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FINAL ORDER ESTABLISHI NG INCREASED WATER 
AND SEWER RATES AND REQUIRI NG REFUND OF 

UNAPPROVED METER INSTALLATION CHARGES 

Public 
Street, 

Public 
Street, 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

CASE BACKGROUND 

On August 8, 1988, Ortega Utility Company (Ortega) filed an 
application for i ncreased water and sewer rates in Duval 
County . The information satisfied the m1nimum f iling 
requirements (MFRs) for a general rate increase and that date 
was established as the official filing date. The t est year for 
this proceeding is the historical yea r e nded D!cember 31, 1987 . 

Ortega's water and sewer rates were last considered by this 
Commission in Docket No. 760489-WS (1976 rate case). Our 
decision in the 1976 rate case is reflected by Order No. 7671, 
issued March 8, 1977. Ortega filed a timely motion for 
reconsideration of Order No. 7671 and, by Order No . 7854, 
issued June 22, 1977, we granted its motion in part and denied 
it in part. 

In this case, Ortega proposes a three-phase rate increase . 
For t he first phase, Ortega pro poses rates to be collected 
du.ring the eight-month "file and suspend" pe riod. These ra tes 
are designed to generate annual revenues o f $315 ,721 for water 
and $375,807 f o r sewer. which exceed t est year revenues by 
$137,098 (76.75 percent ) and $116 ,995 (45.20 percent), 
re·spectively . 

For the second phase, Ortega proposes to implement 
"intermediate" rates , which are approximately 90 percent of t he 
proposed final rates. Ortega proposes that these rates go into 
effect at the end of the eight-month suspension period. 
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For the final phase, Ortega proposes r ates based in part 
upon a number of pro forma plant additions, which rates would 
be implemented upon the substantial completion of the pro forma I 
plant additions. !'hese rates are designed to generate annual 
revenues of $393,73 2 for wate r and $489,884 for sewer, which 
exceed test yea r revenues by $215,109 (1 20 pe rcent ) and 
$231,072 (89 percent), respectively. If the pro f o rma p lant 
additions have not been substantia lly complete d within a 30 
month period, Ortega proposes that the final rates not be 
implemented. 

By Order No. 20131. issued October 7, 1988, we suspendeJ 
Ortega's proposed rates and gra nted an interim rate increase 
designed to generate annual revenues of $279,327 for water a nd 
$322,709 fo r sewer, wh ich exceed test year revenues by $98,060 
( 54.10 percent) and $59,808 (22.75 percent), re s pectively . 

A formal hearing was held on February 13 and 14, 1989, at 
the Jacksonville Civic Auditiorium in Jacksonville, Florida . 

FINDINGS OF FACT, LAW AND POLICY 

Having he ard the evidence presented at the formal hearing 
held in this case a nd having reviewed Ortega' s br "ef and t he 
r ecommendation of the Commi ss i o n Staf f (Staff), we hereby enter 
our findings and conclusions. 

STIPULATIONS 

Prio r to and during the hearing in this case , Ortega and 
Staff agreed upon a number of stipulations. Having heard no 
ev idence to c onvince us otherwise, we find that the 
stipulations below are reasonable. The following stipulations 
are, therefore, approved: 

Rat e Base 

1. The appropriate balances of land, excluding pro forma 
land, to be used in determining rate base are $10,840 for 
water and $115 ,629 for sewer. (NOTE: There was a 
difference of $7 for water and $l~or s ewer between 
Ortega's and Staff's calculations of the appropriate 
balances for land , which Ortega agreed was immaterial. In 
witness Ray Avery's summary, he used the higher amounts. 
We believe, however, that this was an oversight and that 
this issue is stipulated as stated.) 

2. No contributions-in-aid- of -cons tructio n (CIAC) should 
oe imputed on any margin reserve allowed . 

3. The balances of CIAC 
util ity's fai lure t o make 
under Order No. 7671. CIAC 
for water and by $22,185 for 

arc understated due to the 
ce rtain adjustments required 

s ho uld be increased by $10,305 
sewer. 

4. Accumulated depreciat i on for water is understated due 
to Ortega having included a $10,700 well installed in 1978 
in the cost of land. Accumulated depreciation should be 
increased by $2,541 for water. 

I 
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5. Accumulated amortization of CIAC is understated due to 
Or tega's failure to make certain adjustments required under 
Order No. 7854 . Accumulated amortization of CIAC should be 
increased by $1,062 for water and by $1,637 for sewer . 

6. The balance of accumulated amortizat i on of CIAC is 
understated for the years 1976 through 19A7, based upo:t an 
adjustment made in Order No. 7671 to increase CIAC, and 
should be increas ed by $3,092 fo r water and $6,656 for 
sewer . 

7. Accumulated amortizatio n of CIAC and CIAC amortization 
expense should be increased by $202 for water and $71 for 
sewer in order to annua lize test year additions. 

Cost o f Capital 

8. The appropriate re t urn on equity is 14.35 percent, 
based upon the current leverage formula adopted in Order 
No. 19718. 

Net Operating Income (NOI ) 

9 . Test year opera t ion and maintenance (0 & M) expenses 
should be increased by $729 for water and $l. 086 for se·<~er 
to reflect a 1987 price index adjustment acknowledged in 
Order No. 18981. 

10. Ortega should provide hetter documentati on of cash 
purchases on a prospective basis. For cash purchases of 
materials and supplies, Ortega shou ld note the type of item 
purchased and the j ob number or system designation on the 
receipt. For cash transpo rtation purchases, such as gas o r 
miscellaneous parts, Ortega s hould note the vehicle tag 
number on the receipt. 

11 . Ortega should change from a m1n1mum charge rate 
structure to a base facility c harge rate st ructure. 

12. Ortega should charge all customers on a unifo rm basis, 
billing the base facility charge i n advance and the 
gallonage charge i n arrears. 

QUALITY OF SERVICE 

Our analysis of quality of service is based upon Ortega's 
compliance with the rules of t he Department of Environmental 
Regulation (DER) and o ther regulatory agencies, its record of 
customer complaints and customer and utili t y testimony at the 
hearing. 

Witness Alan Po tter. Sr. test ified that Ortega provides its 
customers with excellent water and sewer service. There was no 
testimony to the contrary. Indeed, customer witness Violet 
Roberson testified that "we have been very happy with the 
utility and we do understand their need for a rate increase but 
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we just quest i o n the amo unt and why it s ho uld be t h is much at 
th is time." 

Witness Al a n Potter, Jr. testified tha t the water p r ov ided 
by Ortega meets all primary and secondary drinki ng water 
standa r ds as set fort h i n Chapter 17-22 , Flo r ida Admini strative 
Code . He further testified t h at t he wast e wa er fac ili ties meet 
all applicable standards estab l ished unde r Chapte r 17-6, 
Flooda Admi ni strative Code . Mr. Pot ter, Jr. agreed, however, 
t hat Ortega has been placed o n no tice t hat 1 second well is 
required at the Herlong Water Treatment Plant. Mr. Potter, Jr. 
f ur t her testified that Ortega has been in vi o l a tion of this 
requirement since 1986 but has not and is not cur ren t ly taking 
a ny corrective action. 

Based upon the evidence in t he record, we fi nd that t he 
quality o f se rv1ce provide·d by Ortega i s satisfactory. 
Ho wever, we also f ind that Or tega should be in compli a nce with 
Chapter 17-22, Florida Administrative Code, which requires a 
back-up sou rce of supply at t he Herlong water treatment plant, 
within 30 months of the date o f t his Order. 

TEST YEAR 

Ortega ' s application was based upon a 1987 year-end t est 
yea r. Ortega a rgues t hat a year-end test year is appropriate 

I 

in th is case due to the magn itude o f year-end construction work I in p r ogress (CWIP) and p r o fo rma pla nt improvements . Ortega 
contends that t he pro f o rma pldnt i mproveme nts justify the use 
of a year-end test yea r because they are required by a 
regu la t ory agency in order to meet c urrent regulations, will 
benefit on ly t est yea r customers a nd because the costs of these 
impro vements are subject to reaso na bly accurate estimation. 
Ortega argues that, if we do not i nclude the pro forma plant 
imp r ovements in r ate base. it wi ll have to make the 
improvements and fi le a nother rate c a s e in order to reco\ - L" 
sufficien t operating costs a nd a f ir return on its 
investment. We do not be lieve that these arguments justify the 
use o f a year-end test yea r. These arguments appear to more 
appropriately conce rn the inclusion o f the pro forma plant 
impro vements in rate base . 

It is this Commission's pol icy that an average test year is 
appropriate, unless a utility is e xpe riencing extraordinary 
growth in cu .>tomers o r when it has experie nced greatly 
increased investment costs wi thou t a corresponding incre ase in 
revenues. This issue has also been addressed by the Supreme 
Court o f Florida on a number o f different occasions . In City 
of Miami v The Florida Public Service Commission, 208 So. 2d 
249 (Fla . 1968), t he Court held that, in the abs ence of 
e xtrao rdinary o r unusual growth, we s hould no t utilize a year-
end rate base, bu t should rest ou r decision o n t he appl i c atio n I of a n average rate base . I n a more r ecen t decisi on, the Court 
noted that this Commission s hou ld "predicate its decision 
rega rd ing the use of a year - end r ate base o n considerations of 
extrao rdinary growth . I t is apparent, however, tha t the 
average ra te base approach can produce a dis torted picture of 
future conditio ns when the company is experiencing 
extraordinary growth due to rapidly increasing demands for 
services , a s in periods of great population influx o r when 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 21137 
DOCKET NO. 871262-WS 
PAGE 5 

o ther factors are forcing inv~stments upward without a 
concomitant inc rease in revenues." Citizens of t he State of 
Florida v Hawkins. 356 So. 2d 258 (Fla. 1978 ). 

We do not believe that Ortega has justified our departu r e 
from an ave r age test year. We have e xami ned its a nnu a l repo r t s 
filed with this Commission for t he years 1983 th rough 1987. 
These repo r ts i nd icate that. d u ring t he t es t year , Ortega 
e xperienced customer growth of 2. 41 percent for wate r and a 
customer decrease of 3.67 percent for sewer. as compared to 
certain periods i n which Ortega e xperienced customer growth 
ranging from between 10 a nd SO percent. 

As for an e x traordinary increase in investment, a r ev i e w o f 
Ortega's application reveals t hat test yea r CWl P is 11.34 
percent of the year-end balance of sewer plant in serv ice, 
while in 1986, additions we r e 33.51 percent of this year-end 
plant balance and in 1985, additions were 17 percent of the 
year - end p lant bala nce. Accord ing ly , we do not believe t hat 
the magnitude of tes t year CW !P i s extraordinary enough to 
just ify a year-end test year . 

Based upon the discussi o n above, we find t hat t he 
app r o p ri a te test year f or this proceeding is t he t hi rteen-mo n t h 
ave r age y ear ended December 3 1, 1987. 

RATE BASE 

Our calculat i o ns of the appropriate water a nd sewe r rate 
bases are attached as Schedules Nos . 1- A for water and 1-B fo r 
sewer, with our adjustments attache d as Schedule No. 1-C. 
Those adjustments which are self explanato ry or essentially 
mecha nical in nature are set fo rth o n those schedules without 
any further discus sion in the body o f this Orde r . The ma jor 
adj us t ments are discussed below. 

Used a nd Us eful Adjustments 

Ortega contends that all wa te r and s ewer facilities are 100 
percen t u sed a nd usefu ~. Wi t ness Ave ry testified that Ortega 
serves three separate and dis tinct areas of Duval County and 
that. due to t he distances between these s ystems, t here i s no 
possibility of interconnecting them at any time in the near 
future . Therefore, separate used a nd use f ul percentages were 
determined for each system. 

Marg i n Rese rve - Pursuant to Section 367 . 111(1), Florida 
Stat utes, a util i t y must prov i de service to the territo ry 
described in its certificate within a r e asonable time. In 
order t o so do, a utility must have a certa i n amo unt of plant 
i n e xcess o f that requ ired to serve e xisti ng c ust omers. Margin 
reserve is an adjustment by wh ich we recognize a portion of the 
excess capacity. 

Wi t ness Potter , Jr. testified t hat all plant facilities a re 
100 pe r cent used and usef u 1 without a margin rese rve and tha t 
he i nclude d a 20 percen t ma r gin reserve for pro forma plant 
only. Mr. Potter, Jr. testified t hat he used a margin reserve 
of 20 percent because it is t he maximum amount of margin 
reserve allowed by the Commission and because growth in the 
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Airpo r t a nd Blanding service a reas has been in excess o f 8 to 
10 percent. Futther, Mr. Pot t er , Jr. stated t hat t he o nly t i me 
that he would not use a ma rgin rese rve i s whe n there is little 
o r no expectation of growth. 

As discussed further herein, we have found that all plant 
o ther than the Ai rport and Blanding sewage treatment plants is 
100 percent used and useful without adding a marg1n reserve. 
Therefore , we only need to consider the app ropriate ma rgin 
reserve f or these two systems . 

In calculating a margin reserve, unless mo r e accurate data 
is avai l able, we generally use the growth pattern established 
over the most recent five-year peri od. Mr. Potter, Jr. 
testifi e d t hat t he ave rage hi sto rical growth rate for the 
Airpo rt sewage treatment plant, thro ugh the test year, was 23 
equivalent residential connections (ERCs). He also testified 
that the last rema1n1ng bui l ding si te that is serviceable 
without a i ur ther exte nsio n o f lines is cu rrently being 
develo ped for a 60 room motel. He s tated that this motel is 
expected to consist of 34 ERCs. Since t hi s is the ac t ual 
anticipated growth rate, i t is more a ccurate and reliable 
information than the hi s t o rical growt h rate. We, therefore, 
find that 34 ERCs is the appropriate f igure t o utilize in 
calculating a margin reserve for the Airport sewage plant. Mr. 
Potter, Jr. also testified that the avera ge hi s torical g rowth 
rate fo r the Blanding sewage treatment plant, through the test 
year, was 133 ERCs. He further testified that Ortega expects 
growth o n this system to remai n essentially the s ame . 
Accordingly, we find that 133 EPCs should be used as the growth 
rate i n calculating the appropriate margin reserve for the 
Blanding wastewater plant. 

Based upon the discussion above, we fi nd 
appropriate margin reserves ace 18,391 gallons (13.04 
for the Airpo rt and 88,347 gallons (13 . 33 percent) 
Blanding sewage treatment plants. 

that the 
percent) 
for t he 

Water Treatment Plants In its application, Ortega 
calculated used and useful percentages for each of the three 
water treatment plants by taking the peak flows in gallo ns per 
minute (gpm) multiplied by peaking factors o f 4.5 foe the 
Airport system and 3 for the Her long and Blandi ng s ystems. It 
then added the required fire flows in gpm and divided these 
amounts by the respective plant capacities . In each case, this 
ratio exceeded 100 percent. Even without the pea king factor, 
the rat io between demand and capacity was greater than 100 
percent for each of the systems. We find that this i s a 
reasonable method to calculate used and useful. Accord i ngly, 
we find that each of Ortega's water treatment plants is 100 
percent used and useful. 

I 

I 

Sewage Treatment Plants In its application, Ortega I calculated used and useful percentages for each o f t he three 
sewage treatment plants by compa ring the average daily flows of 
the peak month for each system, plus a 20 percent margin 
reserve, to the respective plant capacity. In each case, this 
r atio exceeded 100 percent. We agree with the basic 
methodology used, however, we have already found that a margin 
reserve of 20 percent is inappro priate and that the appropriate 
ma rgin reserves are 13.04 percent for the Airport sewage 
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treatment p lant and 13.33 percent Cor the BIJndtng sewage 
treatement p lan t. 

