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ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE AND GRANTING TEMPORARY RATES IN 
THE EVENT OF PROTEST 

AND 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION 
ORDER GRANTING RATES.AND CHARGES 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GTVEN by the Florida Public Service 
Commission that the action discussed herein, except for the 
granting of temporary rates in the event of a protest , and the 
ordering of the utility to show cause, is preliminary in nature and 
will become final unless a person, whose interests are 
substantially affected files a petition for a formal proceeding, 
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. 

BACKGROUND 

LCM Sewer Authority, Inc . (LCM or utility) is a class C 
wastewater utility serving approx imately 176 residential and 46 
multi-residenti a l customers in the Leitner Creek Manor, Forest 
Creek and Spanish Gardens subdivisions near Bonita Springs in Lee 
County. The utility was granted Certificate No. 352 -S by Order No . 
13119, issu ed March 22, 1984. The utility began service in 1971 . 
In June 1989, the utility filed for a staff -assisted rate case in 
part due to an unauthorized rate increase. The utility asserted 
this increase was necessary as a result of having insufficient 
funds to operate the utility. By Order No . 22568, issued Feb ruary 
19, 1990, the utility was granted a revenue increase of $8,596 . 
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The utility's operating permit expired in August 1989. Duri ng 
the course of the permit renewal process, the Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) found the utility to be in 
noncompliance in several areas. In September 1990, DEP and the 
utility entered into a Consent Order, whereby the utility agreed to 
correct the compliance violations . In July 1991, DEP issued the 
utility a five - year operating permit, with the condition that the 
utility replace its existing treatment plant with a new treatment 
plant. 

In January 1992, the utility was abandoned by ir.s owner, 
Curtis Tomlinson. In April 1992, the Circuit Court of the 
Twentieth Judicial Circuit in Lee County (Circuit Court) issued a 
Final Order naming Staco, Inc . (Staco) as the court-appointed 
receiver for the utility . By Order No. PSC-92-0751-FOF-SU, issued 
August 5, 1992, this Commission acknowledged Staco as the receiver 
for LCM. In September 1992, both the Circuit Court and the 
Commission received notice from Staco of its intention to withdraw 
as receiver for LCM. In November 1992, the Circuit Court granted 
Staco ' s motion to withdraw as receiver, and thereafter appointed 
Water Spectrum, Inc . (WSI) as the new receiver of the utility. By 
Order No. PSC-93-0374-FOF-SU, issued March 9, 1993 , we acknowledged 
WSI as the utility's new receiver . 

On March 25, 1993, Bonita Springs Utilities, Inc. (BSU) filed 
a petition to intervene in the instant staff-assisted rate case. 
BSU is a customer-owned non-profit regional water and wastewater 
system providing service to unincorporated Bonita Springs . By 
Order No. PSC-93-1054-PCO-SU , issued July 19 , 1993, the Prehearing 
Officer denied BSU ' s Petition to Intervene, stating that BSU does 
not have a substantial interest in the instant case. Additionally, 
BSU ' s pleading did not meet any of the criteria for intervention 
set forth in Rule 25-22 . 039, Florida Administrative Code. BSU did 
not have a right to intervention based on any constitutional or 
statutory provision or on any Commission rule, and BSU ' s 
substantial interests were not subject to determination by nor 
could they be affected by the outcome of the instant case. BSU has 
petitioned the Circuit Court for intervention in the case of Lee 
County v. L.C.M. Sewer Authority. Inc., Case No. 92-2192-CA-WCM, 
wherein it requested that the Court find that LCM should be 
connected to the facilities and plant of BSU . 

We have s~lected the test period ended September 30, 1992, 
which represents five months of utility operations under the 
receivership of Staco. During t hat five-month period, the utility 
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booked wastewater system operating revenues of $18,756 and 
operating expenses of $26,214, resulting in a net operating loss of 
$7,457. Although the party that requested staff assistance {Staco} 
is no longer the receiver of the utility, WSI notified us, by 
letter dated December 29, 1992 , of its desire to continue the 
instant staff-assisted rate case. 

