THC 5/31/01 329540 18.29 1.00 18.29 

104 XEROX (EXP.) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 

5/31/01 
5/31/01 

326025 
328449 

0.20 
0 . 2 0  

Totals : 

150.00 30.00 
63.40 317.00 

467.00 93.40 

105 FEDERAL EXPRESS (EXP.) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 
ROBERT C.  NIXON RCN 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 
F.OI3ERT C.  NIXON RCN 

3 2 3 2 6 2  5 / 0 1 / 0 1  
323263 5/01/01 
3 2 3 2 6 4  5/01/01 
3 2 3 2 8 0  5/01/01 
323281 5/01/01 

13.18 
11.15 
14.07 

8 . 4 2  
12.33 

1.00 13.18 
1.00 11.15 
1 . 0 0  14.07 
1.00 8 . 4 2  
1.00 12.33 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 34 OF 77 



6/13/01 3:41 pm l u r r en t  Work In Process 
I‘B Date: 5/31/01 Cronin,  Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, &A’S 
?ekiod 5/01/01 to 5/31/01 Clearwater, FL 33765 

:lient: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
iesp.  Par tne r :  RCN ROBERT C. NIXON 

Jork Performed (work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 
E m d o y e e  Name EmD R e f .  Num. 

Jork In Process-Balance Forward 

305 FEDERAL EXPRESS (EXP. ) (Cont . )  
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 327834 

309 FAXES ( E X P - )  
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 328286 

Billing ( Inv .  # 36523) 

lnding Work In Process Balance 

Page 3 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Date Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 
3 3 , 5 9 0 . 0 4  

5/08/01 17.00 1.00 17.00 
Totals: 6.00 76.95  

5/31/01 

5/31/01 

29.23 1.00 29.23 

-16,817.71 

16,818.56 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 3 5  OF 77 

+ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Year-To-Date W-I-P Activity ( $ 1  

Charged ments B i 11 i n g  s 
work Adjust- 

62,489.61 - 3 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  70,310.73 

f .-------------------____________1__1_11_-- 

Current Month Accounts Receivable ( $ >  
Beginning Finance 

Balance Billings Charge Sales  T a x  
15,901.63 16,817.71 0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  

Credit Ending 
Write-off M e m o  Receipts Balance 

0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  15,901.63 16,817.71 



J A M E S  L CARLSTEDT. C.f?A. 
CHRISTI,VE R CHRISTIAN,  C.FA 
JOH.1' H CRO,\'IiV. I R  , C.RA 
ROBERT H 1ACKSO)V. C.RA. 
ROBERT C. NIXON,  C.PA 
JEANETTE SL'.VG, C.PA 
H O L L I .  hi. TOH*iVER. C.PA. 
J A M E S  L. U'ILSON.  C.PA. 

Aloha Utilities, Inc. 
Attn: Marion, Accounts Payable 
6915 Perrme Ranch Rd. 
New Port Richey, FL 34655 

Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson 
CERTIFIER PUBLIC A CC0L;KTAh'TS. P.A. 

2560 GULF-TO-BAY B@ULE\AkD 
SUITE 200 

CL EARM'ATER. FLORIDA 33765-UiP 

FA CS I M  I L  E 

e-Mail 
cpns@cjnw ner 

(727) 791-4020 

(72 7) 797-3602 

I N V O I C E  

July 27, 2001 

For professional services rendered during June 200 1,  as follows 

I .  

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

Total 

Preparation of monthly DEP reports on new connections added 
in Seven Springs service area 

Review of monthly statements 

Review Staff recommendation for Seven Springs water rate 
investigation and conference with Management and 
attorney regarding agenda conference 

Preparation of the 2001 Indexed Rate Adjustment 

Preparation of federal and state income tax extensions 

Work completed on preparation of the MFR's for Seven Springs 
water rate case as set forth on the attached work in process summary 

Telephone, postage, copies, and Federal Express charges 

#110 

$ 660.00 

247.50 

825.00 

742 50 

32.50 

9,597.50 

103.64 

$ 12.20864 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 3 6  OF 7 7  



, 

1 
& ’7/19/01 1 0 : 4 8  am Current Work In Process Page E! 3ate: 6 / 3 0 / 0 1  Cronh , Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, c2~,’ s 

Period 6/01/01 to 6/30/Ol Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
Eesp. Par tne r :  RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

Client FYE: 12/31 

F7ork Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

Work In Process-Balance Forward 16,818.56 
EmDloyee N a m e  Emp R e f .  Num. Date  Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 

110 SPECIAL REPORTS (MGMT) 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  3 3 8 2 2 2  6/11/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  165.00 
JOKY H. CRONIN JR- J H C  3 3 8 2 0 2  6/21/01 165.00 3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  

Totals: 4 . 0 0  6 6 0 . 0 0  

181 WRITE-UP AND REVIEW (COMP) 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J f I C  338196 6/18/01 165.00 1.00 165.00 
JOHN H. C R O N I N  JR. J H C  338249 6/28/01 165.00 0 . 5 0  8 2 . 5 0  

Totals : 1.50 2 4 7 . 5 0  

1 9 7  TYPING ( M I S C )  
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 

DORIS I ,  JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I .  JONES 

DORIS r .  JONES 

DORIS r .  JONES 

,98 MISCELLANEOUS (MISC) 
CFliOL 
CRROL 
CAROL 
CP-YO L 
DORIS 
DORIS 

L. 
L .  
L. 
L. 
I. 
I. 

HOUGHTON 
HOUGHTON 
HOUGHTON 
HOUGXTON 
JONES 
J O N E S  

D I J  
DIJ 
DIJ 
DIJ 
D I J  
DIJ 
DIJ 
DIJ 
DI J 
DIJ 

CLH 
CLH 
CLH 
CLH 
DIJ 
DIJ 

3 3 3 6 9 0  
333693 
3 3 3 6 7 0  
333671 
3 3 3 6 7 5  
3 3 3 6 7 7  
333461 
3 3 5 4 5 6  
335481 
3 3 5 4 7 7  

3 3 3 6 5 8  
3 3 3 6 5 9  
3 3 3 6 6 0  
3 3 3 6 6 5  
3 3 3 4 5 7  
335473 

6/01/01 
6/02/01 
6/03/01 
6 / 0 4 / 0 1  
6 / 0 5 / 0 1  
6 / 0 6 / 0 1  
6/11/01 
6/19/01 
6 / 2 0 / 0 1  
6/21/01 

6/01/01 
6/04/01 
6 / 0 5 / 0 1  
6 / 0 6 / 0 1  
6/08/01 
6/21/01 

3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

3 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0  
3 . 5 0  
6 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
0.50 
1.50 
2 . 5 0  

9 0 . 0 0  
1 8 0 . 0 0  
105.00 
180.00 
1 8 0 . 0 0  

6 0 . 0 0  
15.00 

7 5 . 0 0  

)&? 
4 5 . 0  0 c.:%=--. 

~- 

3 0 . 0 0  0 . 7 5  2 2 . 5 0  
Totals: 31.75 9 5 2 . 5 0  

4 0 . 0 0  
4 0 . 0 0  
4 0 . 0 0  
4 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

Totals : 

0 . 2 5  
3 . 0 0  
2 . 7 5  
0 . 5 0  
0 . 5 0  
0 . 2 5  
7 . 2 5  

10.00 
1 2 0 . 0 0  
110.00 

2 0 . 0 0  
1 5 . 0 0  

7 . 5 0  
2 8 2 . 5 0  

2 0 2  CONFERENCE (UTIL) 
ROBERT C. NIXON 

RCN 341451 6 / 0 8 / 0 1  165.00 1.00 165 . O O  

2 0 3  INDEX-PASS THROUGH ADJ.  (UTIL) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RC-N 3 4 1 4 7 2  6/18/01 165.00 3 . 5 0  5 7 7 . 5 0  
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 341466 6/21/01 165.00 1 - 0 0  165 - 0 0  

Totals: 4 . 5 0  742 . S O  

2 0 8  €?ATE CASE ADMIN. (UTIL) pd-G& 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 341430 165.00 55 Lv 

214 R W I E W  DffiFT MFil‘S (UTILI 
PAUL, E. DeCHFLRIO PED 337515 6 / 2 5 / 0 1  9 0 . 0 0  1.00 

i -- 
1 4  

&&LL 

EXHIBIT RCN 
P GE 37 O F  77 2 2 3  SXORT & LONG VAR DEBT (UTIL) 

ROKALDAS G .  JURGUTIS RC-J 3 4 1 4 3 4  6 / 2 6 / 0 1  105.00 8 . h  840. O C )  1% 



;*/19/01 10:49 am Current Work In Process  
TB Date: 6 / 3 0 / 0 1  Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, C L f ~  

Period 6/01/01 to 6/30/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Zl l ien t :  110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
i e s p .  Par tne r :  RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

2 

Client FYE: 12/31 

dork  Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code)  

dcrk  In Process-Balance Forward 2 0 , 9 6 3 . 5 6  
Emmloyee N a m e  Emp R e f .  Num. Date Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 

,,fl& 

223 SHORT & LONG VAR DEBT (UTIL) (Cont.) 
2 1 0 . 0 0  /[* 

/,‘ - ;;z RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS R G J  341433 6 / 2 7 / 0 1  105.00 2 . 0 0  
1 0 . 0 0  1 , 0 5 0 . 0 0  & Totals: 

/ 2 4  CUSTOMER DEPOSITS (UTIL) 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS RGJ 341432 6/27/01 105.00 6 . 0 0  6 3 0 . 0 0  

? 2 5  NET OPERATING INC-W & S (UTIL) 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS R G J  341431 6/28/01 1 0 5 . 0 0  8 . 0 0  8 4 0 . 0 0  

1 3 0  ADS & COMPARATIm O&M-W&S 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 

(UTIL) 
337509 6 / 2 7 / 0 1  9 0 . 0 0  0 . 7 5  6 7 . 5 0  

i40 W & S RATE BASE & ADJ’MTS 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 
PAUL E. DeCHAR10 PED 

(UTIL) 
3 3 7 5 4 3  6/04/01 9 0 . 0 0  9 . 5 0  8 5 5  . 0 0  
337542  6/05/01 9 0 . 0 0  9 . 5 0  8 5 5 . 0 0  
337534 6/11/01 9 0 . 0 0  6 . 7 5  6 0 7 . 5 0  
3 3 7 5 3 3  6/12/01 9 0 . 0 0  0 . 5 0  4 5 . 0 0  

2 0 2  .so 
Totals: 2 8 . 5 0  2 , 5 0 5 . 0 0  

3 3 7 4 9 8  6/18/01 9 0 . 0 0  2 - 2 5  

4 5  REVIEW STAFF RECOMMENDATN 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 

: 5 5  MT’LY BILLING SCH-CUST (UTIL) 
PAUL E .  D e C m I O  PED 337499  6/18/01 9 0  0 0  5 . 5 0  4 9 5 . 0 0 /  #- 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 341471 6/18/01 165.00 7 4 2 . 5 0  

4 . 5 0  <u RONALDAS G. m G U T I S  R G J  341436 6/25/01 105.00 2 . 0 0  2 1 0 . 0 0  
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS R G J  341437 6/25/01 1 0 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  2 1 0 . 0 0  

Totals : 14-00 1 , 6 5 7 . 5 0  

5 2  PROJ T/YR BLS CNS-REVCALC (UTIL) 
RONPLLDAS G. JURGUTIS RGJ 341435 6/25/01 105.00 I 3 1 5 . 0 0  

315.00 

3.00 

63 BILLING AKALYSIS (UTIL) 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS R G J  341438 6/25/01 105.00 3 . 0 0  

6 5  GAL-WASTE WATER TREATED (UTIL) 
ROEERT C .  NIXON RCN 341427 6 / 2 6 / 0 1  165.00 2 . 0 0  330.00 

1 
7 2  ERC’S-WATER (UTIL) 

PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 337512  6/26/01 9 0 . 0 0  3 . 7 5  3 3 7 . 5 0  / 
w 

43 TAX R E T ”  EXTENSION (TAX) 
ChTRISTINE R .  CHRISTIAN CRC 3 3 5 4 0 2  6/18/01 6 5 . 0 0  0.50 3 2 . 5 0  

01 TELEPHONE (EXP.) 
ROEERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 3 6 4 1 5  6/13/01 1 4 . 7 7  1.00 14.77 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 3 8  O F  77 



m I+ 

m 
\ 
N 
4 

, 

0 
0 

0 
N .. 

w * 
F4 

0 
0 

0 
0 
d 

m 

.r: 
3 

0 
cu 
0 

rl 
0 
\ 
0 
m 
\ 
W 

ru 
N 
P 
10 
w 
m u z  

Z O  

x 
0 
p: 

n 

pc 
X w 
W 

z 
0 -*  

' H  f iz  x w .  -u 



JAMES L. CARLSTEDT CPA. 
CHRISTINE R. CHRISTIAN, C R A .  
JOHN H. CRONIN, J R ,  C.PA. 
ROBERT H. IACKSON, C P A .  
ROBERT C. N I X O N ,  CFA.  
JEANETTE SUNG, C.PA. 
HOLLY &l. TOWNER, C.PA. 
JAMES L. WILSON, C.PA 

Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS. P .A .  