At the hearing , witness Putter, Jr . testified that t he 
Airport sewage treatment pI ant serves o n I y motels and 
restaurants and that it is, therefore, subject to extrem.! ly 
large seasonal o r event peak demands . He a r gued Lhat, usi ng 
these peak demands, the Airport sewage treatmt..nt plar.t is 100 
percent used and useful. However , Mr . PotteL, Jc. failed to 
provide any peak flow figures or any other evidence to justify 
a departure from Commission practice, which IS to use the 
average of the dail y fl ows during the peak month . 

Based upon the discussion above , we find hat the Herlo ng 
se•,lage treatment plant i s 100 percent used and useful without 
the additi o n of a margin resetve. Further, ilttcr adding the 
appropriate margin reserves to the average daily f IO\.JS for th<.: 
peak mo n t h, we find that the BIJnding sewage t r ea mcnt plant is 
100 percent a nd t he Airpo rt s cw<~gc treatmt'!nL plant i s 9 1.08 
percent used and useful. 

Water Dist r ibution/Sewaae Col l ection Systems In its 
applicati o n, Ortega calculated the water transmiss i o n a nd 
distributi o n systems and the sewage co l lectio n s ystems to be 
100 percent used and u seful . Witness Po tteL, J r . testified 
that, although there are sti ll vacant l ots o n some of its 
systems. t he sizes o f the pipes and the densities o f t he 
s ystems must be cons ide red whe n ca leu tat ing used a nd usefu l 
percentages for distributi o n and co l lection s ystems. Mr. 
Potter, Jr. testified that a v acant l ot next to a twelve-inch 
line should not be considered equiva l ent to a vacant l o t next 
t o a two-inch line. He further stated that, even though a 
facility might be able to serve more customers, if t he lines 
are o~ the smallest size that could prudenLly provide the 
minimum required service, tho se I ines should be considered 100 
pe r cent used and u seful . we find Ortega ' s argument 
persuasive. Acco rding ly, we find t hat t he water transmi ss ion 
and distribution systems and the wastewateL collection s y s tems 
are 100 percent used and useful. 

Inclusi o n of Pro For~~Plant 

rn its applicati on, Ortega included $306 , 800 in pro Co r ma 
pl a n t additions for water and $ 314,546 i n pro forma plan t 
additions fo r sewe r in its ca l c ul at i o n s of ra te base . Of the 
t o tal for sewer, $ 161 , 251 was actua l ly i ncu r red during t he test 
ye a r as Cl'l!P. C>'II P is addressed further wi thin this Order . 
Here, we address the remaining bJlances o f pro forma p t anL, in 
the amounts of $306,800 for waLe r a nd $1 53 , 295 i o r sewer. 

Ortega argues that the pro f orma plant addi tions should be 
included i n rate base because they a re requir~d by a regulatory 
agency in o rde r to meet current regulations , will benefit only 
test year customers and becaus e the cost s of t hese impro vements 
are subject to reasonably accu r ate cstimaL i on. O r tega arqucs 
that, iC we do no t dllo w Lhc:;c pL O l onna pl an t t mpr o vt..mcnLs , 
Ortega wi 11 need to file another ra te case a(ter ma k1ng the 
i mpro vements, in o rder to reco ve r sufficient o pe rating cos t s 
and a fair return o n it s i nvestmcnL. 
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We have a number o f conce rns regarding thes e pro fo rma 
plant improveme nts. First and f o remos t, Ortega state s that 
t hese plant additio ns will be completed wi t h i n 30 mon t hs . This I 
is mo re than two ye ars from t he filing date and more than three 
yea rs from the end o f the tes t year. Pursuant to Section 
367.081(2), Florida Statutes, we only consider investment in 
property required by a duly authorized qovernmental agency 
which will be "const ruc t e d in the public interes t within a 
reaso nable time in t he future, not to exceed 24 months." 
Ortega's estimated completio n date is well beyo nd this 
statutory peri od. Even had Ortega filed under a projected test 
year, we would not c onsider constructio n f o r which the 
estimated date o f completion is more than 24 months from the 
end o f the histo rical reference year. 

Second, Ortega does not even have co ntracts fo e six of the 
projects, which it estimates wi 11 cost $9,000 fo r water and 
$67,200 foe sewe r. In additio n, there has been no construc tion 
on any of these projects. In the absence of contracts. we 
cannot verify the c osts o r assure ourselves t hat the estimates 
are at fair market value. Octega does have contracts foe the 
remaining projects, howe ver, t hese are with an affiliated 
company, on a "cost plus• ba s i s. Ortega ha s est imated the 
costs o f these projects to be approximate ly $297, BOO for water 
and $86 ,095 f o r sewer. Since these contracts are with an 
affiliate of Ortega's, on a cost p lus bas is, we also cannot be 
conf i dent that these ace a t fair market value. 

Third , we ace co ncerned about Ortega's record o f project I 
completion. Several o f the above-referenced contracts are 
already several years o ld, ye·t none of the projects have even 
been commenced. In addition, as mentioned above, Ortega has 
been under citation f o r the lack o f a back-up water supply 
since 1986, but has yet t o begin construction of a back-up well. 

Fourth, and last, Ortega has i ndicated t hat several of the 
pro forma additions wi 11 add capacity. Therefore, t hese pl r _ 
items would be cons idered revenue producing items, which we 
would normally not allow in an historical test year. 

Based upon the f o regoing discussion, we do no t belie ve that 
it is appro priate t o include the proposed pro fo rma plant 
additions in rate base at this time. While it c onc e r ns us that 
e xcluding these additions may re sult in Ortega having to file 
another rate case, we no netheles s conclude tha t Orte ga was 
premature in its request to include thes e pro f o rma plant 
additions. Accordingly, we have removed $306,800 in pro forma 
plant additions for water and $153,295 in pro f o rma plant 
additions for sewer. 

At the pcehearing c onfe renc e , Or:tega rai s ed as a n issue 
whether there were any pe nd i ng o rders from any governme n ta 1 
agencies which would requ i re addi tional expe nd itu re s f o r plant I 
which was not included in i t s a ppli c ation. There is no support 
in the record fo r suc h o rde rs o r expenditures . In addition, 
any such expenditures are outs i de of the test year. outside o f 
the record and not wi thin the contemplation of this 
proceeding. We note. however, that Ortega no l o nger considers 
this to be an issue. We , t herefo re, find that no adjustment is 
necessary. 
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Pro f n r ma Land 

In addit i o n to pro fo rma plan t additio ns , Orte ga also 
included $ 2 0 ,000 i n pro forma land costs , Cor a n a e r a t i o n 
basi n. in its ca lculati o n o f rate base . The land is c urre ntly 
o wned by Or teg a 's owne r, Mr . Potter , Sr . Ortega hJs ne i t ller 
pu r chased t hi s land , nor d oe s it have a contract Co r t: hi s 
iand . Wi thou t a n e xecu t e d con tract , we cannot assu r e o ur s elves 
t hat the l and i s be ing purc hased a t fa i r matket v a lue. 
further , the land 1s not c ur rently used i n t hP p rovision o f 
utility serv ice to t he publ ic. 

Based upo n the evide nce o f r e co rd , we f i nd t hat Orlega has 
no investment in t h is land a nd that it ' s reque~ t l o include t he 
land was , t herefo re , p r emature. 1-h.! do not belicv,.. th.lt i t is 
approptiate t o a llow t he land in r ate b;:~ sc until tl has been 
purchased and p l aced into uti l iL y service . We h.:~ve , t herefore , 
removed t he $ 20 . 000 i n p r o f o r ma land cos t s . 

Plan~ Held f o r future Use 

Pl a n t held f o r future usc is a n adjustmen t by wh ich we 
appl y t he appropriate no n-used a nd useful percentages to t he 
final plant account balances . A p r o blem ar i ses . in t h a t Or tega 
does no t mai n ta in separate teco t ds for each of i ts s y stems . I t 
d i d, however , p r ovide a late-fi le d e xh i b it detai l i ng sepan te 
costs , by accoun t , f o r several o f i ts s ystems. Si nce we h a ve 
a 1 ready f o und that a II pI a nt o ther t h a n t he t\i rport sewa g e 
treatment plant is 100 perce nt used a nd useful, o nly t hi s pl a nt 
nee d s t o be adjusled f o r p l a n t held fo r future use . In 
addi t ion. the o nly appro p ri ate ad j ustme n t is to acco un t 380.4, 
trea t ment a nd di s po sal e qu ipment . The total amoun t o f thi s 
acco unt i s $ 72 , 105 .10. Apply ing t he a ppropria t e no n-use d and 
usefu 1 percentage to t h is t o t a 1 r e s u Its i n a reduct i o n to 
acco un t 3 8 0 .4 o f $ 6 ,4 32 , howeve r, we must a d just th is amount 
f o r accumu lated depreci a ti o n. Ac c oun t 380 . 4 c ompri s e s 36. 5 2 
perce nt o f the total Airpo rt sewage treatmen t pl a n t accounts. 
When th is perc enta ge i s a pp lied t o the tota l accumu l a ted 
dep rec iation balance f o r the Ai r po r t s ystem, i t rusul ts in a n 
accumulated depreciatio n ba lance o f $ 6 . 5 24 f o r acco unt 3 80 .4 . 
Apply i ng t he a ppro pr i a te no n-used a nd usef u l percentage to t his 
amoun t r e su l ts in a dec r ease o f $ 582 t o accumulated 
de p reciat ion. 

Base d upo n t he analys i s a bove , we f ind t hat the approp ri ate 
net r educt i o n f o r pl a n t he l d fo r f u t u r e use is $ 5,850 . 

In i t s applicatio n , Or tega include d in its c alculati o n of 
rate base, $161,251 f or t he c o nst ruc tio n o f a ne w c l a rifier at 
the Blanding s ewage treatmen t pl~nt. Orteg a also include d 
$ 10,321 in test year CW! P for imp r ove ments to a pump stat ion. 
Or t e ga c o n t ends tha t t hese pl a n t impro vements a r e 100 percent 
used and useful in tho p r ov i s i o n o f serv ice t o t es t year 
cus t o mers . 

Duri ng the t es t year , the Bland ing sewag e treatmen t pl an t 
was unable t o meet t he e x i s ti ng dema nds . As a r esul t , a 
s1gnificant po r t i o n of the s e wage f l ows were t r e a ted by 
Kingsley Serv i c e Compa ny (K ings l e y), at a cost of $ 23 , 687.15 . 
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Ortega argues that the new c larifier will enable 
current customer demands as well as DER rul es and 
zero-discharge requ irements. 

it to meet 
permit and 

Generally, if CWIP will add capacity, we consider it to be revenue producing and exclude it from rate base. However, 
wh ile the new clarifier will a dd capacity, the added capacity is to meet demands which are current ly being handled by 
Kings ley. Fu r ther, we note that the improvements to the pump 
statio n will not increase capacity. Accordingly, we have included $171,572 in CWIP in our calculation oL rate base. 

We note that CWI P is generally i ncluded in rate base at its 
thirteen-month average balance if an average test yea r is 
used. However, including CWIP at its average balance and applying the appropriate non-used and usefu 1 percentage to the 
plant balances would actually result in a decrease to rate base. Since the clarifier is complete a nd necessary to handle 
current customer demands, we have, therefore, included CWIP at 
the full yea r -end cost. We also note that Ortega will 
experience a reduction in costs because it will no l onger need to purchase sewage treatment service from Kingsley. However, 
it wi 11 also incur an increase of $1,770.25 in purchased power. Accordingly , we have reduced sewer e xpenses by a net 
total of $21,916.90. 

Accumulated Depreciation/Amortization of CIAC 

I 

In its applicat ion, Ortega adjusted depreciatio n expense by I 
$9, 792 for water and $9,279 for sewe r, to account for its proposed pro forma add it ions and to a nnua 1 ize depreciation on 
existing assets as of December 31, 1987 . According to the MFRs, the portion that ref lects its annualization adjustment is 
$2, 122 for water and $1,415 for sewer. We find that Ortega ' s 
annualization adjustment is correct and have, therefore, 
increased depreciation expense and accumulated depreciation by these amounts. 

The remaining balances of $7, 670 for w. ter and $7,864 for sewer pe r tain to depreciatio n on pro forma plant. Since we 
have already disallowed the utility's proposed pro forma plant additions, we find that it would be inappropriate to include 
depreciation on this pro forma plant. Utility witness Avery 
agreed that if the pro forma plant was excluded, this portion of the adjustment to depreciation e xpense and accumulated 
depreciation wou l d be inappropriate. Accordingly, we hereby 
disallow the proposed adjustments of $7,670 for water and 
$7,864 f or sewe r . 

Further wi thin this Order, we have adjusted Ortega's 
depreciation rates to conform to Rule 25- 30. 140, Florida 
Administrative Code. When a pro forma adjustment to 
depreciation expense is made, a corresponding adjustment to the I re.serve balances of accumulated depreciation and amortization 
of CIAC must also be made to restate t hese balances as if the new depreciation rates were in effect at the beginning of the 
test year. Witness Avery agreed that accumulated depreciation 
is the l ogical other half of t he ent r y if dep reciation expense is i ncreased due to a change in depreciation rates. Mr. Avery 
also agreed that if corresponding adjustments to the reserve 
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accounts are not made, accumulated depreciatio n will be 
understated and rate base overstated. 

According ly, we find it appropriate to increase accumulated 
depreciation by $15,566 for water and by $24,599 for sewer . We 
also find it appropria te to increase accumulated amortizatio n 
of CIAC by $7,073 f o r water and $19,510 for sewer. 

Working Capital Allowance 

Method - Witness Avery testified that, using the balance 
sheet approach, no working capital investment is apparent. Mr . 
Avery indicated that this is due to Ortega's extreme financial 
loss during 1987. Ortega argues that it has substantial 
i nvestment in working capita l, whether apparent o n the face of 
the balance sheet or not. Therefore, Ortega used the onG­
eighth of 0 & M method to calcu late working capital. 

Mr. Avery agreed that Commission policy is to utilize the 
balance sheet me thod to calculate working capi tal . We prefer 
the balance sheet method because it is more precise and results 
in a closer correlation be t ween a utility's rate base and its 
capital structure. One problem with the formula approach is 
that it a l •...,ays results in a positive wo rking capital 
allowance. Simply because the balance sheet approach may not 
pr·oduce a positive working capital allowance does not, in our 
opinion, j ustify a departure f r om the use of that approach. 
We, therefore, find that the appropriate method to calculate 
working capital fo r this proceeding is t he balance sheet method . 

Deferred Rate Case Expense At the hearing, Mr . Avery 
ag reed that if the ba lance sheet method of calculating working 
capital is used, an adjustmen t would need to be made to reflect 
deferred rate case expense. Mr. Avery a l so agreed that it is 
Commission policy t o include only the average unamortized 
balance of deferred rate case expense in the working capital 
calculation. We, therefore, find t hat $46,315 is the 
appropriate amount of deferred rate case expEnse to include in 
the working capital calculation. 

Deferred Debits Using the o ne-eighth 0 & M method of 
calculating working capital, Ortega did not include any other 
deferred debits. Further within this Order, we have found that 
a gain on t he disposition of utility property and litiga tion 
costs associated with defend i ng Ortega's service territory 
should be deferred and amortized over a five-year period. 
Accordingly, we find it appropriate to include the average 
unamortized balances in the worki ng capital al l o wance 
calculation. 

Working Capital Allowa nce - Using the balance sheet method 
of calculating working capita 1 and including the adjustments 
discussed above, we find that the appropriate working capital 
allowances to be included in rate base are $8,046 for wate r and 
$0 for sewer. 