By letter dated February 19, 1993 , WSI requested that the 
instant case be placed in monitor status , and that the preliminary 
rates, calculated by our Staff for the customer meeting , be granted 
as emergency temporary rates. Although the data contained in our 
Staff's audit, upon which the preliminary rates are based, 
represents the operating results of the prior receiver, we reviewed 
these results and believed the expenses were representative of the 
utility's needs, regardless of which receiver was operating the 
utility . Therefore, by Order No. PSC-93-0633-FOF-SU, issued April 
22 , 1993, the utility was granted emergency, temporary rates. 

In addition , the case was placed in monitor status for a 
period of six months . It was contemplated that, dur~ng the monitor 
period , the utility would obtain signed contracts and financing for 
the DEP-required improvements . However , not only has the utility 
failed to provide us with the contracts and financing arrangements, 
but the utility has yet to obtain a construction permit from DEP 
for the required improvements. 

Despite the lack of information regarding the cost of the DEP­
required plant improvements, we believe that, based on the 
utility 's current operating position, it is appropriate to 
es t ablish permanent rates for this utility. Our findings and 
adjustments are discussed below. 

QUALITY OF SERVICE 

A customer meeting was held at Leitner Manor Clubhouse in 
Bonita Springs, Florida, on January 28 , 1993. Approximately 110 
customers attended this meeting. Many customers who t e stif i e d 
commented about the poor quality of service from the utility . 
Specifically , customers testified about a leaking force main that 
sprayed raw sewage, and about raw sewage seeping out from under a 
manhole cover . Customers complained about generally poor 
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operations. Additionally, the majority of customers expressed an 
overwhelming interest in interconnecting with BSU. 

While the plant in service problems appear to be improving, 
the quality of service remains deficient . The leaking force main/ 
mentioned during the customer meeting , had been inspected by our 
engineer during his field investigation. The four inch force main 
from Leitner Creek Manor Mobile Home Park crossed Leitner Creek at 
a private bridge site. The bridge collapsed causing the force main 
to break, and a leak resulted from the break . Someone attempted to 
repair the break, but the leak persisted, causing raw sewage to 
spray each time one of the pumps at the lift station would engage. 
The Lee County Department of Transportation and Engineering removed 
the bridge and relocated the force main during January, 1993. The 
leak has now been repaired . 

Prior to Staco being appointed as receiver, one of the lift 
stations failed, causing raw sewage to seep from a manhole. The 
pumps were repaired by Staco and , even though the lift station is 
in need of additional repairs, this matter is considered resolved. 

From the general condition of the plant and the system, it is 
apparent that the quality of service has suffered from defe rred 
maintenance and lack of attention . Both receivers have made some 
of the necessary repairs. However , neither has been successful in 
bringing the system into compliance with DEP standards. 

The earliest history of plant deficiencies b e gan afte r the 
completion of the plant's construction in January, 1973. In an 
interoffice memorandum dated February 1, 1973, the State of Florida 
Department of Pollution Control listed 18 differences between the 
plans and specifications approved by the Division of Health and the 
actual plant that was constructed during 1972 /1973 . Despite the s e 
differences, the system suc ceeded in meeting r egula t o ry s t a ndards 
until the past few years. 

The utility's most current operating permit expired on August 
23, 1989. On October 6, 1989, the utility applied for a renewal of 
its permit. As part of its routine investigat ion t o r e n e w the 
utility's permit , DEP found the utility to be in noncompl i ance with 
DEP ' s standards for Total Suspended Solids (TSS), Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand (BOD), and adequate disinfection. After some 
correspondenc~ with DEP, the utility withdrew its applicati on for 
permit renewal. On September 18, 1990, DEP issued a Conse nt Order 
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(OGC Case No . 90-1301) against the utility, calling for the 
correction of the violat ions of the discharge standards. 