I N V O I C E  

Aloha Utilities, Inc. 
Attn: Marion, Accounts Payable 
6915 Perrine Ranch Rd. 
New Port Rtchey, FL 34655 

2560 GOLF-TO-BAY3OULEVARD 
SUITE 200 

CLEAR WATER, FLORIDA 33765-4419 

FACSIMILE 

e-Mail 
cpa.s@cjn w.net 

(727) 791-4020 

(72 7) 797-3602 

August IO, 2001 

#110 

For professional services rendered during July 2001 , as follows: 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Total 

Prepare DEP reports on new connections added 
in Seven Springs Wastewater System 

Review client’s monthly statements and general ledger 
and prepare adjusting entries 

Work completed preparing the MFR’s for the Seven Springs Water 
System rate case as set forth on the attached work-in-process summary 

Miscellaneous tax research 

Telephone, postage, and copies 

$ 330.00 

1,155.00 

41,082.50 

288.75 

1,543.74 

xi 44.399 99 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 4 0  OF 7 7  



8/09/01 4 : 1 2  p m  Current Work In Process 
TB Date: 7 / 3 1 / 0 1  Cronin, Jackson ,  Nixon & Wilson, L A ' S  
Period 7/01/01 to 7/31/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Client-: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
2esp. P a r t n e r :  RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

Page 1 

C l i e n t  FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

Nork In Process-Balance Forward 1 2 , 2 0 8 . 6 4  
EmDloyee N a m e  - Emp Ref. Num. Date Rate  Hrs/Itms Totals 

1 0 7  SPECIAL PROJECTS (MGMT) 

J O E N  H. CRONIN JR. JHC 3 4 9 2 4 6  7 / 0 2 / 0 1  165.00 1.00 1 6 5 . 0 0  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  3 4 9 2 5 2  7 / 0 5 / 0 1  1 6 5 . 0 0  1.00 165 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  Totals : 

JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 3 4 9 2 6 2  7 / 2 6 / 0 1  165.00 
1 3 7  REVIEW CLIENT STMT'S (R/C) 

3 3 0 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  

151 WRITE-UP AND REVIEW (COMP) - - -  I 

J H C  3 4 9 2 7 1  7/18/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  3 3 0  - nn 

. 3 7  TYTING (MISC) 
DOXIS 
DORIS 
DGRIS 
DORIS 
DORIS 
L I -WA 

r .  
I. 
I. 
1. 
I. 
A .  

JONES 
JONES 
JONES 
JONES 
JONES 
CONAUGHTY 

L.  EOUGETON 
I. ZONES 
I. JONES 
i. ZONES 
I. JONES 
I. JONES 
I . JC)NES 
. C-XOGP,r\T 
. GZOGAN 

DIJ 
DIJ 
DI J 
D I J  
DIJ 
LAC 

CLH 
D I J  
D I J  
DIJ 
DIJ 
DIJ 
D I J  
JLG 
J L G  

3 4 8 0 1 3  
3 4 8 0 1 6  
3 4 8 0 9 6  
3 4 8 1 1 0  
3 5 5 0 1 1  
342573 

342611 
3 4 9 4 8 4  
3 4 9 4 8 6  
3 4 9 4 9 0  
3 4 9 4 7 2  
3 5 4 9 2 1  
355009 
345332  
3 4 9 3 1 5  

7 / 0 9 / 0 1  
7/11/01 
7/17/01 
7/19/01 
7/31/01 
7/02/01 

7 / 0 5 / 0 1  
7 / 2 3 / 0 1  
7 / 2 4 / 0 1  
7 / 2 5 / 0 1  
7 / 2 6 / 0 1  
7 / 2 7 / 0 1  
7 / 3 1 / 0 1  
7 / 2 5 / 0 1  
7 / 2 6 / 0 1  

3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

Totals : 

2 . 0 0  6 0 . 0 0  
0 . 5 0  15.00 

0 . 2 5  7 . 5 0  ch5L 
0 . 2 5  7 . 5 o Q i w  

1 2 0  . o o  f i J D j f l  
7 . 5 0  %$ 4 .OO 

0 . 2 5  
7 . 2 5  2 1 7 . 5 0  

4 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0  - 0 0  
30 . O O  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0  . O O  

Totals : 

0 . 5 0  
4 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0  
5.00 
4 . 0 0  
3 . 0 0  
1.00 
0 . 7 5  
1.00 

2 5 . 2 5  

2 0  . o o  
1 2 0  - 0 0  
180 . O O  
1 5 0 . 0 0  
120.00 

9 0  - 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
2 2 . 5 0  
3 0  . O O  

7 6 2 . 5 0  

8S5 FAT3 CASE FIELD WORK (UTIL) 
4 2 0 . 0 0  

355275 7/26/01 105.00 3 . 0 0  3 1 5 . 0 0  
--.ZXKL!&-S G. W G U T I S  R G J  

F-GXPL3P-S C - .  lPLrEiGUTIS RGJ 3 5 5 2 7 0  7/31/01 105.00 8 . 0 0  8 4 0 . 0 0  Totals: 15.00 1,575.00 

?!ZY$L2-~*S G .  JURGUTIS R G J  3 5 5 2 8 0  7/19/01 105.00 4 . 0 0  - 

12 D I Y Z Z T  TESTIMONY & EXH. (UTIL) 

-?SEE?-" C .  ?sTiXON RCN 3 5 5 2 5 0  7/31/01 165.00 2 - 0 0  3 3 0  - 0 0  

E X H I B I T  RCN 14 
PAGE 41 OF 7 



3 / 0 9 / 0 1  4 3 2  p m  Current  Work In Process TE Date: 7/31/01 Cronin, Jackson,  Nixon & Wilson, LA'S 
Per iod  7/01/01 to 7/31/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
?-ESP. P a r t n e r :  RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON -L 

Page 2 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

;;ark In Process-Balance Forward 18,918.64 
E m d o y e e  Name Emp Ref. Num. Date Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 

2 2 1  O&M EXPENSE-WATER 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C.  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 

+ SEWER 
PED 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 

(UTILI 
354852  
3 5 5 3 2 1  
3 5 5 3 2 0  
355312 
355310 

7 / 2 8 / 0 1  
7 / 2 1 / 0 1  
7 / 2 3 / 0 1  
7 / 2 5 / 0 1  
7 / 2 6 / 0 1  

9 0 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 
1 6 5 . 0 0  

Totals: 

4 . 5 0  
3 . 5 0  
1.00 
4 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  

21.00 
1 
3 

4 0 5 . 0 0  
577 - 5 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
6 6 0 . 0 0  

, 3 2 0 . 0 0  
/ 1 2 7 . 5 0  

113 SEORT & LONG VAR DEBT (UTIL) 
8 4 0  - 0 0  

RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS R G J  355255  7 / 0 5 / 0 1  1 0 5 . 0 0  8 . 0 0  
z 3  REVENUE - WATER & SEWER (UTIL) 

PAUL E .  D e C F A U O  PED 3 5 4 7 4 8  7/18/01 9 0 . 0 0  2 - 0 0  180.00 
,8 REVIEW/REVISE SECT F MFRS (UTIL) 

ROSERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 5 5 3 0 7  7 / 2 7 / 0 1  165.00 5 . 0 0  8 2 5 . 0 0  
EIOBEXT C .  NIXON RCN 3 5 5 2 6 2  7/31/01 165.00 1 - 0 0  165.00 9 9 0 . 0 0  Totals: 6 . 0 0  

- 3  S/S-E-SSET & LIAB 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO 
PAUL E .  DeCKARIO 
PAUL E. EeCHAXIO 
PPALIL, E.  D e C X X t I O  
PAUL E. DeCHARIO 
PATL 2 .  D e C M I O  
FAUL E. DeCHARIO 
PP-UL, E.  DeCHXIO 
RG2FX C .  NIXON 

6: OWN EQ 
PED 
PED 
PED 
PED 
PED 
PED 
PED 
PED 
RCN 

(UTIL) 
3 5 4 7 4 9  
3 5 4 7 5 0  
3 5 4 7 5 1  
3 5 4 7 5 2  
3 5 4 7 5 3  
3 5 4 7 5 4  
3 5 4 7 5 6  
354853 
355315 

5 4  RF-TZS PRESENT & PliOPOSED (UTIL) 
ZO2Z:F.f C . N I X O N  RCN 3 5 5 2 9 0  
ROSERET C .  NIXON RCN 3 5 5 2 8 8  
ROBEZT C .  NIXON RCN 3 5 5 2 8 7  

7/18/01 
7/19/01 
7 / 2 0 / 0 1  
7 / 2 3 / 0 1  
7 / 2 4 / 0 1  
7 / 2 5 / 0 1  
7 / 2 6 / 0 1  
7 / 2 7 / 0 1  
7 / 2 4 / 0 1  

7 / 1 7 / 0 1  
7/19/01 
7 / 2 0 / 0 1  

7/30/01 

7/31/01 
7/31/01 
7/31/01 

90.00 
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
90 IO0 
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  

165.00 
Totals : 

165.00 
1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 

Totals: 

I65 I 00 

165.00 
10'5.00 
165. G O  

Totals: 

5 . 5 0  
8 . 5 0  
8 . 5 0  
9 . 2 5  
9 . 7 s  
9 - 0 0  
9 - 0 0  

10.75 
3 . 0 0  

7 3  - 2 5  

4 9 5 . 0 0  
7 6 5 . 0 0  
7 6 5 . 0 0  
8 3 2 . 5 0  
8 7 7 . 5 0  
810.00 
8 1 O . 0 0  
9 6 7 . 5 0  
4 9 5 . 0 0  

6 , 8 1 7 . 5 0  

8 . 0 0  1,320.00 
8 . 0 0  1,320.00 
8 . 0 0  1 , 3 2 0 . 0 0  

2 4 . 0 0  3 , 9 6 0 . 0 0  

1.00 165.00 EXHIBIT RCN ~ -~ 

PAGE 4 2  OF 7 
8.50 1,402.50 
3 . 0 0  495.00 

11.00 1,815.00 
22.59 3,712.50 

14 



8 / 0 9 / 0 1  4:12 pm C u r r e n t  Work In Process 
TB Date:  7/31/01 Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson ,  CYA'S 
Period 7/01/01 to 7/31/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
Resp. P a r t n e r :  RCN ROBEXT C .  NIXON 

Page 3 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

wcrrk In Process-Balance Forward 3 9 , 5 5 1 . 1 4  
8 2 5 . 0 0  

E m d o y e e  Name Emp Ref. Num.  Date Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 
2 5 4  GAL-W-PMP SOLD & UNACC'ED (UTIL) 

ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 5 5 2 9 2  7/16/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  5 . 0 0  
2 7 2  ERC'S-WATER (UTIL) 

ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 5 5 2 9 1  7/16/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  
27  4 REVIEW/REVISE SECT A 

PAUL E .  D e C W I O  
PAUL E. DeCHARIO 
PAWL E .  DeCKARIO 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 

MFRS 
PED 
PED 
PED 
RCN 

(UTIL) 
354851 
3 5 4 8 4 7  
3 5 4 8 5 0  
3 5 5 3 0 6  

7/30/01 
7/31/01 
7/31/01 
7 / 2 8 / 0 1  

9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  

1 6 5 . 0 0  
Totals : 

9 . 0 0  
12.00 
1-00 
10.00 
3 2 . 0 0  

810.00 
1,080.00 

9 0 . 0 0  
1 , 6 5 0 . 0 0  
3 , 6 3 0 . 0 0  

275 FED/ST INC TAX SECT. C .  (UTIL) 
9 2 2 . 5 0  1 0 . 2 5  

PAUL E .  DeCKFLRIO PED 3 5 4 8 4 8  7/31/01 9 0 . 0 0  

5 DEFEXRED TAXES -FED & S T .  
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 
PAUL E. DeCHFLRI0 PED 
PAUL E .  D e C H F . 1 0  PED 
PAUL E .  DeCHfiRIO PED 
PAUL E .  DECHARIO PED 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 
FAUL E .  D e C M I O  FED 
FAUL E. DECHFBIO PED 
XOEEZT C .  N I X O N  RCN 

77 ZSVIEW/REVISE SECT B MFRS 
PAUL E.  CECHARIO PED 
203EXT C .  NIXON RCN 
ROBEZT C. NIXON RCN 

31 REV?ZN/REVISE SECT D MFRS 
PAUL E .  CeC-IO PED 
EOEE?,T C .  NIXON RCN 
F-CZF.T c .  mxoN RCX 

32 FOST?+CZ (EXP.) 
R9BEP.T C. Z\rIXON RCN 

(UTIL) 
3 5 4 7 6 4  
3 5 4 7 6 5  
3 5 4 7 6 6  
3 5 4 7 6 7  
3 5 4 7 6 8  
3 5 4 7 4 5  
3 5 4 7 4 6  
356,747 
3 5 5 2 6 5  