Rate Base 

Based upon Ortega ' s application and the adjustments 
discussed above, we find that Ortega's thirteen-month ave rage 
rate bases are $819,709 for water and $545,195 for sewer . 
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COST Of CAP ITAL 

Our calculation of t he appropriate overall rate of return is reflected o n Schedule No. 2-A, with our adj ustments i temi zed 
on Schedule No. 2-B. 

Pro f o rma Debt 

In its applicatio n, Ortega included pro fo rma debt i n its 
capital structure to fi nance the proposed pro forma plant 
additions . Witness Avery agreed that if the pro forma plant additions were excluded from rate base, pro forma debt f or 
these additions s hould be excluded as well. Since we have already excluded the pro forma plant additions from rate base, 
we find it appropriate t o exclude the associated pro forma debt from Ortega's capital structure. 

Test Year Debt 

According to Ortega ' s application, with a co rrection to notes payable made by witness Avery, t he yea r-end debt total is 
$1,146,191. which excludes a reductio n f o r debt discount. We find that the discount amortization is a cost of debt and 
should, therefore, be incl uded in the capital structure and used t o det ermine the test year debt total a nd effective cost 
rate. In additio n , we ha ve inc reased long term debt by ;; net 
amoun t of $95,241. in o rder to account for CI>IIP being included 

I 

at its year-end amount. Based upon Ortega· s application and I the ad justments discussed herei n, we find that t he average test year balance of debt, exclud ing ~roforma debt, is $1,014,881. 

Long Term Debt Cost Only two of the debt instruments 
included in Ortega's MfRs are for long term debt. One of these instruments has a fixed rate of 10 percent. For the other, 
Ortega calculated a variable r ate of 9.92 percent based upon a five-year average. Ortega used a five-year average because of 
the short-term fluctuati o ns in i n terest rates. While we agrt .: 
that fluctuations are reduced if a longer •eriod t han .: h irteen months is used to calculate the effective interes t rate, the 
purpose of this case is to e st ablish cost of service rates 
based up·on a test period . Since a 11 of the rate base 
components have been included at their thirteen-month ave rage balances, with one exception, we find that the capital 
components s hould be calculated based upo n a thirteen-month average. we note that the varia ble rate instrument has a f l oor 
of 8 percent. Based upo n the utility's application and t he 
adjustments discussed herein, we find that the appropriate 
thirteen mo nth average cost o f long term debt is 9.97 percent . 

Short Term Debt Cost Ortega calculated the cost of 
variable rate short term debt to be 9. 60 percent, based upon a five year average. As discussed under our treatment of long 
term debt, above, we find it inappropriate to base t he cost of I debt upon a perio d whi c h does not cor respond to the other 
components o f this c ase . Accordingly, we have recalculated the 
cost of variable rate s hor t term debt based upo n a thirteen 
month average . We no t e again that the American National Bank 
obligations have a minimum rate of 8 percent. Based upon the 
utility ' s application, we find t hat the thirteen month average 
cost o f s hort term debt i s 11.46 percent . 
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Deferred Ta x Balance 

453 

In its application, Ortega calculated a deferred tax 
balance of $1 5,597. as of December 31. 1987. In t hat 
ca lcu lat i o n. Ortega o ffset taxable 1ncome per books with net 
o perating loss (NOL) carryfo rwards from the tax returns. 
Pursuan t t o Gene rally Accepted Accounting Pri nci p les (GAAP), 
Account i ng Princip l es Board Opinion (APB) No. 11. book l osses 
should be used to .:>ffset book taxable i ncome, as tax l osses 
o f fset tax able income per tax returns. Acco . d ingly, we have 
rec alculate d the deferred tax balance to reflect t he stat e and 
f ede ral bo ok tax expenses that we h ave f o und appropriat e, 
further within t h is Order, in o u r di s cus sio n o f NOI. 1-Je find 
that. o n an average bas is , the de ferred t a x ba l a nce is $5,900. 

Inves t ment Tax Credit ( ITC) Bal a nce 

At the hearing, witness Avery s t at e d that Ortega has been 
amo rti z ing lTCs ove r f o rty ye ars . beginning when the c redit is 
used o n the tax return. Under this method, [TCs wi II not be 
completely amo r ti zed by the time t he underlyi ng asset is full y 
depreciated. Mr. Avery agreed t hat ITCs s ho uld be amortized 
ove r the remaining lives o f the unde r lying assets, beginning in 
the year in which t he cred i t i s u s ed o n t he tax return . 
Acco rdingly, Ortega s ha l l be gin amortizing the remai ning 
credits over the rema i ning l ives o f t he u nde rlying assets, on a 
prospect ive basis . Si nce the amo unts involved a re s mall. we 
will not require Or tega to recalculate t he current unamortized 
balance. 

Based upon Ortega ' s applicatio n a nd the discussi o n a bove, 
we find that the a pprop r iate unamortized ITC balance is $17,851 
as o f December 31, 1987. 

Overall Rate o f Return 

Bas ed upo n o ur 
appropriate o ve r al l 
proceeding , is 11.52 
11.76 percent. 

discus sion abov e , we find t ha t t •. c: 
r ate of return, for the purpose .:> f t his 
percent, wi th a range of 11 .28 perce nt to 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

Our calcu l ations o f NOI are reflected on Schedu les Nos. 3 -A 
for wate r and 3-B f o r sewer , with o u r adjustments detailed o n 
Schedule No. 3-C . A bre a kd own of t he wa te r and sewe r o pe ratio n 
and maintenance expenses, b y primary account, is s hown o n 
Schedules Nos. 4 f o r wa ter and 5 f o r sewer. 

Pro Forma Salary Adjus t ments 

In its a p p lication, Ortega i ncluded a pro f o r ma adjustme nt 
of $76 ,539 f o r three Cl ass C o perato rs . Accord ing to u til ity 
testimony, this adjustment was included in o rder to c omply with 
Ja.cksonville Enviro nme nta l Pro t e ction Board (EPB) Rule 3. This 
rule requires that e a ch was t ewater utility in Duval County 
either interconnect with a u t ility designated as a regional 
facility, or be in the process o f obta ining regional facility 
st a t us, by 1992. In o rder t o be designated as a regio nal 
facility, a uti lity must o pe ra t e as though it we r e at least a 
l.O mi llio n gallon per day (gpd) plant, regardless of its 
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actual capacity, which will tc ui re a fu ll -time ope ra t o r at 
e ach of its sewer pl a nt s o n a f ull 40-ho ur per week basi s . 
Ortega allocated this cost 25 percent to water and 75 percent 
to sewer .. 

We have a number o r conce rn s about t hi s adjustmen t . 0Ltcga 
test i fi ed t hat EPB Rul e 3 requ ires each utiltty to o perate its 
f acilities as though i t were at least a 1. 0 t-1GD pl a nt. It is 
no t. Additionally, hav ing a Class C operator is a requirement 
fo r a util ity to be gr a nted regional status. Of its three 
wastewater facilities, o n ly the Blanding facili ty has been 
classified regional. howe ver, Ortega has not hired a Class C 
oper ato r fo r t his facility. The Blandi ng s ystem is, the refore, 
in vi o l ation of a requirement for attaining regio na l status, 
however. it is not in violat i on of any treatmen t o r service 
requirements. I n other wo r ds , b y virture of EPB Rule 3 , Ortega 
mus t incur additional e xpe nses , whi c h it has not incurred to 
date, which expenses wo uld not be required in the absence of 
the r ule and which provide no apparent be ne fit to c ustomers. 

We believe that Ortega· s r equest for t he three pro forma 
Cl ass C o perato rs is premature. Ortega has al ready stated 
that, unless we i nclude the pro forma plant improvements in 
rate base for t his proceeding , it will most like ly be back at 
t his Corrunission seeking increas ed rates in about t1-10 yea rs. We 
believe that the issue o f these operato r s would be more 
appropriately addressed a t t hat t ime. We, therefo re, fi nd it 
appropriate to remove t he $76 , 539 pro forma adjustment for the 
t hree Cl ass C o perato r s 

Salar ies and Wages 

Ef fec tive June 30. 1987 , Ortega changed from paying a 
number o f employees o n a conttact basis to a salaried basis. 
This change wi ll be in effect when the rates will be 
implemented a nd we, therefore, fi nd it appropriate to annualize 
t hese salaries as if they were paid during t he e ntire test 
year. Witness Avery testified that our pre.iminary 
calculations o f these amounts excluded ce r t lin sa l ary related 
costs , i ncluding wo rker· s compensation ins urance, medica 1 
i nsurance, general liability ins urance, Ch ristmas bo nuses and 
office rent overhead. While we do not believe t ha t t he o ffice 
rent overhead is appropriate, t he amount is irrunaterial and so 
we have made no adjustment. The other overhead fac to r s are 
appro priate costs and appear reasonab l e. Based upo n the 
u tili t y's applicat ion and the adj us tments addressed a bove, we 
find that the appropri ate amount of salaries and wages , fully 
l oaded, is $120 ,568. 

Rat e Case Expe nse 

In its applicatio n, Ortega es timate d rate c ase expense to 

I 

I 

be $91,200. In respo nse t o a Staf f interrogato ry, t he utility I 
was able to document ra t e case expense of $78,186 . In 
add i tion, ortega supplied a l ate filed e xhibit detailing its 
estimated rate case e xpens e t h r o ugh completi o n of the case. 
This exhibit lists a t o tal rate case e xpe nse of $106 ,697. Our 
review of th is exhib i t revea ls hourly rate s which, in our 
o pinion, are competitive and r easonable. However, we have a 
number o f concerns regarding s e c retarial and clerica l time. 
Witness Avery t estifi ed that Octega filed its case under the 
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new MFRs and that hi s consul ing firm, Diversified Uti l ities 
Consultants, Inc. (Diversified) had to put all o f the new 
schedules on its compu te r, which took quite some t i me. We 
believe that, o nce these schedules are o n Diversified ' s computer, furt her modifications and data input time wi 11 be 
minimal. We believe that these start-up costs will benefit 
more t han just Ortega and t hat they should, therefore. be spread among mo r e of Diversified"s clients . However, since 
this was a late filed exhibit, there is no e vidence regarding 
how ma ny of Divers if ied's clients will ac t ual l y be benefitted . 
Nevertheless , we believe t hat at least one-fourth of these costs. or $14,067 .24, should not be borne by Ortega's customers. We have, acco rdingly, reduced t he amount of rate 
case expense by this amount. 

Based upon the foregoi ng analysis, we find 
appropria te amount of allowable rate case expense 
proceedin g is $92, 629.32. 

Amortizatior. of Rate Case Expense 

that 
for 

':. he 
this 

Or tega provided testimony that five years wou ld be an 
appropriate period over which to amortize ra te case e xpense if i ts pro f orma adjustments were allowed but t ha t . if not, a 
period of two years would be appropriate. 

Commission practice is to amo rtize rate case e xpense over 
f ou r yea rs unless a utility•s rate case history indicates a 
more appco priate amortization period. The four-year period i s 
due. in part. to the a vai lability of index and pass-through rate adjustments and l imited p roceedings. A review of the 
record does not indicate that Ortega has justified any period shorter than four years . Indeed, it has been twelve years 
since its las t rate proceeding. We fi nd, therefore, that rate case e xpense should be amort i zed over a four-year period. 

Ga in on Disposition of Property 

During the test year, Ortega experienc.ed a gain o n the disposition of some stolen util i ty property. The utility 
proposes to exclude the entire gai n from conside r ation i n this 
docket due to the n.Jr.recurring nature of s uch a disposition. 
While we agree that the gain is nonrecurring in nature, 
Ortega 's customers did share in the cost of the equipment, 
through depreciation and a ra te of return o n the asset. Since the customers shared in the cost , we believe that t hey should 
also share in the benef i t derived from the gain. Such 
treatment is consistent with pas t Commission practice regarding s uch matters. Based upon the discussion above, we find t hat 
the $5,637 gain should be deferred and amortized over a five­
year period. Further, we find that the average unamortized 
balance should be included in the working capital allowance 
calculation . 

Litigation Expenses 

In its application, Ortega included $15,226.62 (20 percent 
o f the total} for water a nd $8,821. 50 (8 percent o f the total} for sewer, in contractual se r vices for litigation regarding its 
service area. Ortega seeks the inclus ion of the entire amount 
in test year expenses. arguing that it will most likely incur 
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s uch e xpe nses in the future . At the hea ri ng , witness Avery 
testified that acti o ns ta ke n by a uti l. ity to de(end or expand 
its certificated area wi 11 benefit t he customers for longer 
t han one year. We believe that, if an e xpense benefits 
customers for a period greater than one year, the expense 
should be amortized over the period during which the customers 
wi ll receive the benefit. While the period of time during 
which the customers will benefit from such 3ctions is no t fully 
known, we find that a f ive-year amort i zat ion period is 
appropriate. Acco rdingly, we find that the appropriate amounts 
to include in test year expenses are $3, C45 fo r water and 
$1.764 f o r sewer. We further fi nd it approp r iate t o include 
the remaining amounts as deferred deb i t s in the wor king capital 
allowance. 

Benchmark Analysis 

Commission policy has been t o perfo r m a benchmark analysis 
and adjust expenses which have increased faster than customer 
growth and the consumer price index (CPI) unless a utility can 
j ustify the increase. Witness Avery testified that he had 
e xamined 0 & M expenses thoroughly and did not believe that any 

I 

o f the e xpenses were excessive or inappropriate . He further 
testified t ha t 0 & M e xpenses reflecte d ef fici ent , ine xpensive 
operation of the utility, which benefits t he cus tomers. 
Accordingly, he argued that a benchmark analysis is not 
warranted in this case. In addi tion, Mr. Ave ry prov i ded an 
analysis which s hows that the cost per customer for the tes t I year is less than the cost per cus tomer o f the e xpenses allowed 
in t he prior rate case inde xed for CP I and customer growth. 

Pages 70 and 7 1 of the MFR's compare the growth in 0 & to1 
expenses to customer growth a nd inflation. The accounts which 
appear most out of line are sal a ries, fuel for purchased power, 
c o n t ractual services, t ranspo rta t i on, rental expense, 
insurance, chemicals , other regulatory commission expense and 
purchased s e wage treatment . However, we note that , for a 11 ,., f 
t hese accounts, except for salaries and contractual s _rviccs , 
no expense appears to ha ve been allowed in the utility's last 
rate case. Therefore, these ca lculatio ns are meaningless. In 
addition , we note that, si nce the NARUC accounts have changed 
twice since the utility's las.t rate case, the classi fica tio ns 
may no t match up. 

As for salaries and wages and contractual services, as 
already noted, Ortega conver ted from a contractual basis to a 
salaried basis during t he test year. In addition, a review of 
the salary a nd contractual services accounts in the prior rate 
case reveal minimal a llowed levels. 

The next largest increase occured in the category or other 
regulatory commission e xpense. Thi s expense is a result of 
extensive litigation wi th t he Ci ty of Jacksonville. As stated I i n its applicatio n, Ortega was hit with an onslaught of 
regulatory demands and wa s placed in a pos ition of having to 
defend its certificated te rri tory in 1986 a nd 1987. Such costs 
were neither common nor included in expenses in the 1976 rate 
case. 
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Based upon t he f o r egoing discussi on, we agree with Ortega 
that no b e nchma rk a nalysis is a ppropri ate in thi s c ase . 

Depreciatio n Expense 

In its MFRs , test ye ar depreciation expense was based upon 
the depreciatio n rates established in the 1976 rate case. That 
rate was 2. 5 percent . We believe that, for l he purpose of 
establishing rates in lhis case, depreciatio n e xpense s hould be 
adjusted to reflect the current rates prescribed in Rule 
25-30 .140 , Florida Administrative Code . Witness Avery 
testified that Ortega agrees to s uc h an adjusrment. 
According l y, we f ind it appropriate to adjust depreciation 
e xpense to the guideline rates. This resul ts in increases o f 
$8,4 93 to wa te r expense and $5 . 089 to sewe r expense. 

