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	STAFF'S FOURTEENTH SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO utIlities, inc. of florida (NOS. 241-296)
	DEFINITIONS
	INTERROGATORIES
	241. Labrador. In Order No. PSC-15-0208-PAA-WS (last rate case, Docket No. 140135), the Commission found the overall quality of service for water was marginal because the Utility did not make “sufficient efforts to engage its customers to discuss and ...
	242.  Summertree Well Abandonment. In Docket 150269-WS, UIF’s application for limited proceeding to increase water rates in Marion, Pasco, and Seminole Counties, UIF provide an estimate to abandon the Summertree wells and the wells sites by Kimley-Hor...
	a. Please explain the difference in the schedule A-3 and the response to staff’s interrogatory 179.
	b. If $200,000 from the limited proceeding was included in the rates for Pasco County, won’t the difference from the $200,000 amount and the staff’s interrogatory 179 response amount, $176,826, be included on schedule A-3? Please explain your answer.
	c.  The updated information for exhibit PCF-34 included a description, which included “Disconnect and dispose of each hydropneumatic tank at Wells 1 and 2. Disconnect the hydropnumatic tank at Well 13.” The affected NARUC accounts on schedule A-3 were...
	243. The Pro Forma O&M Expense. UIF’s response to OPC POD number 4 describes its adjustment to Longwood’s and Sanlando’s purchase power as the termination of an interruptible power tariff by Duke Energy and LUSI’s purchase power adjustment as the term...
	244. Pro Forma. Witness Hoy, in his direct testimony, states that the Utility has the challenge of meeting constantly evolving EPA regulations and other standards with respect to water and wastewater treatment. Witness Hoy further states that upgrades...
	a. Please identify, with specificity, the evolving and new standards that are being referred to in these statements.
	b. Please identify any specific investments the Utility is making to comply with the evolving and new standards referred to by witness Hoy.

	245. How is the Utility planning to determine the cost of service for Longwood, now that wastewater treatment is going to be provided by Sanlando’s Wekiva WWTP?
	246. For the test year, by system, please provide the number of occurrences for all miscellaneous services charges, including late payment charges.
	247. For several of UIF’s systems, the utility recorded miscellaneous revenues for plan review, inspection, and administrative fees. Please explain in detail under what circumstances the aforementioned fees were collected.
	248. As shown on UIF-Pasco’s MFRs, Schedule E-5, the utility included $425 in miscellaneous revenues for “Miscellaneous Service – Admin for utility tax collected on behalf of Seminole County”. Please explain in detail why the utility included this tax...
	249.  Please explain in detail whether the utility taxes collected on behalf of a municipality are remitted to the respective municipality.
	250. As shown on Cypress Lakes’ MFRs, Schedule E-5, the utility included $168 in miscellaneous revenues for “Admin Rev. – Polk County Tax”. Please explain in detail why the utility included the tax in its miscellaneous revenues for ratesetting purposes.
	251. As shown on Sanlando’s MFRs, Schedule E-5, the utility included $1,941 in miscellaneous revenues for “Fees for collecting local taxes”. Please explain in detail why the utility included the fees in its miscellaneous revenues for ratesetting purpo...
	252. On a monthly basis, please indicate approximately how many hours the billing specialist and assistant billing manager each spend processing late payment notices?
	253. Please describe the labor performed by the assistant billing manager when processing late payment notices.
	254. In response to Staff’s 5th Set of Interrogatories No. 74, the utility indicated that UIF provides bulk water to Seminole County Utilities, but there is no meter and bills are based on the ERCs served by Seminole County. In response to Staff’s 8th...
	255. Please provide a response to Staff’s 8th Set of Interrogatories No. 184, which relates to the bulk water sold to Seminole County Utilities.
	256. In response to Staff’s 5th Set of Interrogatories No. 147, UIF stated that it does not charge any general service customers for reuse. As shown on LUSI’s MFRs, Schedule E-3, there were six general service reuse customers at December 31, 2015.  In...
	257. Please list and describe the six general service customers for reuse in LUSI’s service territory and any associated test year revenues.
	258. Please explain in detail the methodology used in Witness Guastella’s Repression Analysis reflected on Exhibit JFG-2, Schedule W-6.
	259. The utility is proposing an 8,000 gallon cap for its consolidated wastewater rates. Please explain in detail how the utility determined the wastewater gallons used in the calculation of the consolidated wastewater gallonage charges.
	260. Pursuant to PSC Order No. 24283, issued in Docket No. 900957-WS, on March 3, 1991, the Commission established AFPI charges in a certificate case for Lake Groves Utilities, Inc. (Lake Groves), which is now part of LUSI. At that time, Lake Groves w...
	261.  Please provide the number of residential and general service customers that are served by the Lake Groves system, as of the test year ended December 31, 2015.
	262. Pursuant to Order No. PSC-97-0531-FOF-WU, issued in Docket No. 960444-WU, on May 9, 1997, the Commission established AFPI charges in a service availability case for LUSI’s systems other than Lake Grove (other system). At that time, LUSI’s future ...
	263. Please provide the number of residential and general service customers that are served by the other LUSI water system, as of the test year ended December 31, 2015.