7/09/01 
7/10/01 
7/11/01 
7/12/01 
7/13/01 
7/16/01 
7/17/01 
7/18/01 
7/31/01 

90  . o o  
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
90 - 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
90 . o o  
9 0 . 0 0  

1 6 5 . 0 0  
Totals : 

3.50 
10.00 
9.7s 
9.00 
9.25 
7.00 
7 . 2 5  
0 . 7 5  
2 . 0 0  

5 8 . 5 0  

315 . O O  
9 0 0  - 0 0  
8 7 7 . 5 0  
810.00 
8 3 2 . 5 0  
6 3 0 . 0 0  
6 5 2  S O  

6 7 . 5 0  
3 3 0 . 0 0  

5 , 4 1 5 . 0 0  

(UTIL) 
3 5 4 8 4 9  7 / 3 1 / 0 1  9 0  . O O  1 0 . 5 0  9 4 5 . 0 0  
355305 7 / 3 0 / 0 1  1 6 5 . 0 0  9.00 1 , 4 8 5 . 0 0  
355264 7/31/01 165 .OO 3.00 4 9 5  - 0 0  

Totals: 2 2 . 5 0  2 , 9 2 5 . 0 0  

354763 7/09/01 90 .QO 5.75 517.50 1.00 165.00 355268 7/30/01 165.00 
2.00 330.00 355263 7/31/01 165.00 

Totals : 8 . 7 5  I, 012 I 5 0  

347953  7/10/01 165.00 

3 5 2 2 6 4  7/13/01 11 - 05 

1.75 

1.00 

2 8 8 . 7 5  

p' 5 e 
354144 7/31/01 4 . 6 2  1.00 4 . 6 2  $,! EXHIBIT RCN 



8 / 0 9 / 0 1  4:12 p m  Current Work In Process 
TB Date: 7/31/01 Cronii - ,  Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, L L ~ A I ~  
Period 7 / 0 1 / 0 1  to 7/31/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Client: 110 ALOKA UTILITIES, INC. 
7 - 3 . ~ ~ .  P a r t n e r :  RCN ROBERT C. NIXON 

Page 4 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

'...:ark In Process-Balance Forward 
EmDloyee Name Emp Ref. Num.  Date Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 5 6 ,  5 7 2 . 5 6  

2 3 9  FAXES (EXP.) 
ROBERT C. NIXON 1 . 0 0  RCN 354721 7/31/01 3 6 . 0 7  

Billing (Inv. # 3 6 7 4 8 )  

Fnding Work In Process Balance 

- - - _ _  

7/31/01 

Work 
Current 

S Month 
7 4  4 2 , 3 8 1 . 2 4  2 

I Cu r ren t  Mon 
- - + - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Beginning 
Balance B 

0.00 12 I 
- - - - _  

Write-off 
0.00 

_ - - - _  - - - _ _ _  

- 1 2 , 2 0 8 . 6 4  

4 4 , 3 9 9 . 9 9  

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 4 4  OF 

_ - - - _ - - - _ - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _  - - - - - - - -  
In Process Aging ( $ )  
Last 2 Months >2 Month 
Month Ago Ago 
, 018.75 0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  
- - - - - - - _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ L I  

th Accounts Receivable ( $ )  
Fi n a x e  

illings Charge Sa le s  Tax 
0 . 0 0  , 2 0 8 . 6 4  0.00 

- +  

- +  

Credit Ending 
M e m o  Receipts Balance 

0.00 C.00 12,208.64 



4 . . 

Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson 
CERTIFIED P U B U C  A CCOUN TAN TS, P.A.  

JAMES L. CARLSTED'I: CPA. 
CHRISTINE R. CHRISTIAN, CRA. 
JOHN H. CRONIN, J R ,  C.PA. 
ROBERT H. JACKSON, CJA. 
ROBERT C. NIXON, C.i?A. 
JEANETTE SUNG, C f A .  
HOLLY M. TOWNER, C.RA. 
JAMES L. WILSON, C.RA. 

I N V O I C E  

Aloha Utilities, Inc. 
Attn: Marion, Accounts Payable 
691 5 Perrine Ranch Rd. 
New Port Richey, FL 34655 

For professional services rendered during August, 2001 , as follows: 

1. Review client Financial Statements for t h e  2"d quarter of 2001. 

2. On going work related lo the Rate Case as set forth on the attached 
Work-In-Process Summary. 

3. Partial bitling for preparation of the 2000 State and Federal Income Tax 
Returns. 

4. Rate Case out-of-pocket expense for telephone, postage, copies and 
Federal Expense Charges. 

Total 

2560 GULF-TO-BAY BOULEVARD 
SUITE 2Oa 

CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 337654419 
(727) 791-4020 
FACSIMILE 

e-Moil 
cpa.s@cjnw.net 

(727) 797-3602 

September 27, 2001 

Y 

$ 1,230.00 

14,182.50 

1,202.50 

1,672.29 

$ 18.287.29 

E X H I B I T  RCN 14 
PAGE 4 5  OF 7 7  



9/13/01 4 : 4 2  p m  Current Work In Process 
T B  Date: 8 / 3 1 / 0 1  Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA's 
Period 8/01/01 to 8/31/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Page 1 

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
Resp. Pa r tne r :  RCN ROBERT C. NIXON 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

Employee Name Emp R e f .  Num. Date Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 
Work In Process-Balance F o r w a r d  4 4 , 3 9 9 . 9 9  
10 NON-CHARGE PROFESSIONAL (NONB) 

RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS RGJ 364723 8/16/01 

RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS 

7 xw-ck& 
r 1 3 (  1 STMT'S ( R / C )  

5 . 0 0  

R G J  

W C )  
JHC 
RGJ 
RGJ 

DI J 
DIJ 
DIJ 
DIJ 
DIJ 
DIJ 
DIJ 
D I J  

DIJ 
DIJ 
DI J 
DI J 
DI J 
DI J 
JLG 
LAC 

3 6 4 7 0 6  8/22/01 1 0 5 . 0 0  1.00 105.00 

1137 REVIEW CLIENT STMT'S 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTLS 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS 

3 6 4 5 0 9  8/23/01 165.00 3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  
3 6 4 7 2 4  8/16/01 1 0 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  3 1 5 . 0 0  
3 6 4 7 0 1  8/20/01 1 0 5 . 0 0  3 - 0 0  315.00 

Totals: 9 . 0 0  1,125.00 

197 TYPING ( M I S C )  
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 

DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I .  JONES 

DORIS 1. JONES 

DORIS I. JONES 

DORIS r .  JONES 

3 5 8 6 3 3  
3 5 8 6 3 5  
3 5 8 6 3 7  
3 5 8 6 2 7  
360013 
3 5 9 9 7 6  
363194 
363317 

8 / 0 7 / 0 1  
8/08/01 
8/09/01 
8/14/01 
8/20/01 
8/21/01 
8/24/01 
8/30/01 

3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0  - 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

Totals : 

6 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0  
0 . 7 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
14.00 

1 8 0 . 0 0  
180.00 

7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0 w  
7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  

4 2 0 . 0 0  

198 MISCELLANEOUS (MISC) 
DORIS I. JONES 3 5 8 6 0 3  

3 5 8 6 0 5  
358638 

3 5 9 9 8 4  
3 5 9 9 7 8  
3 5 8 4 4 0  
358519  

3 5 8 7 3 8  

8/03/01 
8/06/01 
8/09/01 
8 / 1 4 / 0 1  
8/20/01 
8 / 2 1 / 0 1  
8 / 0 7 / 0 1  
8 / 0 8 / 0 1  

3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

Totals: 

DORIS I - JONES 

DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS 1. JONES 
D O R I S  I. JONES 
JUDY L .  GROGAN 
LINDA A .  CONAUGHTY 

DORIS r .  JONES 
3 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
1 - 0 0  
0 . 2 5  
1 - 0 0  
0 . 2 5  
1.00 
4 . 2 5  

1 2 - 7 5  

9 0 . 0 0  
6 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

7 . 5 0  
3 0 . 0  0 I$., 

7 - 5 0 G &  3 0 . 0 0  
1 2 7 . 5 0  
3 8 2  .SO 

! 0 8  RATE CASE ADMIN. (UTIL) 
ROBERT C.  NIXON RCN 3 6 3 0 9 6  8 / 3 0 / 0 1  1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  

!10 OTHER (UTIL) 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS R G J  

3 6 4 5 2 2  
3 6 4 5 2 5  
3 6 4 5 3 0  
3 6 4 5 1 3  
3 6 3 1 4 3  
3 6 3 1 4 4  
364715 

8/13/01 
8/14/01 
8/20/01 
8 / 2 7 / 0 1  
8/20/01 
8/20/01 
8/06/01 

1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 

9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  

T o t a l s  : 
105.00 - 

1.00 1 6 5 . 0 0  
3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  
8 - 0 0  1 , 3 2 0 . 0 0  
0.75 6 7 . 5 0  
6 . 0 0  5 4 0 . 0 0  
8.00 8 4 0  - 00 

2 8 - 7 5  3 , 7 5 7 . 5 0  
1 4  EXHIBIT RCN 

12 DIRECT TESTIMONY & E X H .  (UTIL) 
ROBERT C. N I X O N  RCN 363164 

PAGE 4 6  O F  
4 95 ..o 0 

a n  

3 . 0 0  8/08/01 165.00 



9/13/01 4 : 4 2  p m  Curren t  Work In Process 
TB Date: 8/31/01 Cronin,  Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA's 
Period 8/01/01 to 8/31/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
Resp. P a r t n e r :  RCN ROBERT C. NIXON 

Page 2 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

Work I n  Process-Balance Forward 
Employee N a m e  Emp R e f .  Num. Date R a t e  Hrs/Itms Totals 

51,014- 9 9  

214 REVIEW DRAFT MFR'S (UTIL)  fl- 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 363162 8/07/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  8 . 5 0  1 , 4 0 2 . 5 0  

215 DRAFT MFR CHANGES (UTIL) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 363163 8/08/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  4 . 0 0  

3 3 0 . 0 0  ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 363165 8/08/01 165.00 2 . 0 0  
T o t a l s :  6 . 0 0  990 IO0 

248 REVIEW/REVISE SECT F MFRS (UTIL) -A 

ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 363167 8/09/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  1 . 5 0  2 4 7 . 5 0  

25  4 RATES PRESENT & 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C. NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 

PROP0 SED (UTIL) 
PED 363017 
RCN 363158 
RCN 363159 
RCN 363160 
RCN 363149 

256 REVIEW/REVISE SECT E MFRS (UTIL) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 363161 

277 REVIEW/REVISE SECT B MFRS (UTIL) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 363134 

2 7 8  REVIEW/REVISE SECT C MFRS (UTIL) 
ROBERT C.  NIXON RCN 363133 

281 REVIEW/REVISE SECT D MFRS (UTIL) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 363135  

301 RETURN PREPARATION (TAX) 
CHRISTINE R. CHRISTIAN CRC 363170 
CHRISTINE R. CHRISTIAN CRC 363178 
CHRISTINE R. CHRISTIAN CRC 363180 
CHRISTINE R. CHRISTIAN CRC 363203 
CHRISTINE R .  CHRISTIAN CRC 363211 
CHRISTINE R .  CHRISTIAN CRC 3 6 3 2 1 2  

8/03/01 
8/03/01 
8/04/01 
8 / 0 6 / 0 1  
8/10/01 

8 / 0 6 / 0 1  

8/03/01 

8/03/01 

8 / 0 3 / 0 1  

8 / 2 7 / 0 1  
8 / 2 8 / 0 1  
8 / 2 9 / 0 1  
8/29/01 
8 / 3 0 / 0 1  
8/30/01 

9 0 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
165- 0 0  

Totals: 

&C- 
8 7 7  - 5 0  9 . 7 5  

2 .50  4 1 2 . 5 0  
8 . 5 0  1 , 4 0 2 . 5 0  
6 . 5 0  1 , 0 7 2 . 5 0  
2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  

2 9 . 2 5  4 , 0 9 5 . 0 0  

k b  
1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 5 0  =*12.50 

RLr4i- 
1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  

1 6 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  495  - 0 0  

1 6 5 . 0 0  1.00 165.00 

6 5 . 0 0  2 . 7 5  1 7 8 . 7 5  
6 5 . 0 0  4 . 5 0  292 - 5 0  
6 5 . 0 0  3 . 2 5  211.25 
65.00 1.00 65.00 
6 5 . 0 0  2 . 5 0  162.50 
6 5 . 0 0  4 . 5 0  2 9 2 . 5 0  

Totals: 1 8 - 5 0  1,202.50 

901 TELEPHONE (EXP.) 
RCN 3 6 4 4 0 3  8/13/01 35.41 1.00 35.41 
RCN 3 6 4 5 3 6  8/31/01 7 2  - 4 8  1-00 72.48 

ROBERT C. NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 

T o t a l s  : Z-.-00 ~ ~ 1 9 7 . 8 9  
EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
n n r n  A 7  n m  77 



9 / 1 3 / 0 1  4 : 4 2  p m  Current Work In Process 
TB Date: 8/31/01 Cronin ,  Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA‘s 
Per iod  8/01/01 to 8/31/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

- - - - -  - - -  - - - - t  

Total Current Month Work In Process Aging ( $ 1  

T i m e  Item Cur ren t  Last 2 Months >2 Months 
A90 Ago Time ( H r s )  Charges Charges Month Month 

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, I N C .  
R e s p .  Partner: RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

Work A d j u s t -  
Charged ments Billings 

1 3 7 3 8 5 . 5 3  - 3 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  1 4 3 7 3 7 . 9 2  

Client FYE: 12/31 

- +  

Beg inning Finance 
Balance Billings Charge  S a l e s  T a x  

12,208.64 4 4 , 3 9 9 . 9 9  0 . 0 0  0.00 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

Work I n  Process-Balance Forward 
902  POSTAGE (EXP.) 