Amo r tization Expense Fo r Limite d Term Assets 

According to pages 60 and 61 of the MFR's , Or tega has 
requested amo r tization expenses, in the amounts o f $17,120 for 
water and $ 20,720 f o r sewer, for ~limited term assets." Of 
these tota l s, $9,120 for water and $ 9 ,120 for sewer represent 
amo r tization o f ra te case expense , which is discussed 
separately. Here, we only address the remain ing balances of 
$ 8 ,000 for water and $11,600 fo r sewe r. 

Witness Avery testified that Ortega anticipates an 
immediate need to perfor m majo r repairs to its tanks, aerators 
and other c omponents of its s ys tems. In addition, Ortega has 
inc luded, in this adj ustment, amortization of the estimated 
costs to comply with t he maste r plan requirement of EPB Rule 
3. Ortega proposes to amo r tize the repairs over five years due 
to its experience that that tanks and ae rato r s last no longer 
tha n five or six years. 

We have a number of concerns with this proposed 
adjustment. For instance, the repairs have not been compl r :!d 
and Ortega does not have contracts fo r the work . Without 
contracts, we d o not believe that t he c c sts can be quantified 
or veri f ied at this time. In addition, the work was not let 
out on b i d . As a result, we cannot assure ourselves t hat the 
work has or will be d o ne at a fair market price. Finally, Mr . 
Avery testified tha t t he proposed work would extend t he lives 
o f t he assets. Mr. Avery indicates tha t Ortega did not pro pose 
capitalizing the new asset and reti ri ng the o ld because the 
account life of t he particular ass ets are much l onger than 
indicated by ~xperience. Under the NARUC Uniform System of 
Accounts, capitalization and retirement is the preferred 
accounting method if a major repair will extend the life of an 
asset, even if the utility has had to repair or repl ace these 
assets over a shorter time period than indicated. We believe 
that the historical data would more appropriately justify a 
s ho rter depreciation period . 

Turning to the master plan expense, we note a number of 
s i mi lar conce rns. The wo rk has neither been done no r 
c ontracted. In addition, it has not been let out on bid. As a 
result, we can ne ither ve r ify the costs nor assure ourselves 
tha t Ortega will receive a fair market price for the work. 
More i mportantly , Wi tness Po tter, Jr . t estified that Ortega has 
applied for and expects t o be granted an extension of time in 
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which to prepare the maste r plan, however, he did no t indicate 
when it would be completed. 

Based upon the di scussion above, we find that Ortega was I 
premature in its request for these expenses . We have, 
therefore, remo ved $8,000 for water and $11,600 f u r sewer 
limi ted term asset amortization expenses. 

Pro forma Taxes 

In its appllcation, Ortega included in test year expenses 
$6, 129 for water and $7,562 for sewer pro forma personal and 
real proper t y taxes associated with t he pro forma plant . 
Ortega testified that these expenses are directly related to 
the pro f o rma plant and agreed that, if the pro forma plant is 
not allowed in rate bas e, the associate d taxes s hould not be 
allowed in cost of se rvice. Since we have already excluded the 
pro f o rma plant, we find .it appropria te t o remove pro forma 
taxes of $ 6, 129 for water and $7, 5 62 for sewer. 

Lost Early Payment Di scount 

Commission policy has been t o reduc e operating e xpenses for 
inte rest incur red due to late payme nt, on the grounds that the 
expense is avoidable and that we should not condone t he 
incurrence o f unnecessary expenses. Witness Avery testified 
that yo u cannot pay an expense if you do not have the money. 
He further testi fied that it is a management decis i on whether I 
t o, defer the payment o r borrow the money to pay it. We agree 
that this is a management decision, however, we do not believe 
that it is app r opri ate t o require t he customers to pay f ,or an 
avoidable c ost which ma nagement c hose to incur. That is a cost 
which should be bor ne by the utility owners. 

Ortega neither presented any testimo ny regarding the 
appro priateness of o ur pol icy no r why we s hould depart f rom our 
policy . We, therefore , find t hal taxes other than incc ·, e t;o •s 
should be reduced by $ 310 f o r wate r a nd $768 f o r sewer to 
reflect the lost early payment d iscount. 

I ncome Tax Expense 

In its MFRs, Ortega shows a NOL carryforwa rd, for tax 
purposes, as of December 31, 1987, of $ 215,723, which is 
available to offset taxable income in future ye ars, and a 
c o rresponding book operating l oss of $128,785. Ortega's MFRs 
also show an lTC carryforward, as of the same date, of $22,761 
which, within l he limitatio ns of Section 49, Internal Revenue 
Code (IRC), may be used to reduce t he tax liability after all 
IIOL' s have been consumed. 

It appears that Ortega · s NOL c arryforwards a re overstated 
because its calculation does no t take into account federal and I 
state loss c arryover rules . Under the I RC, NOL's may be 
carried back three and f o rward fifteen years, whereas Florida 
tax law allows only a carryforward. Unde r GAAP, A.P.B. No . 11, 
book losses mus t of fse t book taxable income just as tax losses 
must offset taxable income o n the tax returns. In other words, 
state and federal book tax expenses are calculated using the 
same rules, applied to boo k taxable income. We have, 
therefore , recalculated book income tax expense to reflect 
thes e differences . The reca leu lated NOL carryovers available 
as o f December Jl. 1987, are $103 , 272 for federal and $132,299 
fo r state income tax purposes. These l osses completely offset 
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all test year federal and st ate i nc ome tax expens e per books, bas ed upo n our adjustment s to revenues and e xpenses . S ince all 
current taxable income wi 11 be offset by the ava i lab~e tax 
NOL ' s, we fi nd it appro priate t o remove al l i nc ome tax expense. 

I TC Amo rtizatio n 

In its MFRs , Or teg a incor rectl y reduced 1ncome La x expense 
by ITC amortization. Ortega is an Option 1 compa ny and under 
IRC Sec . 46{f), is required to amortize ITCs below the line. 
Ho wever, s i nce we have disallowed any income t a x expense , we f i nd t hat no adjustment is r equi red. 

Net Opera t ing Loss 

Based upo n Ortega' s a pplication and t he adjus tments d isc u ssed a bove, we find that the utility suffered a tes t ytar 
net operati ng l oss of $ 2 1,141 on i ts water ope r ati o ns and $ 16 ,894 o n its sewer operatio n s . 

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 

Ba sed upo n Ortega ' s applicatio n a nd the adj ustments 
di s cussed herein, we find t hat the appropriate t o tal a nnua l revenue r equirements are $297,162 for Orte ga ' s wa ter o pe rations 
and $ 340,562 fo r i t s sewer operat i o ns. These r evenue 
requirements r epresen t increases of $118, 539 {66 . 36 percent) for water and $ 81,750 (31.59 percent) for sewer. 

Unmetered Duplexes 

Ortega provides service t o 45 duple xes, o r 9 0 uni ts, which are unmetered . These units are connected to the t rans missi "'"' mai n by two-inch di st ributio n lines which run through t he r ea r 
o f the properties. The back ya rds of t hese units are all enclosed by chain-link fences. Ortega provided testimony that, 
if it was required to meter t hese units, t he combinatio n o f the 
rear connections and fenced enc l osures would rende r mete r reading e xceptiona lly difficult. Further, while the record 
does not directly add r e ss t he c ost of i ndividually metering 
these duplexes, it does indicate that it wou ld be c ost 
prohibitive. Witness Po tter. Jr. testified that Ortega could 
master meter three of the 1 i nes runn ing to the duplexes, but 
that the rema1n1ng 1 i ne c ould not be master metered becau se water is also p rovided to ano t he r metered service area through 
this l ine. Agai n , whil e t he r eco rd does not directly address the cost of master metering, it does indicate that it would 
a l so be c ost pro h ibitive. 

Under Rule 25-30 . 25 5 , F lo rida Administrative Code, "each 
utility s hall meas ure wate r so ld upo n the basis o f metered 
volume sales unless the Commission (has) approved Clat ra t e 
service arrangements f o r that utility." Wi t ness Potte r, Jr . 
test i fied that Ortega has been chargi ng these duplexes its one-inch general service minimum charge, which arrangement has 
not previously been app r oved by thi s Commi ssion . This a r rangement amounts to an allotment of 7,500 gallons per 
q u a r ter or 83 gallo ns per day to each duplex unit. 
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We have already approved a stipulation that Ortega shou ld use a base fac i lity charge rate s tructure for all mete red customers. However, it does not appear that such a rate I s tructure would be appro priate for these unmetered customers . Fo r t hese units, t he utility proposed a flat rate structure based upo n the average fl ows o f similar, metered un · ts. Witness Potte r, Jr. testified that an appro priate range of average flows for such similar units is be t v1een 170 and 200 gallons per day . This testimony is supported by Ortega's MFRs, which indicate that the re are 18 metered duplexes which are identica l t o the 45 unmetered duple xes. During the test year, these units used an average of 170 gallons per day. 

Based upon the utility's application and tes timony provided at the hearing, we find that it would be cost prohibitive to require Ortega to i ndi vidually or master meter these duplexes. Additionally, we find that the u nmetered units s hould be bille d flat rates based upon an average usage of 170 gpd. However, we are uncomfor t able with these units being charged no n-metered r ates. In addition, without at least master metering the units, we cannot determine what leve l of unaccounted for water, if any, exists in the area. We, therefore, direct Ortega to t horoughly look into the various options available for metering these units so that, in a future rate proceeding, we ma y have a more definitive measure of use. 

Rates Associated With Pro Forma Plant 

Or tega requested rates based, in part, upon pro fo rma plant I additions and the associated expenses. Since we have already disallowed this pro forma plant, we find it i nappropriate to allow rates based upon that plant. 

Commercial Rate Differential 

Ortega currently charges commercial wate r rates which are l.25 times residential rates. Commercial sewer rates have no such differential built i n . Ortega provided testimony thv ~ commercia.l users place more of an instant meous demand upon a system and that it must, therefore, have water available to meet this demand. Accordingly, commercial users should pay a differential for having this capacity available . Addit ionally, Ortega testified that, if we approve increased rates and do away with the commercial water gallonage rate differential, residential customers wou ld be impacted by the rate increase more heavily than general service customers. Although we are sympathetic to its arguments, we do not believe that the commercial water rate differential is appropriate. In fact, we believe that the differential is discriminatory in nature. Commercial customers use water over the same time period as residential customers and water costs no more to pump, treat and distribute for commercial than f o r residential customers . 

Rate Structure 

The water rates approved herein are based upon the base facility/gallonage charge rate s ructure and a re uniform for residential and general se rvice customers. The rates for sewer service are also uniform for residential and general service customers . except that, for res i dential service, there is a gallonage charge cap of 30,000 gallons per quarter. There is 
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no such cap for general serv i ce . The 30, 000 g all o n cap is 
designed t o recog n ize t h a t a portion of t he water used b y 
res ident ial customers i s used for irrigation and i s , t herefore , 
not returned to the sewer s ystem. 

1989 Pass-Through Rate Adjustment 

On March 3, 1989, Ortega noti fied this Commissio n of its 
intent to increase wate r and sewer rat es, pursuant to an 
increase in ad va lorem taxes, by application of the 
pass-thro ugh prov1 s1 o ns of Section 367.0B1(4)(b), Florida 
Statutes. Ortega elected to waive the t hir t y - day 
implementatio n provi sions of that section and has inforrred u s 
t hat it intends to implement t he pass-through increase 
c oncur rently wi th the fin a i rates determi ned pu rsuant to t h is 
proceeding. By Order No . 20959 , issued March 29, 1989, we 
acknowledged the pass-through r ate i ncrease. 

Approved Rates 

Be l ow is a comparison of Ortega's original rates , those 
approved for inte rim purposes, its pro posed fi nal rates , the 
final rates approved purs uant to t hi s proceeding a nd the fina l 
r a tes as a djusted by the 1989 ad valorem pass- throug h ra te 
ad justment. 

QUARTERLY WATER RATES 

RES IDENTIAL SERVICE 

Mini mum Charge Base Facilit:z: Charge 

Orig. Wi t h 
Meter Min . Min . Interim Ortega- Comm.- Pas• 
Size Gal.• Charge Rates Reo'd App'd Thro ugh 

5/8" X 3/4" 9 $8. 26 $ 12.73 $ 27. 02 $ 15.03 $ 15.70 
1" 67.55 37.58 39.24 

1 - 1/2 " 13 5 . 10 75.15 78.48 
2" 2 16 . 16 120 . 24 125.57 

Excess Charge, 
Per 1,000 gal. . 51 . 79 

Gal l o n age Charge , 
Per 1,000 gal. .97 .86 .90 

Unmetered Duplexes 
Flat Rate 
Per Duplex 17.39 26.80 67.55 56 . 38 58.88 
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QUARTERLY WATER RATES 

GENERAL SERVI CE 

Minimum Charge Base 

Q.U_g_,_ 
Meter Min . Min . Interim Ortega-
Size Ga 1. • Charge Rates Reg ' d 

• In 1,000 gallons 

5/8" X 3/4" 9 $ 8 . 26 $ 12.73 $ 27.02 
1" 15 17.39 26 .80 67 .55 

1-l/2. 30 34.77 53.58 135.10 
2" 48 55.65 85.76 216.16 
3" 90 104.32 160 . 76 472.85 
4" 150 173.87 267.93 810.60 
6" 1,351.00 

Excess Charge, 
Per 1,000 gal. 
5/8 " X 3/4" . 51 .79 
1" & over .64 .99 

Gallo nage Charge, 
Per 1,000 oal. .97 

QUARTERLY SEWER RATES 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 

facilitl Charge 

With 
Comm . - PiSS-
App'd Through 

$15.03 $15.70 
37.58 39 . 24 
75.15 78 . 48 

120.24 125.57 
240.48 251.13 
375.75 392.4 0 
751. 50 784 . 79 

.86 .90 

flat Rate Base Facility Charge 

All Meter­
Sizes 

Ga 11onage 
Charge, per 
1,000 gallons 
(30,000 gal. 
maximum) 

Unmetered 
Duplexes 
flat Rate 
Per Duplex 

Origina 1 
Rate 

$ 22.17 

27.52 

Interim 
Rate 

$ 27.21 

33.78 

Ortega 
Requested 

$ 42 . 08 

.98 

105.20 

With 
Commission Pass-
Approved Through 

$ 17.09 $ 17.61 

. 95 l. 00 

63.98 65.68 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO . 21137 
DOCKET NO. 871262-WS 
PAGE 23 

QUARTERLY SEWER RATES 

GENERAL SERV I.CE 

Flat Rate Base Faci li t y Charqe 

( l) (2) With Meter Orig i nal Interim Orteqa Commission Pass-Size Rate Rate Requested AJ2J2roved Through 
5/8" X 3/4" $ 22.17 $ 27.21 $ <12 . 08 $ 17.09 $ l7. 61 1" 27 . 52 33.78 105.20 42.73 44.02 1 - l/2" 55.03 67.55 210.40 85.45 88.03 2" 88.06 108.09 336 . 64 136.72 140.85 3" 165.09 202.65 736.40 273.44 281.70 4" 275.16 337.76 1,262.40 427. 25 440. 15 

6" 2,104.00 854. 50 880.31 

Ga llonaqe 
Cha rqe, eer 
1,000 qal. 1. 16 1. 14 1. 19 
( 1) 158.25 percent of water bi 11 or minimum c harge as listed 

by meter size, whichever is greater. 

(2) 12>.59 percent of water bill or minimum charge as listed by meter size, whichever is greater. 

