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	Staff's FOURTH Set of Interrogatories to
	Utilities Inc. of Florida (Nos. 65 - 95)
	DEFINITIONS
	INTERROGATORIES
	65. Please provide the most recent actual and estimated rate case expense, in addition to detailed explanations and calculations to justify estimated expense to complete this rate case.
	66. In prior Commission decisions, reuse has been priced in recognition of the rates charged by other reuse providers in the area. The 2019 Florida Department of Environmental Protection Reuse Inventory Report outlines the reuse rates of providers by ...
	67. The Utility received a price index adjustment to miscellaneous service charges subsequent to the test year.  However, the MFRs did not reflect an annualize calculation of miscellaneous revenues. Please provide an annualize calculation of miscellan...
	68. In response to Staff Interrogatory No. 35, the Utility indicated that other miscellaneous fees were “Tap Fees”.  Tap Fees should be recorded as contribution in aid of construction.  Please provide the dollar amount of the $14,864 that is represent...
	69. By water and wastewater, please provide what categories of revenues and corresponding dollar amount were removed to determine the percentage increase to apply across the board to service rates.
	70. Please refer to MFR Volume I, Schedule A-3, page 1 of 5, lines 13-31. For each Pro Forma Adjustment on Schedule A-3, please complete the following tables by identifying the projects and corresponding costs that were recorded in each account. As pa...
	71. Please refer to MFR Volume I, Schedule A-3, page 1 of 5, lines 34-47. For each Plant Retirement on Schedule A-3, please complete the following tables by identifying the projects and corresponding retirement amounts that were recorded in each accou...
	72. Please refer to UIF’s response to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories, No. 11. Please complete the following table by identifying the selected bid amount for each project and provide an electronic copy in excel format.
	73. Please refer to witness Flynn’s direct testimony, Exhibit PCF-23. Please explain if the outlined improvements for the Sanlando Wekiva Headworks project have been submitted to the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for review.
	a. If so, please explain if the improvements were determined to meet the objectives of the September 30, 2020 Consent Order.
	b. If not, please identify when UIF anticipates the improvements will be submitted to the DEP for review.

	74. Please refer to UIF’s response to Staff’s First Set of Interrogatories, No. 10b. UIF stated “PCF-40 reflects the awarding of the contract to the one qualified and competent contractor who responded to the solicitation to bid...”
	a. Please describe the process used to solicit bids for the Golden Hills Galvanized Pipe Replacement project (PCF-40).
	b. Please explain if a similar solicitation to bid process was used for the Utility’s other pro forma projects. If a different solicitation to bid process was used, please identify the project and describe the process.

	75. UIF provided two bids relating to Exhibit PCF-4, including one bid from Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Kimley-Horn) relating to site improvements and one bid from ECHO UES, Inc., for survey services. Please identify any other contractors that t...
	a. If no other bids were obtained, please explain why.

	76. UIF provided two invoices for work completed relating to Exhibit PCF-11. Please identify any other contractors that the Utility solicited bids from for Exhibit PCF-11.
	a. If no other bids were obtained, please explain why.

	77. UIF provided two bids relating to Exhibit PCF-19, including one for repairs to the aeration basin (excluding material cost for new diffusers) and one for new diffusers. Please identify any other contractors that the Utility requested respective bi...
	a. If no other bids were obtained, please explain why.

	78. UIF provided three bids from Kimley-Horn relating to Exhibit PCF-26. Please identify any other contractors that the Utility solicited bids from for Exhibit PCF-26.
	a. If no other bids were obtained, please explain why.

	79. UIF provided two bids from Kimley-Horn relating to Exhibit PCF-30. Please identify any other contractors that the Utility solicited bids from for Exhibit PCF-30.
	a. If no other bids were obtained, please explain why.

	80. UIF provided two bids relating to Exhibit PCF-35, including one bid from Environmental Equipment Sales, Inc. for a hydropneumatics tank replacement and one bid from Green Well Drilling, LLC for a well repair. Please identify any other contractors ...
	a. If no other bids were obtained, please explain why.