Employee Name Emp R e f .  N u m .  Date Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 
61,122 - 8 8  

ROBERT C .  NIXON 

904 XEROX (EXP.)  
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 

9 0 5  FEDERAL EXPRESS (EXP 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C. NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 

9 0 9  FAXES (EXP.) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 

RCN 364538  8/31/01 3 - 9 8  

RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 

1 
PED 
PED 
PED 
PED 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 

364285  
3 6 4 3 3 1  
3 6 4 3 4 2  
3 6 4 3 5 4  

364475 
3 6 4 4 7 6  
364477 
3 6 4 4 7 8  
364483  

3 6 4 4 8 5  
364486  
3 6 4 4 8 7  
3 6 4 4 8 2  

3 6 4 4 8 4  

8 / 3 1 / 0 1  
8 / 3 1 / 0 1  
8 / 3 1 / 0 1  
8 / 3 1 / 0 1  

8 / 2 0 / 0 1  
8/20/01 
8 / 2 0 / 0 1  
8/20/01 
6/08/01 
8/08/01 
8 / 0 8 / 0 1  
8/08/01 
8/08/01 
8 / 0 9 / 0 1  

0 . 2 0  
0 . 2 0  
0 . 2 0  
0 . 2 0  

Totals: 

9.19 
8 . 4 2  
9.19 
8 . 4 2  

16.73 
2 4 . 0 3  
9 4 . 9 0  
9 9 . 0 3  
39.21 
15.79 

Totals: 

RCN 364679  8 / 3 1 / 0 1  39.11 

5 9 2 8 . 0 0  
4 0 . 0 0  

1 . 0 0  
1 3 . 0 0  

5 9 8 2 . 0 0  

1-00 
1.00 
1 - 0 0  
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1-00 
1-00 
1.00 
1.00 

10.00 

1,185.60 
8 . 0 0  
0 . 2 0  
2 . 6 0  

1 , 1 9 6 . 4 0  

/A- 
9-19 
8 . 4 2  
9.19 
8 . 4 2  

16.73 
2 4 . 0 3  
9 4 . 9 0  
9 9 . 0 3  
39.21 
1 5 . 7 9  

Billing (Inv. # 36812) 8/31/01 
- 4 4 , 3 9 9 . 9 9  

Ending Work In Process Balance 1 8 , 2 8 7 . 2 9  

14 EXHIBIT RCN 
PAGE 4 8  OF 77 

Credit Ending 
Write-off M e m o  Receipts B a l a n c e  

e .  00 0.00 5 6 , 6 0 8 . 6 3  0.00 - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - _ - _ - - - - ~  



3AMES L. CARLSTEDT CPA.  
CHIUSTINE R. CHRISTIAN, CXA. 
JOHN H. CRUNIN, JR., C P A .  
ROBERT H. JACKSON, C.€!A. 
ROBERT C. NIXON, CRA. 
JEANETTE SUNG, C.RA. 
HOLLY M. TOWNER, CPA.  
JAMES L. WILSON, C P A .  

Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson 
CERTIFiED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS, P . A .  

2560 GULF-TO-BAY BOULEVARD 
SUITE 200 

CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 33765-4419 
(727) 791-4020 
FACSIMILE 

e-Mail 
cpas@cjnw.net 

(727) 797-3602 

I N V O I C E  

October 16, 2001 

Aloha Utilities, Inc. 
Attn: Marion, Accounts Payable 
6915 Perrine Ranch Rd. 
New Port Richey, FL 34655 

For professional services rendered during September ,  2001, as follows: 

1. Continuing work on the Seven S p r i n g s  Water Rate case as set 
forth o n  the attached work in process summary. 

2. Preparation and review of the 2000 corporate income tax returns. 

3, Calculate interest rates for Aloha Gardens refund and refund 
percentages  

4. Telephone, postage, copies and Federal Expense Charges. 

Total 

$ 27,420.00 

2,061.25 

907.50 

62 I .99 

$31,010.74 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 4 9  OF 77 



i o / i i / o i  12:14 p m  
TB Date: 9/30/01 Cronin,  Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA's 
Period 9/01/01 to 9/30/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Current Work In Process 

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES ,  INC. 
Resp. Partner: RCN ROBERT C. NIXON 

Page 1 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 
Employee N a m e  Emp R e f .  Num. Date Rate Hrs/Itms Tota ls  

Work In Process-Balance Forward 18,782.29 
6 FIRM MANAGEMENT (ADM) 

JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 369272  9/27/01 5 . 0 0  

10 NON-CHARGE PROFESSIONAL, (NONl3) 
369253  9 / 0 7 / 0 1  8 . 0 0  RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS R G J  

RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS R G J  3 6 9 2 5 5  9/11/01 1 0 5 . 0 0  4 . 0 0  
4 2 0 . 0 0  

Totals : 12.00 4 2 0 . 0 0  fl 

f i  
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS RGJ 3 6 7 0 9 2  9/30/01 1 0 5 . 0 0  -1.00 -105.00 

13 6 PERSONAL FINANCIAL STMT' S (R/C) 

13 7 REVIEW CLI  
R O N U D A S  G .  
RONALDAS G .  
RONALDAS G .  
RONALDAS G .  

ENT STMT' S 
JURGUTIS 
JURGUTIS 
JLTRGUTIS 
JURGUTI S 

( W C )  
R G J  
R G J  
R G J  
R G J  

369244 
369247  
369250 
3 6 7 0 9 3  

9/19/01 
9/24/01 
9/27/01 
9/30/01 

105.00 
1 0 5 . 0 0  
l05.00 
1 0 5 . 0 0  
Totals: 

4 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  
1.00 
1-00 

1 4 . 0 0  

4 2 0  I 0 0  
8 4 0 . 0 0  
105.00 

1 , 4 7 0 . 0 0  - O 0  1Jc 
197 TYPING (MISC)  

DORIS I. JONES DI J 364968 9 / 0 7 / 0 1  3 0 . 0 0  0 . 2 5  
DORIS I. JONES DI J 3 6 6 2 6 6  9/20/01 3 0 . 0 0  0 . 2 5  7 . 5 0  3 0 . 0 0  
DORIS I. JONES 

LINDA A. CONAUGHTY LAC 364874 9/01/01 3 0 . 0 0  0 . 2 5  7 . 5 0  Totals : 3 . 2 5  9 7 . 5 0  

DORIS I. JONES DIJ 3 6 8 0 5 8  9/24/01 3 0 . 0 0  1.00 
DTJ 3 6 8 0 7 0  9/27/01 3 0 . 0 0  1.50 4 5 . 0 0  

19 (MISC) 

7 . 5 0  
7 5 . 0 0  

7 . 5 0  
1 0 5 . 0 0  

8 MISCELLANEOUS 
DORIS  I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 

DI J 
DI J 
DIJ 
DI J 

364972 
3 6 6 2 3 6  
3 6 6 2 6 5  
3 6 8 0 5 9  

9/10/01 
9/17/01 
9/20/01 
9 / 2 4 / 0 1  

3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

Totals: 

0 . 5 0  
0 . 2 5  
2 . 5 0  
0 . 2 5  
3 . 5 0  

2 0 2  CONFERENCE (UTIL)  cmW, W Y h  Po /*/) 4h- 
RCN ' 3 6 9 2 3 9  9/17/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  4 . 5 0  7 4 2 . 5 0  
RCN 9/18/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  4 . 0 0  6 6 0 . 0 0  

Totals : 8 . 5 0  1 , 4 0 2 . 5 0  

ROBERT C .  NIXON ( 1 )  
ROBERT C.  NIXON CL) 

RCN 369301 9 / 0 5 / 0 1  1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 5 0  412 .50  ROBERT C .  NIXON 

ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 6 9 2 8 6  9 / 0 7 / 0 1  1 6 5 . 0 0  5 . 0 0  825 0 0  T o t a l s :  1 3 - 5 0  2 , 2 2 7 . 5 0  

ROBERT C.  NIXON RCN 369285 9/06/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  6 . 0 0  9 9 0 . 0 0  

210 OTHER (UTILI ( ~ 4 4 -  &i+=,w*+pfifin -ZZ;M&AS) & S c ~ v ~ f ;  

ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 6 9 2 9 7  9 / 0 4 / 0 1  1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  3 3 0  - 0 0  

Totals : 5 . 5 0  9 0 7 . 5 0  
EXHIBIT  RCN 14 
PAGE 5 0  O F  7'7 

ROBERT C.  NIXON RCN 3 6 9 3 0 2  9 / 0 5 / 0 1  165.00 3.50 5 7 7 .  so 



, 

io/ii/oi 12:14 p m  
TB Date: 9/30/01 Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA’s 
Period 9/01/01 to 9/30/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Current Work In Process 

C l i e n t :  110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
R e s p .  Par tner :  RCN ROBERT C.  NIXON 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 
Emp 1 oyee Name Emp R e f .  Hum. D a t e  

Work In Process-Balance Forward  
220 ANSWER INTERROG/DOC. REQ. (UTIL) 

JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  3 6 9 2 6 5  9/24/01 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  3 6 9 2 6 9  9 / 2 6 / 0 1  
JOHN H .  CRONIN JR. J H C  369271 9/27/01 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 368079 9/07/01 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 368080 9 / 1 O / O L  
PAUL E .  DeC-30 PED 368081 9/11/01 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 368111 9/17/01 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 3 6 8 0 9 3  9/20/01 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 368094  9/21/01 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 3 6 8 0 9 7  9/24/01 

ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 369240 9/17/01 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 369223 9/19/01 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 369226 9 / 2 0 / 0 1  
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 369227  9/21/01 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 6 9 2 2 8  9/24/01 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 6 9 2 2 9  9/25/01 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 6 9 2 3 0  9/26/01 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 369252 9/27/01 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS RGJ 369254 9/10/01 
RONUDAS G .  JURGUTIS RGJ 369256 9/11/01 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS R G J  3 6 9 2 5 7  9/12/01 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS RGJ 3 6 9 2 5 8  9/13/01 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS RGJ 3 6 9 2 5 9  9/14/01 

ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 369238  9/14/01 

2 5 1  STAFF REQ/RESPONSES-PSC (UTIL) 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 
JOHN H .  CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 
JOHN H .  CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J-HC 
JOHN H .  CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H .  CRONIN 3 R .  J H C  

301 RETURN PREPARATION (TAX) 
CHRISTINE R .  CHRISTIAN CRC 
CHRISTINE R. CHRISTIAN CRC 

MARC DiPAOLO MDP 
MARC DiPAOLO MDP 

3 0 2  RETUrW CHECKING (TAX) 
ROBERT H. JACKSON RH J 
ROBERT €3. JACKSON RH J 
ROBERT H. JACKSON R H J  
ROBERT H. JACKSON R H J  

P a g e  2 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 
25,307.29 

165.00 
1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 

90 .00  
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
9 0 . 0 0  
90 - 0 0  
90 - 0 0  

1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 
1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 
165.00 
165.00 
165.00 
165.00 
165.00 
1 0 5 . 0 0  
105.00 
105 00 
1 0 5 . 0 0  
105 - 0 0  

Totals : 

3 6 8 0 3 5  9 / 0 5 / 0 1  165.00 
3 6 8 0 2 9  9/07/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  
3 6 8 0 4 0  9 / 1 3 / 0 1  1 6 5 . 0 0  
3 6 9 2 7 6  9 / 1 7 / 0 1  1 6 5 . 0 0  
3 6 9 2 7 8  9/18/01 165.00 
3 6 9 2 8 1  9/20/01 165.00 
3 6 9 2 6 2  9/21/01 165.00 

Tota l s  : 

3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  1,320.00 
2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  7 2 0 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  7 2 0 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  7 2 0 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0  4 5 0 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0  5 4 0 . 0 0  
2 . 5 0  2 2 5 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  180.00 
1.00 1 6 5 . 0 0  
2 . 5 0  412.50 

9 9 0  * 0 0  6.00 
8 . 0 0  1,320.00 
8 . 0 0  1 , 3 2 0 . 0 0  
8 - 0 0  1 , 3 2 0 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  1 , 3 2 0 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  1,320.00 
8 . 0 0  1,320.00 
8 . 0 0  8 4 0 . 0 0  
4 . 0 0  4 2 0 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  84O.00 
8 . 0 0  8 4 0 . 0 0  