463 

The cates approved herein are designed to allo w Ortega the oppo rtunity to earn the revenue requirements approved above. Prio r to its implementation of these rates, Ortega shall submit revised tariff pages a nd a proposed notice to its customers of the increased rates and the reasons therefor. The revised tariff pages wi l l be approved upon Staff's verification • . .l t they accurately reflect this Commission's decision and upo n its 
approval of the proposed customer notice . The final approved rates, adjusted for the pass-through rate incre ase. wi 11 be effective for service rendered on o r after the stamped approval 
date on the revi sed tariff sheets . 

SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGES 

System Capacity and Main Extension Charqes 

Ortega • s service availability pol icy has been to collect system capacity charges of $140 per lot for water and $210 per lot f o r sewer. Ortega has also been collecting a main extension charge of $ 100 per l o t. Ortega has also required developers to install and donate all lines necess ary to connect 
to Ortega's s ystems . 

Me ter Installation Fees 

Since 1965, Ortega has required developers to pay for meter installations at actual cost. In Ortega' s 1976 rate case, we 
approved meter install;~tion fees designed to recover the cost 
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oE installing the meter. includi ng labor and mater ials. By 
Order No . 7671. we approved a $75 ins tallation fee for a 5/8 
inch by 3/4 inch meter. Ortega has been c harging $125 f~r the 
installation of such a meter, which is $50 in excess of its 
approved charge. Although costs may have escalated, Ortega 
must charge its approved tariff charges until such time as we 
approve an increa sed charge. We f i nd that Ortega has been 
c harg ing an unapproved meter i nstallation cha rge, in violation 
o E Section 367.081(1). Florida Statutes, and that it must, 
therefore, refund the overco llections in accorda nce with Rule 
25-30.360, Florida Administrative Code. Ortega shall refund 
the overcollected amounts within a r easonable t ime. but in any 
event, prior to its filing its service availability case, and 
provide this Commission with a breakdown of t he e xcess amounts 
co l lected and its di sposition of the overcollected amounts 
pursua nt to the provisions of this Order. 

Service Availability Charges 

Ortega is currently 41 percent contributed for its water 
s ystems and 68 percent contributed f o r its sewer systems. It 
is somewhat difficult to project what t he utility's level of 
contribution will be when it reaches design capacity, due to 
questions surrounding new construction to c omply with the 
environmental requi cements . Among other uncertainties, Ortega 
is presently contesting DER's proposed zero discharge order. 

I 

Ortega ha s i ndicated its willingness to file a service 
availability case upon completion of the litigation with DER. I We believe that this is reasonable, due to the fact tha t the 
cost of the pro posed r equirements cannot be determi ned unti 1 
th.is l itigation has been completed . Ortega e xpects that thi s 
litigation wi th DER will be compl eted by late August, 1989. 
We, therefore , find it appropriate t o require Ortega to file a 
service availability case within a reasonable time thereafter. 

COMPLIANCE WITH NARUC SYSTEM OF ACCOUNTS 

Under Rule 25-30.115, Florida Admini~trative Code, al l 
water and sewer uti lities are required to maintain their 
accounts and records in conformance with the 1984 NARUC Uniform 
System of Accounts. General Accounting Instructio n No . 3 
details the account numbering scheme to be used. Sect ion D 
states that each utility may adopt such scheme of account 
numbers as it deems appropriate, provided that it keep readily 
available, a list of the account numbers and subdivisions of 
accounts which it uses and a reconciliation of such numbers and 
subdivis i o ns with the account numbers and titles provided in 
the NARUC Chart of Accounts. 

General Accounting Instruction No. 4 requires each utility 
to keep its books o n a mo n t hly basis so that, for each 
accounting pe(iod, all trans actions applicable thereto, as I nearly as may be ascertained, shall be entered in the books of 
the utility. Each utility shall close its books at the end of 
each calendar yea r unless o therwise a u t horized by the 
Commiss ion . 

Witness Avery testified that Ortega does not perform a 
mon thly close-out of its reco rds and does no t have adequate 
funds to perform monthly close-outs . He estimated t hat an 
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additional $12,000 per year would be necessary in o rder to 
accomplish this. Rule 25- 30.115 , Florida Administrative Code, 
does not require monthly close-outs, but rather that a u tility 
record or accrue expenses and revenue payables and receivables 
at t he end of each month. A full close-out is more involved 
and costly and wou ld result in a complete set of fi nanci al 
statements every month. Mr. Avery testified that he reconciles 
and adjusts everything to the proper NARUC accounts at year­
end. This could potentially result in great e~pense if Ortega 
sought rate relief and was granted a test yea r ending at any 
other time than December . With monthly accruals, the processes 
of obtaining non year-e nd test year data wou ld be facilitated. 
Accordingly, we find it appropriate to require Ortega to comply 
with the requirements of Rule 25-30.115, Florida Administrative 
Code, regarding maintaining its books o n a monthly basis and 
converting its chart of accounts to the NARUC Chart of 
Accounts, within six months o f t he date of this Order. 

As for Ortega's claim that it would cost an additional 
$12 ,000 per year to accompli sh monthly acc ruals, the record is 
unclear whether this amount is based upon a sa lacy for an 
additional employee o r computer supplies. However, Ortega's 
records are computerized and an annual cost o[ $12,000, 
therefore, seems unreasonably excessive for its computer to 
generate monthly statements . Accordingly, we do not find that 
Ortega has supported or justified an addi tional $12,000 expPnse. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. This Commission has jurisdict ion to establish Ortega's 
rates pursuant to Section 367.081, Florida Statutes. 

l. As the applicant in th is case, Ortega has the burden of 
proof that its proposed rates and charges are justified. 

3. The rates approved herein ace just, fair, reasonable 
compensatory, not unfairly discriminatory and in accordance 
with the requirements of Section 367. 081, ~lorida Statutes and 
other governing law. 

4 . Pursuant to Rule 25-30.115 , Florida Administrative 
Code, Ortega is required to maintain its books and reco rds in 
conformance with the 1984 NARUC Uniform System of Acco unts. 
Ortega is not in compliance with this requirement. 

5. Pursuant to Section 367.081(1), Flo rida Statutes, 
Ortega may not change the rates and charges collected without 
approval of this Commission. Ortega has been collecting 
unapproved meter installation fees. 

Upon consideration of the f o rego ing , it is 

ORDERED By the Florida Public Service Commission t hat the 
application by Ortega Utility Company for increased water and 
sewer rates is hereby approved, to the extent set forth in t he 
body of this Order. It is futher 

ORDERED t hat each of the stipulations contained in the body 
of this Order is hereby approved in all respects . It is further 
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ORDERED that each of the findi ngs contained in the body of this Order is hereby approved in every respect. It is furt he r 

ORDERED that all matters contained herein , whether in the I form of discourse in the body of this Order or schedu les attached hereto are, by reference, expressly incorpo r ated herein. It is further 

ORDERED that the water and sewer rates approved herein shall be effective for service rendered on o r a f t e r the stamped approval date on the rev i s ed tariff pages. It is further 

ORDERED that the utility s ha ll submit a proposed customer notice explaining the increased rates and the reasons the refor. It is further 

ORDERED that the utility s hall submit revised tariff pages prior to its implementation of the cates approved herein. The revised tari Cf pages will be approved upon Staff•s verification 
tha t they accurately reflect this Commission's decision and upon upon its approval of the proposed customer notice. It is further 

ORDERED that Ortega Utility Company shall fil e a service availability cas e upo n completion of its litigation with the Department of Environmental Regulation. It is further 

ORDERED that Ortega Ut i lity Company shall refund the unapproved portion of meter insta llation fees col lected and provide a repo rt t o this Commission of the amounts overcollected and the disposition thereof within a reasonable time, but in no event later than its filing of its service availability case. It is fu rther 

ORDERED that Ortega Utility Company shall bring its books and records into compliance with Rule 25-30.115, Florida Administrative Code, within six months of t he date of thi Order. It is further 

ORDERED that Docket No. 871262-WS be and is hereby closed . 

By ORDER of the Flo rida Pub lic Service Commission, this day of 

STEVE TRIBBLE, Director 
Division of Records a nd Reporting 

( S E A L ) 

RJP 

by:- ~ef~ ~f Records 

I 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Co~nission is requi red by 
Section 120.59(4), Flo rida Statutes, to not ify parties of any 
administrative hearing o r judicial review of Commission orders 
that is availab le under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida 
Statutes, as well as the procedures and time limits tha t 
apply. This notice should not be construed to mean all 
requests for an administrative hearing or judicial review will 
be granted o r resu lt in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely affec ted by the Commi ss ion ' s finJl 
actio n in this matter may request: 1) recons i d e ration of the 
decision by filing a motion fo r reconsideration with the 
Director , Division of Records and Repor ting within fifteen (15) 
days of the issuance o f this o rder in the form prescribed by 
Rule 25-22.060, Florida Administrative Code; or 2) judicia l 
review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case o f a n electric, 
gas or t elephone utility or the First District Court of Appeal 
in t h e case of a water or sewer utility by filing a notice of 
appeal with the Director, Division of Records a nd Reporting and 
filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with 
the appropriate court. Thi s filing must be completed within 
thirty (30) days after the issuance of this o rder, pursuant to 
Rule 9 .110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. The notice 
of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a). 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
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OR HGA UTILITT COftPANT 
SCHEDUL E or IIAIER RATE BASE 
TEST TEAA ENDED 12/ll/87 

COIIPOMEMt 
....................................................... 

I UTILITT 
2 
l Ulll!TT PlANT IK SERVICE 
4 lAMO 
S NON-USED MD USErUI CO!IPONENTS 
6 C.I.A.C . 
1 ACCUftUlAtEO DEPRECIATION 
8 AIIORTIZAIION OF C.I.A.C. 
9 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

10 WORliNG CAPITAl AllOWANCE 
II 
12 
ll Rm BASE 
14 
IS COMISSIOII 
16 
17 UTiliTY PlANT IN SERVICE 
18 lAND 
19 NON·USEO UO USErUl COIIPONEMTS 
20 C.I.A.C. 
21 ACCUftUIAIE 0 DEPRECIATION 
22 AI\ORTilATION or C.I.A.C. 
23 ADVANCES F DR CONSTRUCTION 
24 WORliKG CAPITAl AllOWANCE 
2S 
26 
27 RATE BAS[ 
28 

(A) (8) 
AOJUSTftEKTS 

TESt TEQR tO IHE 
P£R umm TESt TEAR 
...................... .. .................... 

1,599,520 ' 10,700 ' 23,197 02.ml 
0 0 

(654,181) (70S) 
(226.864) (2,SCI) 
131,003 4,154 
(6,420) {9,600) 

0 19,913 
.. .. ....... .. ........ ..... .. ............... ....... 

m.m ' 8, 964 ' ................ .... . ............ ............. ................ 

1,599,520 s (62,462) ' 
23,197 (12,957) 

0 0 
{654 ,181) 19,832 
(226,864) IB ,l68 
137 ,DOl (l, 960) 
(6,m) (9,600) 

0 8,046 
·-··------- .................... 

812,855 .s (42,7ll) ' 
::::::::: :: ::::::::::: 

SCHEDUlE NO. I·A -
oocm NO. 87126"-ws 

(C) (0) (E) 

ADJUSTED PRO FORIIA PRO FORftA 
TESt TEAR ADJUSlft(KtS lEST YEAR 

... ......... ........... ... ........... ____ ...................... 

1,610,220 ' l06,BOO I, 911,020 
10,840 0 10,840 

0 0 0 
(654,886) 0 (654,886) 
( 229. 405) (9' 192) (239,197) 
141,157 202 141,359 
(16,020) 0 (l&,o:o) 
19,913 0 19,913 

............... ... ....... ........................... ....... ...... .......... ... 

881,819 ' 291,210 ' 1,119,029 .............. .................. ............ ............. .... .......... .. ............. 

I,Sl7,0SB s 0 1, m,os8 
10,840 0 10,840 

0 0 0 
(634,349) 0 ( 634,349) 
(208,496' (17 ,688) (226,184) 
133,0(3 7,275 140,318 
(16,020) 0 (16,020) 

8,046 0 8,046 ............... .......................... ... ............... 

830,122 s {I0,41l) s 819.709 
: :::::::::: ::::::::::: ................... .................. 
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ORTEGA UTILITY COftPANY 
SCHEDUlE Of SEWER RATE BASE 
lEST YEAR ENDED 12/31(87 

COI!POKENT 

I UlllllY 
2 
3 UTILITY PLANT IK SERVICE 
4 LAND 
S NON·USEO AND USEFUl COftPOI!ENTS 
6 C.I.A.C. 
7 ACCUftULATEil OEPR£CIAIION 
8 AftORIIZATION Of C.I.A.C. 
9 ADVANCES fOR COHSTRUCIION 

10 limiNG CAPITAL AtlOIIANCE 
II C.W. I.P. 
12 
13 
14 RAT[ BASE 
IS 
16 COr.IIISSION 
17 
18 UlllllY PLANT IN SERVICE 
19 LAND 
20 KON·USEO AHO USEFUl COftPOKEHTS 
21 C.I.A.C. 
22 ACCUftiAATEO OEPREtiATIO" 
23 AftORTilATION Of C.U.C. 
24 ADVANCES fO~ CONSTRUCliON 
25 •ORliKG CAPITAl AllOWANCE 
26 U.I.P. 
27 
28 
29 RAl£ BAS£ 
30 

(A) 

TEST YEAR 
PER UTiliTY 
···--------

1,400,234 
113,389 

0 
(993,199) 
(263, 133) 
188,413 

0 
0 

171,512 .................. 

617,336 
::::::::::: 

1,400,234 
113,389 

0 
(993,199) 
tm.ml 
188,473 

0 
0 

171,512 
.................. 

617,336 ........... .. ...... ........ .... .. 

(8) 
AOJUS!ft[KTS 

TO THE 
lEST YEAR 

------··---

s 0 s 
2,240 

0 
(9,915) 

0 
8,293 

( 12 ,270) 
29,870 

(161 ,251) .............. 

s (143,033) s ................ ............. 

s (67 ,354) s 
2,240 

(5,850) 
8,117 
ll,226 
(3,617) 

( 12,270) 
0 
0 

......................... 

s (65,708) s 
............. ............... 

I · 
SCHEDULE KO. 1· 8 • 
oocm NO. 8l1262-WS 

(C) (0) (E l 

AOJUSHO PRO fORftA PRO FORftA 
lEST TEAR AOJUSTft[IIIS lEST YEAR 

....................... ........ .. ............ ....................... 

1,400,234 s 287 ,546 s 1,687. 780 
IIS,629 20,000 135,629 

0 0 0 
(1,003,114) 0 (1,003,114) 

(263,133) (9 ,279) (272,412) 
196,766 71 196,837 
( 12,270) 0 (12,270) 
29,870 0 29,870 
IO,l21 0 10,321 I ................... ................... ............. 

414,303 s 298,338 s 772,641 ............... . ............ . .......... ............... ........... ............ 

1,332,880 s 0 1,332,880 
115,629 0 IIS,629 
(5,850) 0 (5,850) 

(985,082) 0 (985,082) 
(249, 907) (26,1)14) (275, 921) 
184,656 19.~81 204.237 
(12,270) 0 (12,270) 

0 0 0 
171,512 0 171,512 

................. .............. ......... .............. 

m,62B $ (6,433) s 545,195 
:::::::.:::: ::::::::::: ................. .. ......... .. .... 