	264. By year, please provide the number of ERCs, which connected to Sandalhaven from 2010 through 2015.
	265. Please provide a list of all wastewater flat rate customers by system and class.
	266. In UIF’s response to Staff’s 5th  Set  of Interrogatories No. 142, the utility indicated Orangewood has a flat rate, but there are no current customers.  However, in Exhibit JFG-3 of Utility Witness Guastella’s testimony  and UIF - Pasco’s MFRs s...
	267. For LUSI, please provide copies of all the multi-residential customers’ bills for the test year ended December 31, 2015.
	268. For LUSI, please provide a list of the 5/8” multi-residential customers, including the address and type of dwelling.
	269. Refer to Exhibit PCF-47. The total project budget listed is $244,321; the total of the A-3 schedule for all systems is $712,452. Please explain the $468,131 difference in the total amount of the GIS Mapping Services project.
	270. Refer to Pasco County MFR Schedule A-5. Please provide a breakout of the amount of each Primary Plant account between Orangewood and Summertree.
	271. Refer to Donna Ramas’ Testimony pgs. 41-42 and 92-93. Please explain how the continued depreciation of fully depreciated accounts has perpetuated in UIF’s accounting software and if any steps are being taken to correct this issue.
	272. Refer to the Utility’s original filing in Docket No. 150269-WS, Schedule No. 18, attached hereto. Please use the Utility’s Fixed Asset System to generate the same information for each retirement reflected in Exhibit DDS-1.
	273. Refer to Interrogatory No. 272 above for the following items.
	a.

	274. Refer to Order No. PSC-16-0013-PAA-SU, page 10.  The Order states, “the Utility did not record any salvage value for the plant components associated with the decommissioning of the WWTP.”  The Order further states, “should the Utility recover sal...
	275. Mid-County MFRs. Please refer to MFR Schedule D-2, column (4), line 8.
	276. Mid-County MFRs. Please refer to MFR Schedule C-6. In Account No. 190.1031/2031, the Utility recorded an increase of Credit Deferred Taxes due to depreciation.
	277. Lake Placid MFRs. Please refer to MFR Schedule D-2, column (4), line 8.
	278. Lake Utility Services, Inc. MFRs. Please refer to MFR Schedule A-19, page 1 of 2, line 38, columns (3) and (6) and MFR Schedule C-6, page 1 of 3, lines 35 and 36 under heading Account No. 190.1/190.2, total amount of Net Operating Loss (NOL) for ...
	279. Sanlando MFRs. Please refer to MFR Schedule A-19, page 1 of 2, line 38, columns (3) and (6) and MFR Schedule C-6, page 1 of 3, Account No. 190.1 and Account No. 190.2 total amount of NOLs for 2014 and 2015.
	280. Tierra Verde MFRs. Please refer to Schedule C-6, page 1 of 3, line 24, under the heading Account No. 190, and line 37, under the heading Account No. 191.
	281. UIF-Marion, Orange, Pasco, Pinellas and Seminole County MFRs. Please refer to MFR Schedules A-19, Page 1 of 2, Line 38, Column (6) and MFR Schedules C-6, page 1 of 3, lines 36 and 37, under the heading Account No. 4439/4389.
	282. Please explain the discrepancy in monthly chemical expenses for Eagle Ridge between the chemical schedules and the B-5 and B-6 schedules from the MFRs provided as an attachment in response to OPC POD No. 35.
	283. Please provide employee payroll schedules with allocated salaries, benefits, and taxes using the ERC allocation factor based on division and employees’ duties and time spent at each division. Please reconcile these schedules to the salaries & wag...
	284. Did the Utility conduct an operational audit or any other form of labor analysis to determine the need for the additional technicians?
	285. Please provide a detailed justification demonstrating the need for an additional technician for the LUSI, Mid-County, and Sanlando systems.
	286. In its MFRs, the Utility provided adjustments for vehicles in plant, accumulated depreciation, and depreciation expense to allocate plant between water and wastewater. Please explain why the Utility did not make a corresponding allocation adjustm...
	287. Please provide a detailed explanation UIF’s allocation methodology for transportation plant, accumulated depreciation, and O&M expenses.
	288. Please provide schedules demonstrating the application of the Utility’s response to staff ROG No. 6 to test year plant, accumulated depreciation, and O&M expense, reconciling it to EXH DDS-1.
	289. Please provide support documentation of the 2016 and 2017 millage rates for each system included in Exhibit DDS-1.
	290. Please refer to UIF’s response to OPC’s second ROGs No. 85(d).  Please reconcile the amount of purchased water in UIF’s response with MFR schedule B-5 and B-7.
	291. UIF’s response to OPC POD No. 4 describes its adjustment to Longwood’s and Sanlando’s purchase power as the termination of an interruptible power tariff by Duke Energy and LUSI’s purchase power adjustment as the termination of an interruptible po...
	292. Please explain the purpose of the health reserve adjustment to test year pensions and benfits expense.
	293. How often has the Utility made adjustments for health reserve in the last five years?
	294. How often does the Utility anticipate making adjustments for health reserve within a given year?
	295. Please provide an update of actual and estimated rate case expense, in total and allocated, with detailed explanations and calculations to justify the estimated expense to complete this case.
	296. Pursuant to Order No. PSC-14-0521-FOF-WS, the Utility was authorized to create regulatory assets for the following utilities: Cypress Lakes, Mid-County, Labrador, Lake Placid, LUSI, Sanlando, Tierra Verde, Eagle Ridge, Longwood, Pennbrooke, and S...
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