On March 1, 1 99 1 , DEP issued a temporary operating permit 
contingent upon t he utility filing a correct complete application 
that included an e ngineering rev iew and recommendation to correct 
the operational problems. In the utility • s application, the 
utility ' s engineer submitted plans to remove the existing plant and 
to construct a new 80,000 gallon per day (gpd) plant . On July 16, 
1991, DEP issued a five-year permit to the utility with the 
condition that it repl ace its existing plant with a proposed 80,000 
gpd facility. 

The utility • s latest temporary operating permit expi:::-ed on 
July 30 , 1993, and the utility continues to oper ate with an expired 
operating permit. As discussed earlier, BSU has petitioned for 
intervention in the Circuit Court case. As an attempt to secure an 
operating permit during the impending dispute between WSI and BSU, 
the receiver filed for a second temporary operating permit . DEP 
denied t his request since the receiver would not provide any 
reas onabl e assurance that compliance could be reached within a 
given time period. 

On October 21, 1993, DEP petitioned the Circuit Court for 
intervention in the Circuit Court case. In addition, DEP filed a 
complaint in intervention, wherein DEP seeks to bring civil action 
against the u tility. In its Complaint , DEP states that the utility 
is operating without a permit, and has violated several rules and 
statutes, as well as several conditions of its temporary operating 
permit. A hearin g regarding DEP 1 s intervention in the Circuit 
Court case has been scheduled for December 20, 1993 . In response 
to DEP ' s petition and complaint, the receiver contends that both 
the intervention of BSU and BSU ' s attempts to secure service rights 
to the LCM territory have prevented any progress toward reaching 
compliance with DEP. 

CUstomer satisfaction appears low. Opinions expressed at the 
customer meeting decl ared a distrust in the current receiver • s 
ability to bring the system up to acceptable standards. The 
overall attitude expressed at the customer meeting indicates the 
majority of customers support the idea of an interconnection with 
BSU. In fact , t wo of the three subdivisions being served by the 
utility, Span ~sh Gardens and Forest Creek, are sufficiently 
designed and constructed with 8 inch PVC pipe to provide adequate 
transfer of flow. Both have master lift stations that appear to be 



ORDER NO. PSC-93-1824-FOF-SU 
DOCKET NO. 920828-SU 
PAGE 6 

operating adequately, and both have apparently been sufficiently 
maintained. BSU has stated that both systems are in good condit ~on 
and would require very few upgrades ( $10, 000 to $15, 000 each) 
before an interconnection with BSU could take place. 

The collection system in the Leitner Cr8ek Mobil e Home Park, 
however, was constructed with eight- inch vit:::-ified clay pipe, 
located primarily along the front property lines . In general, 
vitrified clay is brittle, making it a poor choice for gravity 
lines in a mobile home park due to the heavy activity of moving the 
modular homes. It appears that the collection system serving the 
Leitner Creek Mobile Home Park has numerous cracks and points of 
infiltration . In addition, the master lift station within the 
Leitner Creek system is in poor condition and would require 
extensive reconstruction ($80 , 000 to $100,000) before it is 
acceptable to BSU. 

In consideration of the above, we find that the utility's 
quality of service is unsatisfactory . . Consent Order (OGC Case No. 
90-1301) remains outstanding, and will remain outstaf'lding until the 
utility completes any or all improvements necessary to achieve 
compliance with DEP. According to DEP's consent order, the utility 
must either satisfy all terms outlined in the Consent Order and 
remain under the jurisdiction of DEP, or upgrade the system to an 
acceptable level sufficient for takeover by BSU and cease treatment 
activities under DEP ' s jurisdiction. 

RATE BASE 

Our calculation of the appropriate rate base for the purpose 
of this proceeding is depicted on Schedule No . 1, and our 
adjustments are itemized on Schedule No. 1A. Those adjustments 
which are self-explanatory or which are essentially mechanical in 
nature are reflected on those schedules without further discussion 
in the body of this Order. The major adjustments are discussed 
below. 