I 
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ORTECA UllllTY COftPANY 
EXPLANATION OF THE ADJUSTnENTS TO 
WATER WE BASE SCHEDUlE NO. 1-A 

AOJUSTnENT 

I Ulll !Tr PLANT IN SERVICE 
2 · ····:·················· 
3 CORRECliVE AOJUmENTS 

6 
7 
8 

I. Reflect well cost clusi I ied o~s hnd 

2. Adjust to average balances 

9 TOTAL CORRECTIVE AOJUSTIIEHTS 
10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
I~ 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

PRO FORnA ADJUSTnENTS 

3. New water treat1ent facilitie~ : 
A 12 x B •ell 1nd turbine 
A High service puap 
A Ground storage res 
B High serv. pucp 1 S 
H Add grd stor o~ge res 
H 12 x B well 1nd turbine 

21 H Stdby pwr o1nd tro~ns po~nel 

22 H Fire aain to nor . o~pt 
23 H 2 • Hi.gh service puap 
24 TOTAL PRO FORM ADJUSTftENTS 
2~ 
26 
27 LAND 
28 •••• 
29 CORRECIIVE AOJUSTnEHTS 
30 •••••••••••••••••••••• 

31 I. Rechssify hr<1 to sewer. 
32 
33 2. Reclassify well cost to phnt. 
34 
3~ l. Adjust to average bo~hnces. 
36 
37 TOTAL CORRECliVE ADJUSTIIENTS 
38 
39 
co 
41 
42 
43 
u 
4~ 

46 
41 
48 
49 
so 

3~.000 

8,COO 
~8.000 
9,000 

15,000 
35.000 
36.500 
60.300 
50,000 

••••••••• $ 

(A) 
UTILITY 

10, 700 

0 
·· ··--····· 

I~ ,100 
:::::-:::::: 

$ 

306,800 s .............. .............. 

(2,250) s 

(10,700) 

(7) 
·-· .. .. ........... 

(12,957) s 
............... .............. .. 

oocm NO. 871262-ws 
SCHEDl'lE I·C 
PAGE I OF 6 

(8) 
COMISSION 

10,700 

(73.162) 
...... .. .... .. ....... 

( 62.462) .......... ..... ...... .. ........ 

............. ............. 

(2. 250) 

( 10. 700) 

(7) 
...................... 

(12,957) 
................. ........ ..... 

STIPULATED 

STIPULATED 

STIPULATED 

Sl!PULAIEO 

. 
/. l __, 
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ORTEG~ UTILITY COIIPAKY 
EXPLANATION or THE ADJUSTMENTS TO 
WATER RATE BASE SCHEDUlE MO. l ·A 

AOJUm£HT 
............ ..... .... 

I C.I.A.C. 
2 . .... : ·· 
3 CORRECTIVE ADJUSTftENTS 

-----·-··············· 
I. Reclusify refundable advances. 

6 
7 2. Reflect adjustu nt per Order Ko. 
8 7671 not ude by utility. 
9 

10 3. Adjust to average balances. 
11 
12 TOTAL CORRECTIVE AOJUSTftENTS 
13 
u 
15 ACCtmULATED DEPRECIATION 
16 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

17 CORRECTIVE AOJUSTmTS 
18 ---------------.. -----.. 
19 I. Reflect ~epr on well included in 
20 h nd cost. 
11 
22 2. Ad just lo average balances. 
23 
24 TOTAL CORRECTIVE AOJUSTftEHTS 
25 
26 
27 PRO FORM AOJUSHIEHTS 
28 ........................ .. 
29 3. Pro foru depreciat ion on ne• water 
30 trutaent facilities to be const ructed. 
31 
32 4. ~nnual i ze depreciation of year . 
33 
34 5. Adjust to guideline depr rates. 
35 
36 TOTAl PRO FORftA AOJUSTftENTS 
37 
38 
39 ACCUftUlAl£0 MORTIZATION • CIAC 
40 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
41 CORRECTIYE AOJUSTIIUTS 
42 ................................ 
43 I. Reflect adjust,ent per Order Mo. .. 7671 not ude by utility. 
45 
46 2. Reflect uort iution of CIAC iaputed 
47 by Order 1854 fro• 1m throvvh 1n1. 

I 
DOC~ET NO. 871262-WS 
SCHEDULE 1·C 
PAGE ~ or 6 

(A) (B) 
UTILITY COftftiSSIOH ... ... ........... 

9,600 s 9,600 

( 10 ,30~) ( 10,305) STIPULATED 

20.~37 
.......... ... ... .. ................... 

(70~ ) s 19,832 
: ::::::::: : ............... 

I ................. 

(2 .~41) s (2. ~'I) STIPUlATED 

20,909 
................... ---- .............. 

(2 .~'1 ) ~ 18,368 
.... ... ...... .... : : : : ::::::: .... . .. ....... 

( 9. 792) s 

(2 ,122) 

(1~.~66) 
...................... ------- ........ 

(9. 792) s (17,6EB) ................. .......... ...... ................ ............... 

I 
1,062 1,062 STIPULAl£D 

3,092 3,091 STIPULATED 
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ORtEGA UTILITY COIIPANY 
EIPLAMmOK Of THE ADJUST~EKTS TO 
NAHR RATtE BASE SCHEDULE NO. 1· A 

ADJUSTIIEKT 
······-··· 

1 J. Adjust to uer1ge b1hncu. 
2 
3 TOTAl CORRECTivt ADJUSIIIENTS 

6 PRO FORftA ADJUSTIIENTS 
7 ........... .. ......................... 
B '· Adjust to guideline depr rHes. 
9 

10 s. Annul lin uortiution for yur. 
II 
12 TOT~l PRO fORM ADJUSTftEKTS 
13 
14 
IS ADY~CES FOP. CONSTRUCTION 
16 ......................... 
17 CORRECTIVE ~DJUSTII[NTS 
18 ····------············ 
19 I. Reclusify relundcble 1dv1nces. 
20 
21 
22 WORIIMC CAPITAl AllOWANCE 
23 ................. .. ...... 
24 1. Reflect 1110Mince based on CO\ of 1/6 OLII 
2S 
16 ict&l ~dJusted liater and 
27 Se•u Oper1tion & 11ainten1nce s m .2oc 
28 
29 
30 2. Reflect test yur per books 
31 IYtrlge MOr~ing Clpitll IIIOMince 
32 oued on the bahnce sheet (59,766) 
3J per llfR page SJ, 38\ Miter 
34 
JS J. Reflect ne,ge unuortiud 
36 drlerre~ rue cue upense. 
37 
l8 4. Reflect 1ver~ge unnortiud 
39 deterred li tiglt ion costs. 
40 
41 TOTAL AOJUSTIIENTS 
42 
43 
u 
45 

.· 

oocm Ko. 81lm·ws 
SCHEOU:t H 
PACE J Of 6 

(A) (8) 
UIILIIY COMISSION 

.................... ........... ....... 
0 (8,114) 

........................ .... ..... .............. 
4 ,1S4 s (3, 960) ............ ............. ................ ........... .. .. 

1,073 

202 202 STIPULATION 
................. ...................... 

202 s 1,275 
............. ::::::::::: ........ ..... 

(9,600) s (9,600) ........... ::::::::::: ........... 

19,913 s 

(22,711) 

23,m 

0 1,600 
................. ............... 

19,913 s 8,046 
::::::::::: ······-----.............. 
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CRT£ SA UTILITY COftPANY 
EXPLANATION Of THE AOJUSIIIENIS TO 
SEWER RATE BASE SCHEDUl[ NO. 1·8 

I UTiliTY PLANT IN SERVICE 
2 ........................ . 

3 CORRECTIVE ADJliSiftENIS 

I. Adjust to average balances. 

8 PRO fORM AOJUSI'IIENIS 
9 ••••••••••••••• •••••• 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 LAND 
24 •••• 

2. MeN sewer facilities to construct. 
8 ltnsington I i It stat ion 
8 Clarifier at SIP 
8 STP surge tank 
A Final Bar Screen 
8 lab extension to Puap 
H Clarifier at Her long 
H Rueration Basin 
H hr screen 
H Post aeration equip 

25 CORRECTIVE AOJUSlftENTS 
26 •••••••••••••••••••••• 
27 I. Reclassify land froc woter. 
28 
29 2. Adjust to average balances. 
30 
31 TOTAL CORRECTIVE AOJUSiftENIS 
32 
33 
34 PRO fORftA AOJUSiftEKTS 
35 ••••••••••••••••••••• 

30,000 
u1,m 
22, sea 
s,ooo 

zo,ooo 
42,000 
7,000 
6,000 
7,200 

......... s 

36 I. Reflect estiuted proforu land costs. 
37 
38 
39 MON·US£0 ANO liSErUL COftPONEHIS 
40 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Cl I. To show phnt held for future use. 
42 
43 2. To show accu1 depr held for future 

•• 
45 TOTAt AOJUSTIIENT fOR NON·US£0 ANO USEfUl 
46 COftPOHENTS. 
47 
48 
49 
50 

OOCHI NO. 871262-WS 
SCI.EDUL£ l·C 

(A) 
UTiliTY 

PAGE 4 Of 6 

(8) 
COft"iSSIOM 

0 s (67 ,354) ............. ................. ..... ............. .. ............... . 

287,546 s 
................. ........... ...... 

2,250 

(IO) 
·----------

2,240 
................ ................ 

s 

s 

20,000 s 

: :::.:::: ::: 

2,m 

(10) 
--- -------· 

2,240 
................. ... ............. 

................................. ............................ 

0 

0 s 
: : ::::::::: 

(6,432) 

582 

(S,BSO) ..... .. .. ........ ................... 

SIIPULAI£0 

STIPULATED 

I 

I 

I 
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ORTEGA UTILITY COnPAHY 
EXPLANATION OF IKE AOJUSTnENTS TO 
SEWER RATE BASE SCHEDULE MO. H 

AOJUSTnEHI 

I C.I.A.C . 
2 ·--~----
3 CORRECTIVE ADJUSTftEKTS 

..... ---...... ---.................... 
I. Rechssify refundable advances. 

2. Reflect adjustunt per Order No. 
7671 not ude by utility. 

9 
10 3. Adjust to aver~ge balances. 
11 
12 TOTAL CORRECTlY£ AOJUSTnEHTS 
13 
14 
IS ACCUrtULATED DEPRECIATION 
16 ........................ 
17 CORRECTIVE AOJUSTnENTS 
18 ............ --.......... -.................. .. 
19 I. Adjust to average balances. 
20 
21 
22 PRO FORHA AOJUST~EHTS 
23 ................................. -- ...... 
24 2. Pro foru depreciation on new sewer 
2~ trutcent facil ities to be constructed. 
26 
27 J. Annualize depreciation for year. 
28 
29 4. Adjust to guideline depr rates. 
30 
31 ICTAL PRO fORr.A AOJUSTmTS 
32 
33 
34 ACCUKULATEO AnORTllATION • CIAC 
35 ............................... 
J6 CORRECTIVE ADJUSTKEHIS 
37 ................. ...... .............. 
lB I. Reflect adjustaent per Order He. 
39 7671 net ude by ut i1 it y. 
40 
H 2. Reflect ucrtiution of CIAC iaputed 
42 by Order 7854 fro• 1976 through 1~27. 
(3 

u 3. Adjust to 1verage balances. 
4S 
46 TOTAL CORRECTIVE AOJUmENTS 
47 
48 PRO fOR"A AOJUSTftEKTS 
49 ....... ... .... ..................... .... 
50 •• Adjust to guideline depr rues. 

, ~ · 
(_.' 

oocm MO. 871262-WS 
SCKEOULE I·C 
PACE ~ OF 6 

(A) (B) 
Ulll IIY COMISSION 

................... 

12,270 s 12,270 

m.te~) (22,18~) STIPULATED 

0 18,032 
...................... ........................ 

(9. 91~) s 8,117 
::::::::.::: .................... ........... ..... 

0 s 13,226 
................ .... ......... ............... .. .......... . 

{9 ,279) s 

( 1,415) 

(24,599) 
.............. .. .... .. ...... --- ....... 

(9,279) s (26,014 I ................ .. .. .......... ................ .............. 

1,6l7 1,6l7 SIIPULAT£0 

6,656 6,656 STIPULATED 

( 12, 110) ........... ............ 
8,293 s (3,817) 

.......... .... ... ::::::::::: .............. .. 

0 s 19,510 
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ORTEC~ UT IL ITY COnPAHY 
EXPLAHmON Of THE AOJUSTnENTS 10 
SEVER RUE BASE SCIIEOULE NO. 1-8 

S. Annudia ncrt iution far yur. 

6 ADVANCES fOR COHSTRUC!ION 
7 ----- - ----------·· --····-
e CORRECTIVE AOJUStmtS 
9 ... . .. ............... . 

10 1. Reclissify refundable advances. 
II 
12 
13 WORKING CAP!aL ALlOWANCE 
u ··-··-··········-·····-·· 
15 1. Reflect allowance oased en 60\ of 1/8 OLn 
16 
17 loti! Adjusted Water and 
18 Sewer Operation L naintenance $ 398,264 
19 
20 
21 2. Reflect test year per bocks 
22 average working capital allowancE 
23 based on the balance sheet (59 ,766) 
24 per nrR page 53, 62% sewer 
25 
26 3. Reflect average unacortiad 
27 deferred rate case expense. 
28 
29 ~. Reflect average unuortized 
30 bdance of gain on disposition. 
31 
32 .5. Reflect average unaaortized 
33 deferred litigation costs. 
34 
35 o. Reflect working capital at zero 
36 
37 tOTAL AOJUSTr(EH!S 
38 
39 
40 C.W.I.P. 
Cl - ·-··-· -
42 PRO FORMA AOJUSTnENIS 
43 ............ ................ .. .. ......... 
u !. transfer CWIP to phnt as proloraa. 
45 
46 tOTAL PRO FOF.nA AOJUSTftEHTS 
47 

DOCKET NO. 811 UNS 
SCHEOUL( l·C 
PACE 6 Of 6 

(A) (8) 
Ulll JlY COnnJSSIOH ............... .. ................ 

11 71 SIIPULAIION 
...... ............... .. .................. 

11 $ 19,581 
-:::::::::: :: : ::::::: : :: 

(12,270) $ (12,270) .. ... .. ........ . .............. .. ..... ....... ... .. .. ......... .. .. 

29,870 $ 

(!7 .~55) 

0 23, ISS 

2. 820 

4, UI 

6,666 
.... .. .... .... ...... ... .. ................ 

29.870 $ 
::::::::: ::. ::: :::::::: 

(161 ,251) s 0 
..................... ........... ...... .... 

( 161 ,251) s 0 
............. .. .. . . . . . ~ .... : :::::::::: 

I 

I 

I 
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I 
ORTEGA UTILITY CO~PANY 
SCHEDULE Of mml SlRUC!UR[ 
1£51 T[AR [H0£0 12/31/81 

BALANCE 
CO~PON[Nl PER ~rR 

............................................... .. ........................ 
UTILIIT 

3 LONC·I£Rn Orat 304,988 
4 SHORt-TERn OEST 610,088 
5 CUSIOft£R OEPOSllS 0 
6 COMON (QUilT 326,212 
1 IIC'S 11,851 
S DHm.!O IKCOII! UX(S 15,591 
9 OIHEK CAPITAl 0 

10 ................. 

I ll 12 i01AL I ,214,196 
!! ::::::::::: 

14 
IS COMISSION 
16 
11 LOHHERft OEBT 304.988 
IS SHORT· TERn O£Bl 610,088 
19 CUSIOnE R OE POSITS 0 
20 COMOH £CUllY 326,272 
21 m 's 11,851 
22 OHERP.£0 IKCOn£ TAXES 15 ,5~7 

=J OTHER mllAJ. 0 
?4 .............. 
25 
26 TOTAL 1,214,196 
21 ::::::::::: 

28 
19 
lO 
ll 
l2 
ll 
34 

I 

1£51 YW AOJUS!£0 PRO RAIA 
AOJUSin!NIS 1£51 T[AR AOJUSin£N IS 
.. ... ..... .. .. ....... .. ............ ........ .. ................... 