840  . -00  8 . 0 0  

1.00 
1.00 
3.00 
5.00 
8 . 0 0  
2.00 
8 . 0 0  

1 

1 

1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
495 .00  
8 2 5 . 0 0  

, 320.00 
3 3 0 . 0 0  

, 3 2 0 . 0 0  
4 , 6 2 0 . 0 0  Gk.--*A+ 

364855  9/06/01 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  130.00 
3 6 4 8 5 6  9 / 0 6 / 0 1  6 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  195.00 
3 6 3 4 5 9  9/01/01 6 0 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  180.00 
3 6 3 4 6 1  9/04/01 6 0 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  180.00 

Totals : 11.00 6 8 5 . 0 0  

3 6 7 8 7 7  9/10/01 165.00 1.75 2 8 0 . 7 5  
3 3 0 . 0 0  
3 3 0 . 0 0  

8 2 . 5 0  
T o t a l s :  6 - 2 5  1,03.1.25 

2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
0 . 5 0  

3 6 7 9 2 0  9/17/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  
367913 9/18/01 165.00 
3 6 7 9 2 8  9/19/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  

EXHIBIT RCN . 1 4  
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b 

3 i o / u / o i  1 2 3 4  pm Current Work In Process Page 
TB D a t e :  9/30/01 Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA's 
Fer iod  9/01/01 to 9/30/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

C l i e n t :  110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC, 
Resp. Par tner :  RCN ROBERT C. NIXON 

Client FYE; 12/31 

Work Performed {Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) - 
Employee Name Emp Ref. Num. Date Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 

Work In Process-Balance Forward  50 ,611 .04  304 FINAL REVIEW (TAX) 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 368041 9/13/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  

3 5 0  ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSING (TAX) 

JUDY I;. GROGAN JZG 364987  9/10/01 3 0 . 0 0  0 . 5 0  1 5 . 0 0  

9 0 1 TELEPHONE (EXP . ) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 369489  9/30/01 7 . 2 5  

1 5 . 1 9  

902  POSTAGE (EXP.) 
ROBERT C. NIXON RCN 369407  9/30/01 5.19 1.00 

903 TRAVEL (EXP.) 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 
JOHN €3. CRONIN JR. J H C  

904 XEROX ( E X P . )  
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 

905 FEDERAL EXPRESS (EXP. ) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 

909 FAXES (EXP.) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 

Billing (Inv. # 3 6 8 7 8 )  

366157 
367097  
36-9488 

3 6 8 3 8 0  
368394 
3 6 8 3 9 7  
369310 

367112 
367108 
367109 

369555 

9/30/01 
9/30/01 
9/30/01 

9/30/01 
9 / 3 0 / 0 1  
9/30/01 
9/30/01 

9/07/01 
9/11/01 
9/11/01 

9/30/01 

9/30/01 

4 . 9 6  
* 

1.00 l& 4 . 9 6  
1-00 18.11 18.11 

67.12  1 - 0 0  67.12 
Totals : 3.00 90  If9 

Liz-- 
0 . 2 0  1 - 0 0  / 0 . 2 0  
0 . 2 0  
0 . 2 0  10.00 

Totals: 1 9 2 0 . 0 0  3 8 4 . 0 0  
0 . 2 0  1899.00 3 7 9 . 8 0  

13.18 1.00 
9.19 
9 . 1 9  

Totals : 3 . 0 0  31.56 

103 - 8 0  1 - 0 0  103.80 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
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l O / l l / O l  12:14 pm 
TB Date: 9/30/01 Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA’ s 
P e r i o d  9/01/01 to 9/30/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Current Work In Process 

S 

C l i e n t :  110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
R e s p .  Par tner :  RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

Work In Process Aging ( $ )  
Current Last 2 Months >2 Month 

A g o  A 9 0  Month Month 

Page 4 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (Work Code, D e s c ,  Billing Code) 

Work In Process-Balance Forward 33,290.74 
Employee Name Emp Ref. Num. Date Rate HrslItms T o t a l s  

909 FAXES (EXP.) (Cont . )  
Ending Work In Process Balance 3 3 , 2 9 0 . 7 4  

14 EXHIBIT RCN 

+ - -  

+ -  - - -  
Ye 

. - - - - - - - - -  

Total 

T i m e  (Hrs 
2 5 8 . 0 0  

ar - To- Da t 
Work 

Charged 
1 7 0 6 7 6 . 2 7  

--I------ - 

e 

Current  Month 
Time Item 
Charges Charge 

$ 3 2 , 1 7 3 . 7 5  $ 621. 

W-1-P Activity ( $ )  
Adjust- 
ments Billings 

- - - - - _ - - _ - - - - - - _ - - _  

- 3 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  1 6 2 0 2 5 . 2 1  

-+ 

- +  

Credit Ending 
Write-off Memo Receipts Balance 

0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  1 8 , 2 8 7 . 2 9  



JAMES L. CARLSTELIT CRA. 
CHRISTINE R. CHRISTIAN, C J A .  
JOHN H. CRONhV, JR., C2A. 
ROBERT H. JACKSON, CRA. 
ROBERT C NIXON, C.Z?A. 
JEANETTE SUNG, CPA. 
HOLLY M- TOWNER, CXA. 
JAMES L. WILSON, C.l?A. 

Aloha Utilities, Inc. 
Attn: Marion, Accounts Payable 
6915 Perrine Ranch Rd. 
New Port Rkhey, FL 34655 

Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS, P.A. 

2560 GULF-TO-BAY BOULEVARD 
SUITE 200 

CLEARWATER, FLORIDA 33765-4419 
(727) 791420 
FACSIMILE 

e-Mail 
cpar&jnw.net 

(727) 797-3602 

I N V O I C E  

CORRECTED 

November 28,2001 

For professional services rendered during October, 2001 , as follows: 

1. Review of client's monthly statements for bank and conferences 
related thereto. 

2. Work related to the ongoing Seven Springs Water Rate Case as 
set forth on the attached work-in-process summary. 

3, Telephone, postage, mileage, copies and Federal Express charges 
related to Rate Case. 

Sub Total 

Less Discount at 10% 

Total 

#110 

$ 1,297 50 

28,695.00 

976.39 

30,968.89 

(4,OO 0.00) 

$ 26.968.89 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 54 O F  77 



I . 

11/14/01 3:15 pm Current Work In Process 
TB Date: 10/31/01 
Period 10/01/01 to 10/31/01 Clearwater, FL 3 3 7 6 5  

Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA's 

C l i e n t :  110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
R e s p .  Par tner :  RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

Page 1 

C l i e n t  F Y E :  12/31 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

Work In Process-Balance Forward 33 ,290 .74  

Employee Name Emp Ref. Num. D a t e  Rate Ers/Itms Totals 

10 NON-CHARGE PROFESSIONAL (NONB) 
RONALDAS G. JURGUTIS RGJ 

10 0 CONFERENCE (MGMT) 
RONALDAS .G . JURGUTIS RGJ 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS RGJ 

137 REVIEW CLIENT STMT'S ( R / C )  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 
JOHN €3. CRONIN JR. JHC 

197 TYPING (MISC) 
DORIS I. JONES DIJ 
DORIS I. JONES D I J  
DORIS I. JONES DIJ 
DORIS r .  JONES DIJ 
DORIS I. J O N E S  DIJ 

- 9 8  MISCELLANEOUS (MISC) 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS 1. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
DORIS I. JONES 
LINDA A .  CONAUGHTY 
LINDA A. CONAUGHTY 

10 OTHER (UTIL) 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS 
RONALDAS G . JURGUTI S 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS 

20 ANSWER INTERROG/DOC. 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO 

DIJ 
DIJ 
DI J 
D I J  
DI J 
DIJ 
DI J 
DIJ 
DI J 
DIJ 
LAC ' 

L A C ,  

RGJ 
RGJ 
RGJ 

3 7 5 9 1 2  lO/lO/Ol 7 . 0 0  

1 0 5 . 0 0  
375913 10/10/01 1 0 5 . 0 0  1 - 0 0  105.00 
375917 10/05/01 1 0 5 . 0 0  1.00 

T o t a l s  : 2 . 0 0  210.00 

374929  10/24/01 165.00 2 . 0 0  330.00 
374926  10/25/01 165.00  3 . 0 0  495 .00  

Tota l s  : 5 . 0 0  8 2 5 . 0 0  

3 7 0 7 2 2  
370716 

373667  
3 7 5 0 9 1  

3 7 0 8 7 8  

370719 
370741 

370882 
3 7 0 9 5 6  
3 7 0 9 5 1  
3 7 3 6 6 6  
3 7 3 6 6 2  
374071 
3 7 5 0 8 7  
370614 
3 7 0 6 3 6  

3 7 0 a 8 a  

10/01/0~ 
10/02/01 

10/12/01 
10/08/01 

10/30/01 

10/01/01 
10/02/01 

10/10/01 
l O / l ~ / O l  
10/12/01 

10/22/01 

10/01/01 
10/02/01 

10/05/01 
10/08/01 

l0/16/0l 

i. 0 /2  6/01 

m a 8 2  i o / i 9 / 0 1  
3 7 5 8 8 0  1 0 / 2 2 / 0 1  
375094 10/26/01 

3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

Totals : 

3 0 . 0 0  
30.00 
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  
3 0 . 0 0  

Totals : 

1 0 5 . 0 0  
lO5.00 
1 0 5 . 0 0  

T o t a l s :  

5 . 0 0  
1-50 
0 . 5 0  
0.25 
0 . 2 5  
7 . 5 0  

&..-c 
1 5 0 . 0 0  

4 5 . 0 0  
1 5 . 0 0  

7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  

2 2 5 . 0 0  

3 . 0 0  
0 . 5 0  
0 . 5 0  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
0 . 2 5  
1.50 
0 . 2 5  
0 .25  
1.00 
0 . 5 0  
8 . 5 0  

f**- 
9 0 . 0 0  
1 5 . 0 0  
1 5 . 0 0  

7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  

4 5 . 0 0  
7 . 5 0  
7 . 5 0  

3 0 . 0 0  
1 5 . 0 0  

2 5 5 . 0 0  
14 EXHIBIT RCN 
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1 0 5 . 0 0  1.00 

1.00 1 0 5 . 0 0  
0 . 5 0  5 2 . 5 0  
2 . 5 0  2 6 2 . 5 0  

REQ. (UTIL) f L+=~$e  
J H C  3 7 4 9 4 5  10/01/01 165.00 4 . 0 0  

J H C  3 7 4 9 4 6  10/09/01 165.00 6 . 0 0  9 9 0 . 0 0  

6 6 0 . 0 0  

JHC 3 7 4 9 4 8  10/08/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  

JHC 3 7 5 0 5 3  10/31/01 1 6 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  495  I 00 
PED 3 7 4 9 6 7  10/01/01 9 0 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  180.00 
FED 3 7 4 9 6 6  10/02/01 9 0 . 0 0  4 . 0 0  3 6 0  - 0 0  



11/14/01 3:15 pm Current Work In Process 
TB Date: 10/31/01 
Period 10/01/01 to 10/31/01 

Cron in ,  Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA‘s 
Clearwater, FL 33765 

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
Resp. P a r t n e r :  RCN ROBERT C. NIXON 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 
Employee Name Emp R e f .  Num. Date 

Work In Process-Balance Forward 

22  

!2  

0 ATSfSWER INTERROG/DOC. 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C.  NIXON 
ROBERT C.  NIXON 
ROBERT C. NIXON 

ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C .  NIXON 
ROBERT C. NIXON 
RONALDAS G .  JURGUTIS 
RONALDAS G .  JURGWTIS 

ROBERT c .  N r x o N  

2 PREPARE/ 
ROBERT C.  
ROBERT C .  
ROBERT C .  
ROBERT C .  
ROBERT C .  
ROBERT C.  
ROBERT C .  
ROBERT C .  
ROBERT C .  
ROBERT C .  