	81. UIF provided two bids relating to Exhibit PCF-38, including one bid from Kimley-Horn, dated September 10, 2019, and one bid from Applied Oxidation dated August 31, 2020. Please explain why there was a delay in obtaining the second bid from Applied...
	82. Regarding Exhibit PCF-39, UIF provided a bid from Insituform Technologies, LLC (Insituform) to address the deficiencies that were identified during the inspection of the sewer mains. Please identify any other contractors that the Utility solicited...
	a. If no other bids were obtained, please explain why.

	83. In response to OPC’s Second Set of Interrogatories, No. 100b, UIF stated “[t]he total engineering costs for this project is $194,500.” In response to OPC’s Second Request for Production of Documents, No. 25, UIF provided two invoices with the tota...
	84. In response to OPC’s Second Set of Interrogatories, No. 109b, UIF stated “[t]he project was completed in August 2020 at a cost of $95,000 not including cap time and IDC.” In response to OPC’s Second Request for Production of Documents, No. 25, UIF...
	85. In response to OPC’s Second Set of Interrogatories, No. 110b, UIF stated “[t]he project cost was $154,572 not including cap time and IDC.” In response to OPC’s Second Request for Production of Documents, No. 25, UIF provided invoices totaling $111...
	86. In response to OPC’s Second Set of Interrogatories, No. 116b, UIF stated “[t]he total project cost was $154,764 and was completed in January 2020.” In response to OPC’s Second Request for Production of Documents, No. 25, UIF provided invoices tota...
	87. In response to OPC’s Second Set of Interrogatories, No. 117b, UIF stated “[t]he project was completed in June 2020 at a cost of $95,397.” In response to OPC’s Second Request for Production of Documents, No. 25, UIF provided invoices totaling $93,0...
	88. In response to OPC’s Second Set of Interrogatories, No. 118b, UIF stated “[t]he project cost was $99,137 and was completed in June 2020.” In response to OPC’s Second Request for Production of Documents, No. 25, UIF provided invoices totaling $98,2...
	89. In response to OPC’s Second Set of Interrogatories, No. 120c, UIF stated “[t]he cost of the engineering design is $7,065.” In response to OPC’s Second Request for Production of Documents, No. 25, UIF provided invoices totaling $6,005 for the proje...
	90. For each system, please provide the name, county, type (water and/ or wastewater), and the number of complaints regarding the DEP secondary water quality standards, received by the Utility, per year for the years 2015-2019. As part of this respons...
	91. Has the Utility performed any additional testing within the distribution system for secondary water quality standards between 2015 and 2019 for any of its systems?
	a. If yes, please identify the system(s) where additional testing was performed, when the test(s) were conducted, and please explain why the specific testing location(s) were chosen to test for secondary water quality standards.
	b. Alternative to additional testing in the distribution system, please identify and explain what actions, if any, have been taken by the Utility to address the systems that are receiving complaints regarding secondary water standards although passing...

	92. Is the Utility able to identify clustering or concentrated patterns of complaints regarding secondary water quality standards within a particular system? If so, please identify the area(s) where complaints regarding secondary water quality standar...
	93. The Mid-County and Sanlando systems [DEP ID: FL0034789 and FLA0036251, respectively (FL0036251 -Wekiva Hunt Club WRF)] are currently not in compliance with the DEP. Please explain what actions the Utility has taken to address the compliance status...
	94. The Commission found the quality of service for the Cypress Lakes, Labrador, Mid-County, Pennbrooke, UIF-Seminole, and LUSI systems to be marginal in the Utility’s last rate case (Docket No. 20160101-WS). Please explain what actions the Utility ha...
	95. The Commission found the quality of service for the UIF-Pasco- Summertree water system to be unsatisfactory in the Utility’s last rate case (Docket No. 20160101-WS). Please explain what actions the Utility has taken to improve the unsatisfactory q...
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