818,501 1, 18l,m (54' 162) 
(IOS,Ol2) 502 ,OS6 (22,916) 

0 0 0 
0 m.,m ( 14 '932) 
0 17,eSI (811) 
0 IS,m (114) 
0 0 0 

.................. .... .... .......... .... ····------· 
no,m 2 045,271 (93,601) 

::::::::::: ::::::::::: ::::::::::: 

88,910 m,m 0 
IO,m 620,923 0 

0 0 0 
0 326,212 0 
0 11 ,est 0 

(9,691) 5, 900 0 
0 0 

······-···· ... ............. .. .. ............. 

90,108 I, 36•, 904 
::::::::::: .. . .. .. .... .. ::::::::::: .... ... ..... ... 

RAHGE ~f REASO~A8LENESS: 

ECUI!Y 

OVERALL Rm or RETURN 

.;t I 

SCH£0UL£ KO . 2 
oocm MO. 81lm·ws 

AOJUSI£0 WElCHl£0 
BALANCE WE I CHI COS! COS! 

. ........ ........... 

1,129,lll 57.86\ 12.32\ 1.13\ 
419,080 24.m 11.86\ 2.91\ 

0 0.00\ 0.00\ 0.00\ 
lll ,lCO IUS\ IUS\ 2.29\ 

11 ,034 0.81\ 0.00\ C.OO\ 
IC,88l 0.16\ 0.00\ 0.00\ 

0 0.00\ 0.00\ 0.00\ 
... .............. .. 

t,m,olo 100.00\ 12.33\ 
::::::::::: ............. . ... ............ 

m.m 28.86\ 9. 91 \ 2.88\ 
m.m 4S.m 11. 46\ Ul\ 

0 0.00\ 0.00\ 0.00\ 
326,212 2UO\ IUS\ 3.43\ 

11,851 1.31\ 0.00\ 0.00\ 
s, 900 o.m 0.00\ w.OO\ 

0 o.m o.m 0.00\ 
............... 

I ,)64,904 100. 00~ 11.m ........... ........... ......... ·····-··· 

HIGH LOW 
............... 

15.JS\ u.m 
: ::::::::: : ......... 

11.16\ 11.28\ 
::::::::::: ........... 
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ORTEGA UlllllY COnPAKY 
EXPlANATION OF THE ADJUSTn(HTS TO 
CAPI TAl STRUCTURE SCHEDUlE MO. H 

AOJUSTftEHT 

I LDKC TERn DEBT 
2 • ••••••••••••• 
3 CORRECT IVE ADJUSTmTS 

........... .............................. 
I. Correct to yen end b~hnce 

7 2. Adjust to ~ver~ge bahncu 
8 
9 3. Reflect ~vg unuortiud debt discount 

10 
II 4. Adjust to debt for CW!P shown ~t yur end 
12 
13 PRO FORr.A AOJUSTKEHTS 
14 ... .. ................... .... ............ 
IS s. Ref lect proforu long tera debt tor con~ t 
16 
17 6. Rechssi fy shor t tera debt to long terl 
lB 
19 7. Adjustunt -to reconcii to rile base 
20 
21 TOTAl AOJUSTft[NT TO tOM& !ERr, O!BT 
22 
23 
24 SHO'I !ERn DEBT 
25 •••••••••••• ••• 

?£ CQRRECIIV! ADJUST ftEKTS 
27 ........................................... 
28 I. Correct to yeu end b~hnce 
29 
30 2. Adjust to avetlge balances 
31 
32 PRO FORnA AOJUSlnEKTS 
33 ... ................................ 
34 J. Rechssify short ter~ debt to long tera 
35 
36 4. Adjustment to reconci I to r ~te base 
37 
38 TOTAl ADJUSlnENT TO SHORT TERn 0!8T 
39 
40 
H WJION EQUITY 
42 ••••••••••••• 

43 1. Adjustcent to reconcil to r~te b1se 
u 

I 
DOtH" KO. 8ll262·WS 
SCHEDULE 2-8 
PACE l Of 2 

(A) (8) 
UTILITY COMISS!OH 

.. ............. 

332,890 

( 336,032) 

(3 ,129) 

95,241 

I 
621,346 

m,u8 

(81 '987 l 
. .. .............. ......... .. ........ 

678,507 s 8a. 97o ............... :::::::: ::: ................. 

( l08,0ll) 

116,868 

(108,032) 

.................. ................ .. I ( 108,032) s lO,SJS 
::::::::::: :::::: : : ::: 

0 s 
:: : :::: : ::: :::::: ::::: 



I 
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ORlEC~ UlllllT COr.PAHY 
£XPlAHmON Of THE AOJUSlftEWlS 10 
CAPITAl SlRUClUR( SCH(OutE WO. 2-A 

I lAX CREDITS • I£RO COST 
2 •• ••••••••••••••••••••• 

3 I. Adjusuent to reconci I to rate base 

• 5 
6 ACCUn. OHERREO IMCO"£ lAX 
7 •• ·····-···· •••••••••••••• 
8 CORRECTIVE ADJUSl~EWlS 
9 ·····-······-···· · · ··-

10 I. Correct to test yur ba lance 
11 
12 PRO fOR"~ AOJUStmTS 
l l ·····-·· ...... ...... . 
H 2. Adjust•ent to reconcil to rate base 
1) 

16 tOTAl ADJUS!HEHT 10 ACCU". DH. lHCO"E lAX 
17 
18 
lq 

2? 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

(A) 
UlllllY 

0 s 

oocm NO. B71262·ws 
SCHEDULE N 
PACE 2 Of 2 

(8 l 
CO"" ISS ION 

0 
::::::::::: . ............... .. ........ .. ........... 

0 s (9 ,691) 

0 

0 s (9,6~7) 

::::::::::: ::::::::::: 
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ORTEGA Ulll ITY COiiPAMT 
STATmHT or WATER OPERA I IO~S 
lEST YEAR ENOEO 12/!1/87 

OESCltiPTIBK ----.................. -.... ..................... -.... 
I UllliTT 
2 
3 OPERATIMG R!VEMUES 
4 OPERATING EXPENSES: 
~ OPERATIOM ' ftAINTENANCE 
6 O!PP.ECIATION 
1 A"ORTilATIOK 
8 TAXES OTHER THAM IKCO"E 
9 IKCO"£ TAXES 

10 
II TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 
12 
3 OPERATING UW.i 

u 
I~ RAtE OF RETURN 
16 
11 
18 COr,niSSIOK 
19 
20 OPERATIN~ REVENUES 
21 OPERATING EXPEKSES: 
22 OPERmON ' ftAIKTENANCE 
23 DEPRECIATION 
24 ~OR Til AT ION 
25 tAXES OtHER THA~ INCOII! 
26 IHCOftE TAXES 
27 
28 TOI:.t. OPERATIHG EXPENSES 
29 
30 OPERAIING INCOr.: 
ll 
32 ~ATE Of RETURN 
33 

(A) (8) 
AOJUSTftENIS 

TEST YEAA 10 IHE 
PER UllliTT TEST lEAR 
................... .. ................ 

ne,m I ...................... ................... 
1 49,6~1 11,m 
22,11 4 9,~90 

0 16,927 
10,8!4 7 .~07 

0 0 
.......... ------ ................... 

182,649 I 51,781 I 
................. .... .............. 

(4,026) s (~1 . 781) s .............. ................ . ...... .... .. .............. 
·0 .46\ 

::::::::::: 

ne,m s 
...... ... .. .. ................. 

U9,651 4, 9(2 
22 ,I!C 10,681 

0 0 
1o,esc 1,492 

0 0 
............... ............... 

182 .6~9 s 17, 11S s 
................. ............... 

(c,026) s (17,m) s 
:: : :::: ::.:: ............. . ....... ..... 

·O.C6\ 
:::::::::·:: 

I 
SCHEDUlE NO. H 
oocm NO. 871262-ws 

(C) (O) (£) 

ADJUSTED CONS TRUCI£ 0 CONSTRUCTED 
lEST Y£AR AOJUSTftENTS lEST lEAA 

...................... ... ..... .. ...... .. .... . ...... ............... 

17B,623 I 215, 109 I 393,732 . ................. ................ .. ......... ...... 
161,408 167,408 
31,704 31 ,704 
16,927 16,927 
18,391 S,382 23,773 

0 6, 958 6, 9~8 
.. .... .............. .................. .. ............... 

23<. 430 I 12,340 I 246,710 I . ............... ................. .. .................. 
(5~.807 ) s 202,769 s 146,962 

::::::::::: . ..... .......... .............. . .... .. ........ ................ 
· 6.33\ 12.46\ ........... . ............. ........... .. ..... .......... 

118,623 s 118,539 s 297 , 161 
.. ................. .... . .......... 

154,S93 1~4.~93 
32,795 32,m 

0 0 
12,376 2. 963 1~.339 

0 0 0 
----------- .............. . ................ 

199,764 s 2, 963 s 202.727 
.. ................. .............. .. ................. 

(21 ,141) s 115,516 I 94,m 
::::::; : : :: ::::::::::: ........... ... . .............. 

·2.SS\ 11.52\ 
::::::::::: ..... .... .... ... ........... 

I 
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ORmA UTILITY mJIAXY 
STATEnENT Of SEWER OPERAIIONS 
T£51 Y£AR ENDED 12/31/81 

OESCRIPHOM 
.................................................. 

I UTILITY 
2 
3 OPEWIHG ~:VENUES 
4 OPERAtiNG EXPENSES: 
s OPERAIION & ftAIKIENAXCE 
6 DEPRECIAIION 
7 AIIOR1IZA1101 
8 tmS OTHER IHAX INCOIIE 
9 IHCOIIE TAXES 

10 
II TOTAL OPERAliNG EXPEHm 
12 
13 Gm fROII OISP UTIL ASSET 
14 
IS OPER~IIKG UCO~.i 
16 
17 ~ATE Or RETURN 
18 
19 
20 COMISSIOH 
21 
22 ~PE~mK& P.EVEN\f.S 
23 OPERAIIMC EXPEHS!S: 
24 CP£R~li~K & nAINHNAHC£ 
25 OEPRECIAtlON 
26 AnORTilAliOK 
17 !AXES OTHER IHAK INCO~E 

28 IHCOn£ TAXES 
29 
30 TOTAL OPER~IIKG EXI'EMSES 
31 
32 mH fRO" DISP Ulil ASS£1 
33 
34 OPERAtiNG IKCOr.E 
3~ 
36 RAIE or RETURN 
37 

(~) (8) 
AOJUSTI\£NIS 

TEST YEAR TO THE 
PER Ul !LilY lESt YEAR 
.... .. .. ........ . .... .. ..................... 

25Bo812 s 
.............. .... . ................. 

2480613 53o211 
9 0140 9 o208 

0 200430 
200490 11om 

0 0 
·---------- ..................... .... 

2780243 s 94 o604 ' .................... ..................... 
50637 (5o6l7l 

................... .. ....... ..... ...... 
(130794) s (IOOo241) ' 

::::::::::: :::: :::::: : 

·2.23\ 
::::::::::: 

2SEoBI2 s 
.... .. . ........ ... .......... 

24Bo613 (90420) s 
901(~ 6o07S 

0 0 
20 0 490 I om 

0 0 
----------- ..... ....... 

2160243 ' ( I 0410) S 
........... ... .. ............. 

5om (4 o510) 
.. ...... ........ . . .......... ....... 

(13 . 19 ~ ) s (3 0 100) s 
:::: : :::::: :: : : :: : :::: 

· 2.23\ 
::::::::::: 

SCHEDUl.E NO. 3-8 
OOCl[l NO. 8ll262· WS 

(C) (D) (£) 

AOJUSIED CONSTRUCTED CONSIRUCIEO 
IESI YEAR AOJUSlftENIS lESt YEAR .. ..................... .................. .. .. ............... 

258o812 s 2310072 s 4890884 .................... ...................... . ............. 
3010884 301,884 
1Bol48 1Bol48 
20o4l0 20o430 
32 o ISS 60369 38oSS4 

0 50039 50039 
---------· .. ................... .. ........... ..... 

3720841 s II o 408 ' 3840255 
.................... ................... .. .................... 

0 
. .............. .. ................... . ............... 

( 114 o03Sl s 2190664 s 105o629 ........... .. .. ::::::: :::: ............ ....... ........ . .......... 
·24.04\ 13.67\ .............. ::::::::::: ............... 

m oe12 s 810150 s 340 0 562 
.... ....... .. . . .......... .. ................ 

mom 239ol93 
1So21S ~~om 

0 0 
22om 2o044 24 0 469 

0 0 c . ........... ................. . ...... ....... 
216oBH s 20044 s 218o817 

----·-····· ................... ............. 
I o 127 I o 121 .... ............ ............ .............. . 

(16o894) s 79 0 706 s 62 0 812 ........ . ... ........... ::::::::: :: ................ .............. 
·3.06\ 11.52\ 

::::::::::: ::::::::::: 
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0Rl£C~ UTiliTY COIIPANY 
£XPLANATION or THE ADJUm£NlS TO 
WAtER OPER11TIHC STATE~ENT NO. H 

AOJUSTml 

I OPERmOH AND ftAINTEMAHCE 
2 ·--:········· ··--········ 
l CORRECIIVE AOJUmms 

• .. ..... -.. .... .. ...... ----....... .. ..... 
s I. To reflrct 1dditiond expenses for 
6 I irst cu1rter of 1987 due to iapleaenu· 
7 tion ol 1987 price index incrust. s 

( ~ ) 

Ulll!IY 
...... ...... .......... 

0 

2. Reflect certilicue litig1tion costs being 
10 u or t ized over I ive yu rs. 0 
II 
12 FRO fOW AOJUSTI\EMTS 
1l ...................................... 
IC l . Rellec: prolorca cost of three new thss 
IS C opern ors. 17.757 
16 
17 .. Annualize sahries 1nd wages for those 
18 eaployees wM went lroa contract to w191 
19 
20 s. Reflec t tnt yur rate tHe uort.iution. 
21 ...................... 
22 TOTAL ADJUSiftENTS 10 OmAIION 
2l AND ~AIHTEHANCE. 11 ,m 
2C ::::::::::: 

25 
26 DEPRECIATION 
27 •••••••••••• 

28 CORRECTIVE ADJUSI~ENTS 

29 .... .... ................................... 
30 I. To show ~epreci 1t ion expense baseG on 
31 yu r end proforu ph1t 1t 
32 current uti lity rates. 9, 792 
33 
34 2. lo show the elhct of the correct ions 
35 to utility phnt in service. 0 
36 
l7 3. Annualize test year depreciation. 
38 
39 .. Annu1lize test yur CIAC u or t iution. (202) 
co ., PRO rORftA ADJUSTftEHTS 
42 ... ............... -· ~ ......... 
4l s. To show ldjusted depreciltion expense 
u u the guideline rues shown in Rule 
cs 25·10.32, r .-.c. bJSed on 1ver1ge plant 
' 6 .................. 
H TOTAL AOJUSTntHIS TO OEPRECIATIOH. U90 
ca :::: : : ::::: 

I 
O~:m NO. ali762·WS 
SCHEOULE H 
PACE 1 Or 6 

(B) 
CO~~lSSlON 

s m STIPULATED 

(12.181) 

I 
•• 816 

11 .578 
............. ...... 

s c. 942 
::::::::::: 

s 0 

268 

2,122 

I (202) S11 PUlA Tl ON 

e,m ................ 
I 10,681 

............. ............ 
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omc~ uuun conPm 
EXPl~HAlJQN Of THE AOJUSinEN!S 10 

WAHR OPERATING SIA!EnENI NOS . J-A 

AOJUSlnENl 

I AnORI IIAIION 
2 ••• , •••••••• 

l I. ~efhct u ortiution of liaited tera 

( usets (ute cue and grd storage res) I 

s 
2. Reflect u ort. of deterred in~est. 

tu credits for 1987 . 