‘ATTEND 

N r x o N  
NIXON 

NIXON 
NIXON 
NIXON 
NIXON 
NIXON 
NIXON 
NIXON 
NIXON 

DEPOSI 

REQ. 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RCN 
RGJ 
RGJ 

(UTrL) ( c  
375750 
3 7 5 7 5 1  
375752 
3 7 5 7 2 6  
3 7 5 7 2 1  
375722 
3 7 5 7 2 0  
3 7 5 7 2 9  
3 7 5 8 8 3  
3 7 5 8 8 9  

ont . )  
10/01/01 
10/01/01 
10/02/01 

10/09/01 
10/09/01 
10/12/01 

10/19/01 

10/05/01 

10/15/01 

10/31/01 

TION (UTIL) 
RCN 375754 
RCN 375727  
RCN 375634 
RCN 3 7 5 6 3 2  
RCN 3 7 5 6 3 3  
RCN 3 7 5 6 2 7  
RCN 3 7 5 6 2 5  
RCN 3 7 5 6 3 7  
RCN 3 7 5 6 4 1  
RCN 375642  

10/03/01 
10/04/01 
l0/18/01 
10/19/01 
10/19/01 
10/23/01 
10/24/01 
10/25/01 
10/26/01 
10/29/01 

4y-2 + fd1ecJsL&ecd_s. 16 crib# 6 
&REVIEW INT. /L- (UTIL) 

ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 7 5 6 3 9  l0/26/01 

2 Page 

C l i e n t  FYE: 12/31 

Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 
30,070.24 

R-c 
1 6 5 . 0 0  8 . 0 0  1,320.00 
1 6 5 . 0 0  8 . 0 0  1 , 3 2 0 . 0 0  
165.00 6 . 5 0  1 , 0 7 2 . 5 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  
165.00 4 . 0 0  6 6 0 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  
165.00 8 . 0 0  1,320.00 
165.00 5 . 0 0  8 2 5 . 0 0  

1 0 5  I 00  1 . 0 0  105.00 
Totals: 7 5 . 5 0  11,362.50 

105 0 0  1 . 0 0  105.00 

kL-c 
165.00 
1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 
1 6 5 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  

T o t a l s  : 

8 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  
7 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
1.00 
1.00 
2 . 0 0  
2 . 0 0  
5 . 0 0  
8 . 0 0  

4 4  I00 

1 , 3 2 0 . 0 0  
1 , 3 2 0 . 0 0  
1 , 1 5 5 . 0 0  

3 3 0 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 
3 3 0 . 0 0  
3 3 0 . 0 0  
8 2 5 . 0 0  

I, 3 2 0 . 0 0  
7 , 2 6 0 . 0 0  

/fz&A=-& c- 
1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  

38 DEPOSITION EXHIBITS (UTIL) 
ROBERT C -  NIXON RCN 375643  10/30/01 
ROBERT C.  NIXON RCN 3 7 5 6 1 0  10/31/01 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN ‘ 375613 10/31/01 

/REVIEW -w (UTILI 

5 REVIEW STAFF RECOMMENDATN (UTIL) c/J?fb* &) 

PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 374999  1 0 / 0 5 / 0 1  9 0 . 0 0  

PAUL E .  DeCHARIO PED 3 7 4 9 6 4  10/01/01 

PAUL - E. DeCHARIO PED 3 7 4 9 9 8  10/04/01 9 0 . 0 0  8 . 0 0  

(&kC;;s I L -  

7 2 0 . 0 0  
6 . 0 0  5 4 0 . 0 0  

T o t a l s  : 1 4 . 0 0  1 , 2 6 0 . 0 0  

1 6 5 . 0 0  
165.00 
165.00 

T o t a l s  : 

9 0 . 0 0  

fl4.+c-- 

6 . 0 0  9 9 0 . 0 0  

4 . 0 0  6 6 0 . 0 0  
3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  

1 3 . 0 0  2 ,145.00  

/-5c 

8 . 0 0  7 2 0 . 0 0  

1 STAFF REQ/RESPONSES-PSC (1 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. JHC 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  

JTIL)  
3 7 4 9 3 5  10/04/01 
3 7 4 9 5 4  10/05/01 
3 7 4 9 2 2  10/10/01 
3 7 4 9 1 9  l O / l l / O l  
3 7 4 9 3 3  10/23/01 

1 6 5 . 0 0  2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  
165.00 3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  
165.00 2 . 0 0  3 3 0 . 0 0  
1 6 5 . 0 0  3 . 0 0  4 9 5 . 0 0  

6 6 0 . 0 0  165.00 4 . 0 0  

1 4  
7 7  



Page 3 11/14/01 3:15 pm Current  Work In Process 
TB Date: 10/31/01 Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA's 
Period 10/01/01 to 10/31/01 Clearwater, FL 33765 

ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 375514 10/31/01 4 . 6 2  1.00 

903 TRAVEL (EXP.) 

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
Resp. Par tne r :  RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

4 . 6 2  

Client W E :  12/31 

9 0 4  XEROX (EXP.) 
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 7 5 2 6 5  10/33/01 0 . 2 0  2 7 . 0 0  

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 
Employee Name Emp Ref. Num. Date R a t e  Hrs/Itms Totals 

Work In Process-Balance Forward 6 0 , 7 a s .  74  

251 STAFF REQ/RESPONSES-PSC (UTIL) (Cont . ) --&A+ +k'erp6.rr 
PAUL E .  DeCHARIO FED 3 7 5 0 0 3  l O / O 9 / O l  9 0 . 0 0  8 . 0 0  7 2 0 . 0 0  
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 375004  10/10/01 9 0 . 0 0  8 . 0 0  7 2 0 . 0 0  
PAUL E .  DeCHARIU PED 374992 10/22/01 9 0 . 0 0  3.00 270.00 
PAUL E. DeCHARIO PED 374995 10/24/01 90.00 6 . 0 0  5 4 0 . 0 0  
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 3 7 5 6 3 5  10/24/01 165.00 1 . 5 0  247.50 

T o t a l s  : 4 2 . 5 0  5 ,137 .50  

5 . 4 0  

ROBERT c .  NrxoN RCN 3 7 5 2 8 0  10/31/01 0 . 2 0  1597.00 

E X H I B I T  RCN 14 
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319.40 

905  FEDERAL EXPRESS (EXP. 
JOHN H. CRONIN JR. J H C  374719 l O / l l / O l  8 . 4 2  1.00 

T o t a l s  : 2 . 0 0  
ROBERT C.  NIXON RCN 374720  l O / l l / O l  1 4 . 8 7  1-00 

8.42 
14 - a 7  
2 3 . 2 9  

907 OTHER (EXP.) 
ROBERT C.  NIXON RCN 3 7 3 0 4 3  10/31/01 3 3 4 . 3 0  1 . 0 0  

909 FAXES (EXP.)  
ROBERT C .  NIXON RCN 

3 3 4 . 3 0  



11/14/01 
TB Date: 
Period 1 

3:15 p m  
10/31/01 
/01/01 to 1 

Current Work In Process 
Cronin, Jackson, Nixon & Wilson, CPA's 
/31/01 Clearwater, FL 33765  

Client: 110 ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
Resp. Par tne r :  RCN ROBERT C .  NIXON 

Page 4 

Client FYE: 12/31 

Work Performed (Work Code, Desc, Billing Code) 

Work In Process-Balance Forward 3 3 , 2 4 8 . 8 9  
Employee Name Emp R e f .  Num.  D a t e  Rate Hrs/Itms Totals 

9 0 9  FAXES ( E X P . )  (Cont . )  

Adjustment (Inv. # 0 )  

Ending Work In Process Balance 

10/31/01 - 2 , 2 8 0 . 0 0  

3 0 , 9 6 8 . 8 9  

T o t a l  Current Month 
T i m e  Item 

T i m e  (Hrs) Charges Charges 
2 3 1 . 5 0  $ 2 9 , 9 9 2 . 5 0  $ 9 7 6 . 3 9  

Work In Process Aging ( $ )  
2 Months >2 Months L a s t  Current  

Month Month Ago Ago 
3 0 , 5 7 1  3 9  3 9 7  * 50 0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  

Year-To-Date W-I-P Activity ( $ >  

Charged ment s Billings 
Work Adjust- 

2 0 1 6 4 5 . 1 6  - 5 , 2 8 0 . 0 0  1 9 3 0 3 5 . 9 5  

Current Month Accounts Receivable ( $ >  

Balance Billings Charge Sales  T a x  
0 . 0 0  

Beginning Finance 

1 8 , 2 8 7  - 2 9  3 1 , 0 1 0 . 7 4  0 . 0 0  

Credit Ending 
Write-off M e m o  Receipts  Balance 

0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  4 9 , 2 9 8 . 0 3  0 . 0 0  



ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
EXHIBIT RCN-14 

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED RATE CASE EXPENSE THROUGH HEARING 
ENGINEERING 

DOCKET NO. 010503 - WU 

DAVID W. PORTER, P.E..C.O, 
BILLED EXPENSE: 

TOTAL BILLED EXPENSE 

EARNED TO 12-7-01 - UNBILLED: 

ESTtMATE TO COMPLETE: 
ATTEND DEPOSITIONS/ ANSWER 
INTERROGATORIES 

PREP-OF REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 
PREPARE FOR HEARING 
AlTEND HEARlNG 
POST HEARING BRIEF/ REVIEW 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION/ FINAL 
ORDER 

TRAVEL, MEALS, LODGING 

TOTAL ESTIMATE TO COMPLETE 

TOTAL ACTUAL & ESTIMATED EXPENSE 

I NVO I CE 
DATE HOURS FEES COSTS TOTAL 

0 I /Ow0 1 2 $1 60 $1 60 
0412910 1 2 160 160 
08/02/01 14.5 1,160 1,160 
09/03/0 1 10 800 800 

1,800 10/0~/01 22.5 1,800 
1 I /05/01 46 3,680 $245 3,925 

97 7,760 245 8,005 

92 7,360 390 7,750 

40 3,200 
40 3,200 
40 3,200 
32 2,560 

3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
2,560 

40 3,200 3,200 
800 800 

192 15,360 800 16,160 

381 $30,480 $1,435 $31,915 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
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David W. ]Porter, - P.E., C . O .  
Engineering Cansu Ita n ~ s  

INVOICE 

Regulatory Assistance; 
Process Troubleshooting; 

System Design, Permitting, 
Csnstruction Ot;selvatioi.l ; 

Forensic € ng ineeri ng , 
Expert t”Jiti7ess Testinmy; 

Rate Case Support 

Ms. Connie Kurish, Gmerd  hlarisgcr 
Aloha Utilities, h c ,  
69 15 Perrine Rmch Ro3d 
New POK Rrchcy, FL 34655 

Date. January 5,2001 
lnvoicc No.: 0503 

Job No.: AUI-024-5 -S 
Job Name; Water Rate Case 
Period 1 December 2, 2000 - December 27,2000 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES THIS PERIOD: 
TOTAL INVOICED TO DATE: 
TOTAL DUE THIS INVOICE: 

% 160.00 
$160.00 

Thmk you fur the opporimity io provide these services. Please see job  &[ai1 report attached 
for complete doc leted this job cost period. 

e v i d  W. Porter,-%, C.O. 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
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Week of December 8,2000:  

Week e!’ December 15, 2000: 

Receive and rewcw a number oERS&B documznrs. 

Week is!’ DecPn!ber 22, 20011: 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
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Expenses: 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
PAGE 6 2  OF 77 



David W. Porter, P.E., C - 0 .  
Erigineering Consultants 

IINVOiCE 

Ms. Coimie Kurish, Griierai bluuiger 
Aloha Utilities, Inc. 
69 15 Perrini: h c h  Road 
New Port ELchey. FL 34655 

Reg u la tory Assistance; 
Process Troubleshooting; 

System Dasign, Permitting, 
Construction Observation; 

Forensic En g inee ti ng , 
Expert Witness Testimony; 

Rate Case Support 

Datc: April 29, 2001 
Invoice No . 0536 

Job No.; AUI-024-5-S 
Job Namc: Watcr Fbtc Case 
Pcriod. March 3 I ,  200 1 - Ayrd 27,2001 

INVOICE FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES THIS PERIOD: 
TOTAL WVOTCFD TO DATE. 
TOTAL DUE THIS PJVOICE: 

$160.00 
$320.00 
s.m.L!Q 

Thank you for the opportrillity to pavide these scrviccs. Ptedse see job detail rcport atrached 
for complete docunieiiiatioii concelning the work coiiiplettd this job cost period. 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
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I Engineering Consultants Regulatory Assistance; 
Process Troubleshooting; 

System Design, Permitting, 

Forensic Engineeriag, 
Expert Witness Testh"y; 

Rate Case Support 

Constructisn Obsawation; 

April 23. 2001 

Re. Project Number AUI-024-53 
Water Raic Cjse 
liivo~ce Number 0536 For Pcnod March 31, 2001 - Apr~i 27, 2001 

D a x  Connie, 

']'his invoice ewers thc pcriod referznced above All wurh w s  complered as part o f  rny projecr 
number AU1-024-54 (Water Rare Case). 

Work complered for you Ll~is four (4) week pcriod is demled below- 

Week nf April 6,2000: 

Week of April 13, 2000: 

Week of April 20, 2000; 

No activity. 

Week April 27,2000: 

No activity. 

14 EXHIBIT RCN 
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Mau-hours expeudcd and fee; 

Milcnge. 0 milts @ 50.325h~i le  = $0 00 
Lodging. 0 nighrs = $0 

The rotal fee duc this monrh for all of the work completed as dztaiizd above is $1 50.00. Whc1.l 
r.emitting, please nore In) prujt'cl numbcr AU1-024-54. 

David W. Porrer, P.E., C.O. 
W arcr/Wastewatsr System Consultant 

EXHIBlT RCN 1 4  
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. 

IBNtDavid W. Porter P.E. C . 0 .  
“ E E  .I Regulatory Assistance; Process Troubleshooting; 

Construction Observation; 
Fare ns ic Engineering, 

€%pert Witness Testimony; 
Rate Case Support 

System Des i g n, ?e Pm ieii n g , 

IPIIVBICE 

bls. Connie Kurlsh 
Aloha Utll~t l ts ,  Inc. 
691 5 Perrine Ranch Road 
New Port Richcy, FL 34655 

Job No.: AUI-024-5-S 
Job Name: Water Rate Casc 
Perrod: Junc 30,2001 - Ju ly  27,2001 

fNVOICE FOR PRQFESSIONAL SERVlClES 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES THIS PERIOD, 
TOT.AL i”VOICED TO DATE: 
TOTAL DUE ’TH 1s INVOICE. 

fi 1,160.00 

Thank you for rhc opporlunity lo provide these szrv~ccs Piease see job deia11 report nttilchcd 
for complele documentation coriceming the work cornpletcd ihis job COST period. 