9 1011\l AOJUStr.!US 10 Ali~RTIIAliON. 

10 
II 
12 TAXES OTHER THAN IKCOnE 

ll ------------·-----·----
IC CCRRECIIYE ADJUSTI\EMTS 

IS ........................................ 
16 I. To relle:t loss of ur ly P•y~ent 

(~) 

UtiliTY 
................ 

11,120 

( "3) 
................. 

16,921 
.... .. .... ....... ... .. .......... ... 

ll discount due to delayed payu nt of tucs. 

18 
I~ PRO lORnA AOJUSift[KTS 

20 ............................ 
21 2. to show proloru p•yroll taxes on 

22 profom/l nnul lized llbor com. l,l78 

2l 
2( l . To show property tn on pro lorn 

2S plant . 6,129 

26 
..................... 

27 TOTAl AOJUSTn~U TO TAXES OIMER THAN INtOnE 7 ,SOl 

28 
.. .............. ......... ... .. 

~, -· l < I 

oocm HO. 871262~~ 
SCHEOUt: H 
PACE 1 Of 6 

(B) 
conmmw 

I 

0 
.. ............. 

I 0 
::::::::: :: 

(310) 

I,S02 

............ ..... 
I 1,(92 

::::::::::: 
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ORTEGA UTiliiY CO"PANY 
EXPLANATION Of !HE AOJUmEm 10 
WAlER OPERA!ING STAIEmT NOS. H 

AOJUm£KT 

I IHCO"E TAX£5 
2 ---.---------

1. To adjust test yur incoae uxes. 

(A) 
UTI LilY 

0 s 

'OCKET NO. 871262-WS 
SCMEOUL£ H 
PAGE 3 or 6 

(B) 
COr.mSIOH 

0 
4 ::::::::::: ::::: ::::: : 

s 
L OPERA!Ir.G REVENUES 
1 ------------------
8 L To reflect recouended increase 
9 (decruse) to allo~ed rate of return. 21S,!09 S !IB,SH 

10 ::::::: : ::: ::::::::::: 
II 
12 !AXES OTHER !HAN INCO"E 
13 --- ------·-----··-··--· 
U 1. fo reflect regulltory assesscent 
IS fees on revenue change. S,Se2 S 2,963 
16 ::::::::::: : :::::: :::: 
17 
18 INCO"£ TAXES 
19 ······-·-··-
20 L To reflect incoae tues on revenue 
21 ch1nge. 6,9SB S 
22 ::::::::::: ::::::::::: 

I 

I 

I 
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ORIECA UTILITY COIIPAHY 
EXPLANAT ION Of THE ADJUSIIIiNTS TO 
S£liER OPERATING STATmHT NO. H 

AOJUSIIIENI 

I OPERATION AHO IIAIHTEHANCE 
2 ---.--------------------·-. 
3 CORRECTIVE AOJUSTIIEH!S 

............................ ------.. ----
1. to reflect 1dditionil expenses for 

first Qu~rter of 1987 due to icplecentl· 
tion of 1987 price index incruse. s 

9 2. Reflect certi ficate litigat ion co,sts 
10 bein; nortized over five years. 
II 
12 PRO fORIIA ADJUSIIIEHTS 
13 .......................................... .. 
I( 3. Reflect proforaa cost of three new Class 
15 C oper1tors. 
16 
17 '. Annuli ize s1llf ies anc wages for those 
IS e;ployees who went fro; contr~ct to wage 
19 

(A) 
UTILITY 

.................... 

0 

5!,271 

0 

N 5. Reflect test year rate case amortizat ion. 0 
21 
22 6. Met adjust for sewage treated by Kingsley 
23 .......... .. ......... 
24 TOTAL AOJUm[NI TO OPERATION 
25 AND MIHIEHAHCE. 53,271 
26 ::::::::::: 

27 
28 DEPRECIATION 
29 ............ 
30 CORR[CllVE AOJUSI~EN!S 
31 .................... ................... 
32 1. To show deprecinion expense based on 
33 year end proforu plant 1l 
34 current utility rates . 9,m 
!5 
36 2. Annual ize test year depreciation. 
37 
38 3. Annualize test year CIAC nortization. (71) 
39 
40 PRO FORIIA AOJUSmHTS 
41 ................................. .. ...... 
42 4. To show adjusted depreciation expense 
4l ll the guideline rates shown in Rule 
u 25·10.32, f .A.C. based on aver1ge plant 
•s 
'6 5. To reaove non-used and useful ., depreciation, 
•e ........ ......... ...... 
• 9 TOTAL AOJUSI"[KIS TO OEPi':ECI~ liOK . 9,208 

..__ 

OOCH I NO. 671Z62-WS 
SCHEDUl E H 
PAGE 4 Of 6 

(8) 
CO~ni SSION 

' I ,086 ST IPULATED 

(7 ,057) 

6,889 

11,579 

(21,917) 
........................ 

' (9,420) 
............... ................ 

1,m 

(71) SIIPUtA!IOH 

5,089 

(358) 
.................... 

I 6,075 
50 ::::::::::: ::::: : ::::: 
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OR!EG~ UtiliTY COIIPAHT 
EXFlA~mON or THE AOJUSlftENTS TlJ 
SEWER OPERATING S1AIE"EN1 NOS. 3-B 

AOJUStnENI 

I AAORTIZATION 
2 ooo.••······· 
3 I. Ref lect uortiution of lioited tera 
4 nsets (rite cue ud grd stor~ge res) S 
s 
6 2. Reflect u ort. of deferred invest. 
7 tu credi ts for 1987. 
8 
9 TOTAL AOJUSimiS TO A"ORII!Al!ON. 

10 
II 
12 TAX!:S OTHER THAll IMCO~ 
13 ••••••••••••••• •••••••• 

14 CORRECTIVE AOJUmENTS 
IS ....................................... 
16 I. To reflect loss of urly payoent 
l7 discount due to dehyed payaent of tues 
18 
19 PRO rORftA AOJUSimTS 
20 ..................... ........ 
21 2. to show proforu p&yroll tues on 
22 proforu/ annudiud hbor costs. 
23 
24 3. to show property tu on pro foru 
25 ph nt. 
26 
27 TOTAl AOJUSllttKT 10 mtS OTHER THAN !NCO"£ 
28 
29 
30 C~IH ON OISPOSIIION Or Ulll I1Y PROPERTY 
31 •••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• O o o O 00 

32 I. Alortiu tlin over five yurs. 
33 

I 
oocm "o. 871262° vs 
SCHEDUlE oC 
PACE S or 6 

(A) (f) 
Ullllll COMISSION ................. 

20,720 s 

(290) 
............... .. .. ................... 

20,430 s 0 
::::::::::: . ...... ........... ..... ............ 

I 
(768) 

4' ll3 2' 703 

7 ,S62 0 
----······· ................ 

II ,69S s t ,m ... ......... ::::::::::: .... .. ..... ... 

( 5,637) s (4 ,510) 
.............. :::::::::: : ............. 

I 
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ORTEGA UllliiY C0ft9ANT 
EXPLAHAliOH or IKE ADJUmEKIS 10 
SEo'U OPERAim mm.UI KOS. H 

1 IKCOftE TAXES 

2 .. =········· 
3 1. To •d:ust test ym incoae tnes. 

6 CPERATIKG REVEKU[S ' ................. . 
8 1. to reflect recouended increase 
9 (decruse) to illo•ed rue ol return. 

10 
11 
12 lUES OTHER THAN INtOnE 
13 ...................... . 

I ' 1. To rellect reguhtory •ssess•ent 
IS lees on revenue change. 
16 
11 
18 INCOIIE TAXES 
19 ... . ....... . 

20 I. To rellett incote tnes on revenue 
21 tlllnge. 
22 

(A) 
UTILITY 

0 I 

cccm MD. em62-WS 
SCK(OUlE l-C 
PAGE 6 or 6 

........... ................. ....... ...... ............. . 

231,072 I 
....... ....... .................. 

6,369 s 
::::::::::: 

5,039 I 
.... .............. ....... ........ .. 

81,750 . ...... ... ..... .. ............. 

2,0U 
.. ................ . ........ .. .. ....... . 

::::::::::: 

• .> ( 
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ORIECA UllliTT COIII'm 
WAI[A OPERATION l "AINTENAKCE EXPENSES 

lEST T[;.R ENDED 12/ll/87 

ACCI 
NO. ~CCOUKT TillE 

............. ......................................... ........... ........ 
601 SALARIES AND WAGES • EnPLOYEES 

6Cl SALAR!~S AMO WAGES • 
orritERS, DIRECTORS, ETC. 

60C EIII'LOYEE PENSIONS AND BEHH liS 

610 PURCHASED WATER 
6 m PURCHASED POWER 
7 616 FUEl FOR POWER PROOUCIIOH 
e 618 CHEmALS 
9 620 MTERIALS AND SUPPLIES 

10 m CONTRACTUAL SERVICES • ENGIHEERINC 

II 632 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES • ACCOUNIJKC 

12 633 COKIRACTUAL SERVICES • LEGAL 

13 6l• COMTRACTUAL SERVICES • "CT FEES 

" 63S CONTRACTUAL SERVICES • OTHER 

IS Ul mTAL Of BUILDING/REAL PROPERlY 

16 6C2 RENTAL Of EQUIP"ENT 

17 6SO TRANSPORT All OK EXPENSES 

IS 6S6 INSURANCE • VEHICLE 
19 6S7 INSUi\ANCE • &EHERAL LIABILIIT 

20 6SS INSURANCE • WOR~ftAN'S COftPENSAIION 

21 6S9 INSURANCE • OTHER 
22 660 ADVERTISING £XPENSE 

23 666 REGULATORY COnniSSIOH EXPENSES • 

2• AIIORlllAIION Of RATE mE EXPENS£ 

25 661 REGULATORY COnftiSSION EXPENSES • OTHER 

26 670 BAD OEBI EXPENSE 

27 67S fti SCEllAHEOUS EXPENSES 
2B 
29 TOTAL s 

30 

(A) (8) 

AOJUSIEO ~JUSlft£HIS 

UlllllT TD THE 
BAlANCE lEST TEAR 

n,m 3,181 

s,m 7,579 
0 0 

0 
2C ,Ill 0 

1,199 1 

3,512 21 
19,S70 (ISS) 

292 2 
13,380 (11,.o2) 
IU~O (11,727) 

7,SOO (7 ,SOO) 
36.620 (7 ,191) 

832 s 
0 

l,C03 8 
l, 926 13 
3,131 18 

m (657) 
I, SOO (W ) 

0 0 

0 
I ,l~C B 

0 0 

l,JS2 18 
--··------

167,¢03 s (29,209) s 
..... .......... .. .. ............. 

I 
SC~[OUl£ NO. • 
OOCHI NO. 871162-WS 

(C) (D) (E) 

ADJUSTED PRO FDR"A PRO FOR"A 

lEST YEAR AOJUmEm 1£ST Y£AR 
.. .............. .................... 

16,696 1,~66 ' 2e.m 

tJ,m ( 300) tl,m 

0 3,m l,SSO 
0 0 

2• , Ill 0 2C, Ill 

1,206 0 1,206 

3,m 0 3,m 

19,C12 0 19,412 

19• 0 29C I m 0 978 

3,m 0 3.m 

0 0 0 

29,629 c 29,629 

837 0 m 
0 0 0 

1 ' ' " 
0 I,Cll 

l, 949 0 J, 9C9 

J,m 0 J ,IS2 

0 0 0 

I ,OS6 0 ,OS6 
0 0 0 

0 11,578 u.m 
1,312 0 1,312 

0 0 0 

3, 400 0 l ,COO 
............. .. ·--······ 

138,199 s t6,m ' tsc.m 
......... .. .... ................ .............. 

I 
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ORTEGA UTILITT COftPANY 
SEWER OPEWIOK & ftAINTENANC[ EXPENSES 
mT YEAR ENDED 12/31/87 

ACCT 
KO. ACCOUNT TITLE ----· -..................... --· --·--··----.......... -- .. 
701 SALARIES AMO WAGES • EnPLOYHS 
703 SALARIES AND WAGES • 

OrFICERS, DIRECTORS, ETC. 

• 704 m LOYEE PENSIONS AND BENEfiTS 
s liD PURCHASED SEWAGE TREATKENT 
6 711 SLUDGE REftOVAL EXPENSE 
7 71 S PURCHASED PO WEi 
8 716 fUEL FOR POWER PROOUCIIOK 
9 718 cHmms 

10 720 ftATERIALS AND SUPPLIES 
II 731 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - ENGINEERING 
12 732 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES • ACCOUNTING 
13 733 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES • LEGAL 
14 734 CON TRACTUAL SERVICES • ftGT fEES 
IS 735 CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - OTHER 
16 741 RENTAL Of BUILDING/REAL PROPERTY 
17 742 RENTAL OF EDUIPftEHT 
18 750 TRANSPORTATION EXPENSES 
19 756 INSURANCE • VEHICLE 
20 1S7 INSURANCE • GENERAL LIABILITY 
21 758 INSURANCE • VORlftAN'S COftPENSATION 
22 759 INSURANCE • OTHER 
23 760 ADVERTISING EXPENSE 
2C 766 REGUL ATORY COftft!SSIOH EXPENSES • 
25 Ar.DRTIZATIOK OF RATE CASE EXPENSE 
26 767 REGutATO~Y COftft!SSION EXPENSES • OTHER 
27 770 BAD DEBT EXPENSE 
28 775 ftiSCElLANEDUS EXPENSES 
29 
30 TOTAL OPERAIION AND "AIHTEHANCE s 
31 

(~) 

VIlli TY 
BAL~HCE 

PER eom 

5~. 721 

9,059 
0 

23,687 
0 

43,410 
I, 799 
5,359 

32,198 
m 

20,070 
9,m 
7,500 

64 ,041 
1.W 

495 
1.621 
s ,890 
4 .816 
I, 971 
2. 785 

0 

1,506 
0 

4,736 

301,884 s 
..... .. ......... 

SCH£0ULE NO. S 
DOCK£T NO. 87176 ·WS 

(8) (C) (0) (£) 
ADJUSTmTS 

TO THE ADJUSTED PRO fORftA PRO fORftA 
TEST YEAR TEST YEAR ADJUSTKEKTS TEST YEAR 

... .................... 
(19,797) s J9. 92• 2,210 ' 42. 154 

7,599 16,658 (329) 16,329 
0 0 4. 988 ..988 
0 23,687 (23,687) 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 •3,410 1, 770 45,180 

II 1,810 0 1,810 
32 S,J91 0 5,391 

(622) 31,576 0 31,576 
3 Ul 0 Ul 

( 18,600) 1,470 0 1,470 
{7,000) 2,m 0 2,m 
{7 ,500) 0 0 0 

{10,171) 53,864 0 53.864 
7 1,254 0 I ,254 
3 498 0 498 

10 1,631 0 1,6ll 
35 s.m 0 s, 925 
29 4,845 0 4,845 

(I ,971) 0 0 0 
(1.341) 1,•u 0 1,441 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 11,m ll ,579 
9 I ,SIS 0 1.m 
0 0 0 0 

28 4' 764 0 • '764 . .............. 
(59,242) s 242,642 s {3,449) s 239,193 

.. .. ....... .... .. .............. ........... .... ............. .. .... 
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