--- _- - . ~ -  ___. - ........I-.. ..-..-..- .-_. 

I 

>s 

David W Porter, P.E., (?O, 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
PAGE 6 6  OF 77 



4 

Reg u I atory Assista n e ;  
Process Troubleshooting; 

System Design, Permitticg, 
Construct io0 0 bse rvati o n ; 

Forensic Engineering, 
Expert Witness Testimony; 

Rate Case Support 

his Connie Kurish 
Aloha IJtxlitics, Inc. 
691s Perrine Ranch Road 
New Port Richzy, FL 34655 

Re: Projecr Number AUJI-024-5-5 
Wvtcr Rdlc Case 
Invoice Number 0554 Ptnod Iurx 30,2001 - July 27, 3c)Ol 

Dear Connie, 

This invoice covers the period referenced above A!] work was complered as pait of my project 
number AUL-024-5-S (Wailcr K&Lc CMX) 

Work completed for you this four (4) week perrod IS detaled below: 

Week of July 6,2000: 

No activity. 

Week of July 13,2000: 

Week of July 20,2000: 

Prepared demogaphitally bastd water dzmnnd propxricrns far Seven Spnngs W m r  System. 
Sznr dam IO S t e w  and Sob Nixon for rzl’iew. Telephone conversations with Steve and Bob 
related IO rhzir review. Make changes relared to w” c o “ m  and send final bard :o Sieve 
and Bob Nixon 

Week duly 27,1000: 

Telephone conversamn~ with Maliy DererdinS and Bob Nixon re!xed to prcpararioz of 
MFRs by Sob  Nixon. Prepaizd Direcr Tesriinony. Assisted Sreve in devoiupnient of “file 

now” requi rcmcni~  Lu bc uscd IC MkKs.  Cunirxicd Yasco Cuur i iy  Firc MarshJ!! tu ubtatn lirc 
flow data 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
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Ms Connie Kurrsh 
August 2, 2001 
Page 2 

Man-hours expended and fee: 

Expenses: 

Mileage 0 milcs @ W.325/inlle - $0.00 
Lodging: 0 nights = $0 

The [oral fie d w  this month fur all of the work conipleted as cterarled obave is $1,160.OC. Wncn 
remiuing, plcasc iiotc m y  project number, -4UI-024-5-S 

Thank you for the continued opyonuntty to serve Aloha U I i l i l i i j ,  Irrc. If yuu havc any qu- Ls lwns 
please call me. 

David W Poller, P.E., C.0.  
Wa WWasew a t tr  Systcin Consu 1 taiit 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
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*David W. Porter, P.E., C.O. 
P 'ngin ec ring Consul tants Reg u !a tory Ass is ta ; 

Process Troubieshaotit-~~; 
System Design, Permitting, 
Co nstrlr c tion 0 bsewaticn ; 

Fcrens  ic Engineering, 
€xpert Witness Tcstimmy; 

Rate Case support 

INVOICE FOR PRPFESSCBiiiAi SERVICES 

T i ~ d  YOU for the oppoitunity to provide these servlccs, Please see j ob  detzil report attached 
for complete docuinentatio~~ conceming thc w ~ r k  c.o%p!etcd this .yoS  COS^ pzriod. 

c--' - 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
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I Iingineering Consultants Regulatory Assistance; 
P r ~ c e s s  Troubieshooting; 

System Design, Permitting, 
C on s t r u c t i o n 0 bs e rva t i o n ; 

Forensic Engineering, 
Expert Witness Testimony; 

Rate Case Support 

Work compleied far j o t i  this five (5) week pernod is detalled below; 

Wcck of Augubt 3,2OGO: 

W e e k  of August I#,  2000: 

Week of August 17, 2000: 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
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MS. Connie $.bn5h 
September 3, 200 1 
Page 2: 

IVIaiz-hotirs expendcd and fee: 

The roral fze due h i s  month for all of the work completed as deta~led above is $80(>,00 When 
rcmmng, piease note my projecr riuinber AUI-024-54 

Thank you for the csr,tinuci! opponunity to serve Aloha iftjihes, 
please call me 

Inc. If you have any quem ons 



I 

David W" Porter, ?.E, -6.0. 
- k k  

Ms, Connie tiurish 
Alahii Utilirics, h c .  
69 I5 Perrinc Kiillch Road 
New Y o n  Richey, FL 34655 

Dote: Ocrobzr I ,  2OOi 
Invoice No.: 0565 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES THIS FEX'OD. 
TOTAL fl'.i'VOICED TO DATE. 

14 EXHIBIT RCN 
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David W. Porter, P.E., C .0 .  
~ n g i n e  erin g Cons u ltan ts Regulatory Assistance; 

Process Tro u b les h 00 tin 9; 
System Design, Permitting, 
Cor~sttu~tisn Observation; 

F ore ns ie €17 g i ilea ri n g , 
Exper; Witness Testimony; 

Rata Case Support 

October 1,200 1 

Ms. Connie Kunsh 
Aloha Utihcies, Inc 
69 15 Perrine Ranch Road 
Ncw Purl Rlchcy, FL 34655 

Dear Zonniu, 

This iiivoice covers rlie period rcfcrcnccd abovc. All  W O T ~  was completed as paii of m y  project 
number Al~JI-024-5-S (Water Rate Casej. 

Week ot’ September 14,Zi)UO: 

Rcccivclrcvlcw updatd ~ c h c d u k s  and cos1 synopsis f a  reIrrrzd to Pascs County bulk race 
increase to 52.35 from Bob Nixon. Receiveireview firs1 ser of OPC mtenogatuncs and 
~ K I ~ L ~ C ~ I G ~  of ilocliixltnts reyuzstj. 

Week ot’ September 21,2OilG: 

Week Septembcr 28,2080: 



Ms. Conme Kurish 
October 1, 200 1 
Page 2 

Man-hours expended and fee: 

E xp en scs : 

The toral fee due this manili for all of the work completed as det,iile:J above IS $1  ,SOO.OO. When 
rcmitting, plcasc note my project number AUI-024-5-S. 

Thank you for [he conrinucd O p ~ O ~ L l ~ I t y  to s e w e  Aloh,i UtiJtlics, trrc. If you have any questions 
please call me 

W arer/W astewa ter Sys tcm Cunsulrani 

EXHIBIT RCN 1 4  
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* FROM * : DRV I D PORTER I P. E. PHONE NO. 9042917769 

" David W. Porter, P.E., C.O. 
Enginccring Consultants 

INVOICE 

Now. 85 2001 09: 55AM P2 

Regulatory Assistance; 
Process Troubleshooting; 
System Design, Permitting, 
Construction Observation; 

Forensic E ng i nee ri n 9, 
Expert Witness Testimony; 

Rate Case Support 

Ms, C o m e  Kurih 
Aloha Utilities, Tnc. 
69 15 Perrine Ranch Road 
New Port Richey, FL 34655 

Date: Novcmbcr 5 ,  2001 
Invoice No.: 0577 

Job No.: AUI -02 4-5-5 
Job Name: Water Rate Case 
Period: September 29,2001 - November 26,2001 

INVOICE FUR PROFESSIONAL SERVICE8 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES THIS PERIOD: 
TOTAL INVOICED TO DATE: 
TOT.= DIJE '1'HlS fNVOlCE 

$3,925.08 
S8,005.08 

Thank you for the opportunity lo providc these s e ~ v ~ c e s .  Please see job detail. 
for complete documen tation coiiceming the work complcted this job cos1 per 

repor 
i d .  

I ai .tached 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
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+ FROM, : DRUID PORTER,P. E. PHONE bJ0. : 9842917769 
+ 

Nou. 95 2881 Bs:55AM P 3  

Regulatory Assistance; 
Process Troubleshooting; 

System Design, Permitting, 
Construct i o n 0 bserva t i o n ; 

Forensic Engineering, 
Expert Witness Testimony; 

Rate Case Support 

Engineering Consultants 

November 5,201) 1 

Ms. Connie Kurish 
Alnha 1 M i t i c s o  Tiic, 
691 5 Perrine Ranch Road 
New Port Richey, FL 34655 

Re: Projecr Number GW1-024-5s 
Watcr Ratc Case 
Invoice Number OS77 For Pcriod Scptembel 29,2001 - October 26, 2001 

This invoicc covers the period referenced above. .411 work was cornplcicd as pm of my PTOJCCt 

i~unber AU1-024-5-S (Watcr Rate Case). 

Work coinpleted for you this four (4} week period IS detailed below: 

Week of October 5,2000: 

Preparing answers to Citizen9 second sCt of interrogatories and productmu of documenis 
requests. Tclcconfcrence with Steve Watford, Marty Dctcrding and Bob Nixon related to 
above. Prepare for deposition (sraff). Attcnd deposition in New Port Richey. 

Week of October 12,2000: 

Prcpmng Staff's first set of intenogatories and production of documents requests. Numerous 
conference calls wiih Stcvc Watford. Many Deterding and Bob Nixon. 

Wcck of October 19,2000: 

Teleconference wrth Steve Watford, Marry DctcAng and Bob Nixon to discuss late filed 
exhibits. Prepare late filcd exhibits. 

Week October 26,2000: 

Preparing for deposition (Staff and OK). Conference calls with S ~ C Y C  Watford, Marty 
Deterding and Bob Nixon related to deposition preparation. 



I .  FROM : DAVID PORTER, P. E. 

4 

PHONE NO. : 9942917769 Nou. 05 2BQ1 9 9 : 5 6 A M  P4 

Ms. C.Onnie Kutish 
Novzmbcr 5 ,  200 1 
Page 2 

Man-hours expended and fee: 

Porter 46 0 hrs. @ $80/hr = $3,680.00 

Expenses: 

Miicagc. 460 miles @ %0.345/mile = $1 58.70 
Lodging: 2 nighis @ $43,19 = 586.38 

The totai fee due this m m h  Ior all of the work completed as detailed above is $3,925.08 When 
remitting, please n m  m y  project number AUI-024-5-S. 

Thank you for thc contmued opp~rtun~ty to serve Aloha Ufilitics. Lnc. If' you haw any questions 
please call me. 

WatcrlWastewater System Consultant 

EXHIBIT RCN 14 
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ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 
EXHIBIT RCN-15 

SEVEN SPRINGS WATER DIVISION - 
601 SALARIES - EMPLOYEES 
603 SALARIES - OFFICERS 
604 EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 
610 PURCHASED WATER 
61 5 PURCHASED POWER 
616 FUEL FOR POWER 
618 CHEMICALS 
620 MATERIALS & SUPPLIES 
631 ENGINEERING 
632 ACCOUNTING 
633 LEGAL 
635 TESTING 

642 RENT OF EQUIPMENT 
650 TRANSPORTATION 

636 CONTRACT SERV.- OTHER 

656 INSURANCE - VEHICLE 
657 INSURANCE-GENERAL LIAB. 
658 INSURANCE - WORKMANS C. 
666 RATE CASE EXPENSE 
667 REG. COMMISSION EXP. 
670 BAD DEBT EXPENSE 
675 MISCELLANEOUS 

TOTAL 0 8 M  

DEPRECIATION 
AM 0 RT I ZAT I 0 N 
TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME: 
REG. ASSESSMENT FEES 
OTHER 

INCOME TAXES 
OPERATING INCOME 

TOTAL REVENUE 
MISC. SERV. REV.& INTEREST 

REVENUE FOR FL4TES 

TOTAL BFC GALLONAGE BFC GALLONAGE 
REVENUE PERCENT PERCENT REVENUE REVENUE 

$ 470,518 100.OOo/o $ 470,518 $ 
66,707 
66,025 

1,072,961 
84,497 

228 
95,870 

159,915 
22,340 
22,759 
26,537 
5,204 

67,198 
2,066 

42,833 
8,568 
3,873 

12,718 
11 1,625 
72,477 
3,229 

32,256 
2.450.404 

75,736 
(30,691 ) 

137,016 
197,573 

49,564 
165,209 

3,044,811 
(32.284) 

$ 3,012,527 

100.00% 
100.00% 

50.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
t 00.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
50.00% 
50.00% 

100.00% 
100.00% 

4 7.46 % 
100.00% 

66,707 0 
66,025 0 

100.00% 0 1,072,961 
100.00% 0 84,497 
100.00% 0 228 
100.00% 0 95,870 
50.00% 79,958 79,958 

22,340 0 
22,759 0 
26,537 0 
5,204 0 

67,198 0 
2,066 0 

42,833 0 
8,568 0 
3,873 0 

12,718 0 
11 1,625 0 
72,477 0 

50.00% 1,615 1,615 
50.00% 16,128 16,128 

1,099,148 1,351,256 

75,736 0 
(30,691) 0 

0 0 
52.54% 65,028 71,988 

197,573 0 
0 0 

100.00% 0 49,564 
100.00% 0 165,209 

1,406,794 1,638,017 
(32,284) 

PERCENT 5taLah 54.37% 

EXHIBIT RCN 15  
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d t 

BFC 
0-8 Kgal 
8-15 Kgal 
15+ Kgal 

ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. 

PROJECTED TEST YEAR ENDING DECEMBER 31,2001 
CONVERSION OF SILLS TO ERCS AND CALCULATION OF RATES 
C:MbOHAOl\WPS\ILLU815.123 BY: PWS 

DOCKET NO. 01 0503-WU 

6.1 8 6.1 8 6.1 8 6.1 8 
2.00 1.92 1.84 I .77 
2.50 2.40 2.30 2.66 
3.00 3.36 3.68 3.54 

Request: Provide rates associated with the four usage block rate factors depicted on EXH FJL-I 1, Pa! 

Post-Repression Rates based on BFC = 25%, 0-8 Kgal, 8-15 Kgal, and 15+ Kgal Usage Bloc1 

I Rate Factors: 1/1.25/1.5 I / l  ,2511.75 1 .i .25/2.0 1/1.5/2.0 I 

Notes: The above RS rates were calculated using staffs projected RS consumption of 890,535 F 
Data input cells for assumptions are highlighted in Green text 

~~ ~ ~ 

I Ass u m p t i on Sheet Cell 
Inputs: Gallons Sold (Pre-repression) 

Conservation Adjustment 
Rate Factors 
Price E I asti ci ty 
Cost of Purchased Water 

"Pre" G-1 
"Pre" D-47 
"Pre" F-63 - F-65 
"Pre" 1-77 
"Post" 5-76 

EXHIBIT RCN 16 
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ALOHA UTILITIES, INC 
~ K E T  NO aiosa3-wu 
PROJECTED TEST YEAREMNG MEMBER 31,1001 
" V E R S I O N  OF BILLS TO ERGS AND CALtllUTlON OF RATES 
C.\ALoHAOl IWPSULLUII 5 123 BY. pws 

REVISED 

C 

!a 

543.22i 
267.161 
338.40: 

1,148,791 

199sc-01 

ai  .4 PM 

RS Md. 

D 
M e r  

114,121 
0 
0 
0 

114.121 

1,707 
1.440 
965 

2.480 
m 
725 

3.m 

10,725 

124.846 

- 8FC 

s: ' 5 2  330 

131,752; 

F 

- hetnr 

100 
1M 
2 0 0  

. .  

x from 
- BFC 

38% 

C 
k b r  
- Factor 

10 
1 5  
2 5  
5 0  

1 0  
2 5  
5 0  
8 0  

160 
25 0 
500 

. .  

3 0 M 8 l l  

B 
2w1 

114 121 
0 
0 
L1 

114,121 

1,7117 
576 
193 
310 

13 
E 
54 

2.892 
117,013 

E 
2001 TY 

Cam Gal1 
890,535 

D 

543.227 
178,107 
169,202 
890.535 

890.535 

110.487 

l.ao1 on 

G.I 

$1,892,481 
391.792 

SW R e "  Rsvs 
BFC 

$509 
9 14 

15 23 
3045 

- 

109 
15 23 
3045 
48 72 
91 44 

15225 

ow 

E C  
5694,997 

0 
0 
0 

$694.997 

sia,ass 
a m  
5,877 

15,103 
1,267 
4,415 

545,830 

- w 

$1 77 
266 
354 

$2 28 
2 28 
2 28 
2 28 

2 28 
2 28 

- GI 

$461,511 
472,874 
598,974 

$2,033,359 

~2,728,356 

m 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

m 

w m  

Rstn 

609 
15 23 
30 45 
48 72 
1 77 
2 66 
3 54 

609 
9 14 

30 45 

48 72 
97 44 

152 25 
304 50 
700 35 
2 28 

GalsO-Bk 61 0% 
Gals Ek - 1% M 0% 
Gals 15k + 19 0% 

loo 0% 
RwdeJlbd Base 
Revdmral Gals 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL 

&Mal WW314' 
1' 
1 In '  
2' 
3' 
4' 
6' 

General Bare 
General Gals 

TOTAL GENERRL SERVICE 

TOTAL METER EQUIVS 
TOTAL GALS 

TOTAL BILLS 

. .  . 
PAR7 2 .'ART 4 1 . {REy STAEJUTY ANALYSIS] 

X fmm 
- w 

62% 

Bill¶ 

114.121 
0 
0 
0 

543,227 
178 107 
169,202 

1.707 
576 
193 
310 

13 
29 
64 
0 

110.487 

Rev check. 
k d m h a l  

5/8' 

1' 
1 m' 
2' 

;ais 0 - 8k 
;ais 8k. 15k 
;als 15k + 

;wKd 
w 
314' 
1 IR' 
2' 
3' 
4' 
6 
10' 
All Gds 

U.04481 1 
(S45.045) 

($165.239) 
52.a54.557 

rev mu^ . RevReqmt 
- Depreuahm 

0 = he3 Cash Cumows 
0 .  
0 . IMonthsinYear 

961.511 . 
472.874 ' = Avg QUIm pec Manh 
598.974 

694.997 . -NCU 

Wnimum Cash Inflows pw Month 
Number of ERCs 10.404 

10.396 xBFC $5 09 
5,262 = B F C k s  $63.359 35 
5,077 

15.103 + U n m m  Nonlhly Gals Sold 70,WO 
1,267 . ~Galchg n 2a 
4,415 =GalChgRevs 

19.488 = Mnimum Cash In per h l h  

12 

5236,213 

9 TdalGdCasls 
10 Less General hnca Gd Revs 

11 Equals Resldenhal Gal Revs to Recwer 
12 h d e d  by Factored kdenbd Gals 

$2,032,364 
1,148,791 

I 
S17691 

i 110 
' 50 
2 !lo 

$159,600 00 
5222,959 35 K 1 M 

$1 77 
177 543,227 5961.511 
266 178,107 472.874 
354 169.202 598,974 

n 
47 299 
23 269 
29 4669 

100 ws 

H I 
Unit Cost per Gal. Wrmt G.1 Ratw 

Gals 0 - 8k $1 00 
Gals8k - 15k 100 
Gals 15k + 1W 

U 

251.909 .. RsvCoveryldShcrifdl 
3,042.073 . 

($13,251 74) 

(2,7381 
0 1% 

Revenue Check 
. Dver(Under)Recovery Armunt 

Percell1 . .  
gsS5 $2,033,359 

2,032,264 
13 
14 

Rewnue chsck of ABvdenbal Gal Chg 
Cess ReYdenhd Gal Revs to m e r  

S732 $609 
$1 32 1 77 

2 6 6  
3 54 lncr In Monthly BllI 

9l Cumnt P c k R e c P d c e  e m t m f s l t  Elastlcify and Repression Calculation 
7 32 609 (123) -17% 
7 32 786 054 7% Elasticity = (X Change Quanti)/(% change Pdcc) 
7 32 963 231 32% 
7 32 
864 
9 9 6  

11 2 8  
12 60 
13 92 
15 24 
16 56 
23 16 
29 76 
36 36 
42 96 
69 36 

102 36 
135 36 
201 36 
267 36 
399 36 

i1 40 
13 17 
14 94 
16 71 
18 48 
20 25 
22 91 
25 56 
3884 
56 54 
74 24 
91 94 

1 6 2  74 
251 24 
339 74 
516 74 
693 74 

1,047 74 

4 0 8  
4 53 
4 9 8  
5 43 
588 
6 33 
7 67 
900 

15 68 
26 7 8  
37 88 
4 8  98 
93 38 

148 88 
204 38 

426 38 
648 38 

315  38 

56% Long Run E I d d t y  I 4 1 -  frorn WhiUmb'S SUI* 

52% Shorr Run Elzrdclty -0.341 
50% 
48% Short Run % Repr'd = -15.5% 
47% Short Run Kgal Repr'd = 138,092 
45% 
50% 
54% 
68% 
9OX 

104% 
114% 
135% 
145% 
151% 
15794 
159% 
162% 
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C 

RLWA U"UTES. INC 1CDDcOl 
01 29w wum wo. 0 1 0 s p ~ w  

PROJECTED TESF E A R  EWNG MEMBER 31.2001 
CONVERWU OF BILLS TO ERCS AN0 CALCULATION OF WTES 
C.\IILOHAplLFG7B 123 BY FWS 

B 
1wl 

114,121 
0 
0 
0 

114,121 

1.707 
576 
193 
310 
13 
29 
M 

2.892 
117.01 3 

33% 

C 
y.& 
- F h  

1 0  
1 5  
2 5  
5 0  

10 
2 5  
5 0  
8 0  

16 0 
250 
500 

2.741.008 

PART1 ] A  D 
uele4 
EJl!& 

114.121 
0 
0 
0 

114 121 

1,707 
1 .m 

965 
2.480 

725 
3 . m  

10.725 

zoe 

124.846 

E 
2001TV 

Cons Gala 
752,443 

0 

458.990 
150,489 
142.964 
?52.443 

752 443 

110.487 

862.929 

51.588.678 
380.269 

ART 3 I 
S t m R . E D m w  
BEG 

86 18 
9 14 

1523 
3045 

96 18 
1523 
3045 
48 72 
97 44 

152 25 

OW 

%! 

SI 77 
266 
354 

$2 28 
2 28 
2 28 
2 28 
2 28 
2 28 

BFC 
$705,268 

0 
0 
0 

$705,268 

L10.549 
8.772 
5.877 

15,103 
1.267 
4,415 

W 0 . l  61 0% 
Gals&-15k M 0% 
Gerj 15k + 190% 

1WO% 
Rssdarbd as= 
RepdanbalGBk 

1 w  459.9% 
150 225.733 
2w 2e5.92I 

5812.413 
3s9.547 
506.093 

$1.718.053 

$2.423 321 

to 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

w 

145.981 

Rasr 

6 18 
15 45 
30 90 
49 44 

1 77 
2b6 
3 54 

6 18 
9 21 

30 90 
49 44 
9a m 

154 50 
Jo9W 
71070 

2 28 

970,651 

TOTAL RESlDENTlAL 

Gaarel WXYq' 
1' 
1 In. 
2' 
3' 
I' 
6' 

S45.9W 

'ART 4 

TOTAL GENER4L SBNlCE 

TOTAL M E R  EtlUlVS 
TOTAL GALS 

TOTAL BILLS 

I 

47 29: 
23 269 
29 46? 

loo 007 

&Ih 

114.121 
0 
0 
0 

458 990 
19.489 
142964 

1 707 
576 
193 
310 

13 
29 
64 

0 

110.487 

42% 

5ax 
705.268 . 

0 
0 
0 -  

812,413 
399.547 
506.093 . 

10,549 
5.340 . 
5.464 

15.326 
1.285 
4,481 . 

19 776 
0 

2,737,351 

12 

= Avg Chtllkmpu Mtn $ZlO.S% 

Mimum Cash i n h  w b h  
Numba of ERCs 

a BFC 
= BFC Ravr 

10.404 
$6 1.4 

964,295 69 

11.717.037 
970,651 

70.000 
u 28 

$159,600 00 
$223.895 69 I K L  M 

$1 7690 $1 77 
IW 177 458,990 $812,413 
150 266 150489 399.547 
2W 354 142,964 506093 

$12.999 56 

13 Rsvenw chedr Or Rssdsnbal Gel 
14 Lass Rmdenlral Gal Revs b Rgaver 

5732  $6 18 
S1 32 1 77 

2 66 
3 54 

7 32 6 18 
7 32 7 95 
7 32 9 72 
7 32 11 49 
864 1326  
9 9 6  15 03 

11 2a 16 80 
12 60 f8 57 

"ml.Lm4- 

$1,016 51.718053 
1.71 7.037 

lncr in Monthly Bill 

& u l ~  
(1 14) -16% 
0 6 3  % 
240  33% 
4 17 57% 
462 53% 
507  51% 
552 49% 
5 9 7  47% 

Redudon in Rmv Req dlle lo faprossad wabr purcharr 
Oqinal Rev Req $3,044,811 
Gallaw repressed (kgal) 138.092 
Cadkgal fron Nucon's testimony 
Awded purchased water 5 $303,803 
Rev Requiremenl after repression $2,741,008 

13.92 
15 24 
I6 56 
23 16 
29 76 
36 36 
42 96 
69 36 

102 36 
135 36 
201 36 
267 36 
399 36 

20 34 
23.W 
25 55 
38 93 
56 63 
74 33 
92 03 

162 83 
251 33 
339 83 
516 83  
693 83 

1.017 83 

6 42 
7 76 
909 

15 77 

26 87 
37 97 
49 07 
93 17 

148 97 
204 47 
315 47 
426 47 
648 47 

Post Reprsrslon hies 

6.18 R r b  Factor 

101% 
114% G ~ b 8 h - l l  2.66 
135% GalrlSLit  3.54 
146% 
151% 
157% 
1 60% 
162% 
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