Used and Useful 

The wastewater treatment facility has a maximum capacity of 
50,000 gallons per day. The highest average of five consecutive 
daily flows during the test period was 61,000 gpd. Therefore, even 
without consideration of the margin reserve requirements, we find 
that the waste~ater treatment plant is considered 100 percent used 
and useful. 
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The utility's collection system has the capacity to serve 344 
equivalent residential connections (ERCs) . During the test period, 
the utility provided service to 176 ERCs . A straight ratio of the 
number of existing ERCs, plus a margin reserve allowance of 12 
ERCs, to the potential capacity of 344 ERCs, yields a used and 
useful figure of 54.7 percent. WSI contends that collection lines 
believed to be located to serve the utility's entire service area 
in fact do not exist in an area of the Leitner Creek Mobile Home 
Park. This would reduce the potential capacity to 256 ERCs. This 
reduced capacity increases the used and useful figure to 70.9 
percent. 

However, as discussed in Order No . 22568, this Commission 
found that, based on an analysis of the service area's three 
subdivisions, no less than 75 percent of the collection system is 
needed to provide service. Therefore, consistent with our decision 
in the last staff-assisted case regarding the collection system, we 
find that the utility's collection system is 75 percent used and 
useful. 

Depreciable Plant in Service 

The utility recorded a balance of $163,440 at the beginning of 
the test period, and $164,272 at the end of the test period . The 
beginning balance is consistent wit h the Commission's finding of 
the appropriate value of utility plant as discussed in Order No. 
22568. There have been no plant additions since the last staff­
assisted rate case. Therefore, we have reduced this account by 
$832 to maintain the appropriate balance of $163,440 in depreciable 
plant in service . 

The utility recorded a land balance of $23,772 at the end of 
the test period. This amount is consistent with our finding of the 
appropriate value of land in Order No . 22568; therefore, we find 
that no adjustment is necessary. 

Plant Held for Future Use 

As we found earlier, the wastewater treatment plant is 100 
percent used and useful, and the wastewater collection system i s 
75 . 0 percent ~sed and useful. To determine the average amount of 
plant held for future use, the non-used and useful percentages of 
0 percent and 25 percent, respectively, are applied to the 
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corresponding average balances of the various plant in service and 
accumulated depreciation accounts. The effects of these 
adjustments result in an average plant held for future use balance 
of $21,344 . 

Contributions in Aid of Construction (CIACl 

The utility recorded $100,579 in its CIAC account at the end 
of the test period. This amount represents a beginning of the 
period balance of $100,079 (consistent with the balance in Order 
No. 22568, plus the appropriate amount of pre-test year additions), 
plus $500 associated with an addition during the test period. Our 
end of the period balance matches the balance recorded by the 
utility. The averaging adjustment of $250 reduces the average 
balance to $100,329. In addition, based on the utility ' s current 
service availability charge of $500 per ERC, we have increased this 
account by $6,000 to reflect our margin reserve allowance. 
Therefore, we find that the appropriate CIAC average balance is 
$106,329. 

Accumulated Depreciation 

The utility recorded a beginning of the test period balance of 
$66,036 for the accumulated depreciation account, consistent with 
the balance in Order No . 22568, plus the appropriate amount of pre­
test y ear additions . The utility recorded test period additions of 
$5,963, resulting in a test period ending balance of $71,999. We 
have calculated test period depreciation expense in accordance with 
Rule 25-30.140 , Florida Administrative Code . The appropriate 
balance is $5,948 . Therefore, we have reduced depreciation expense 
by $15. We made an averaging adjustment of $2,974, resulting in 
the appropriate average accumulated depreciation balance of 
$69,010 . 

Accumulated Amortization of CIAC 

The utility recorded a beginning of the test period balance of 
$36,916 in this account . Based on the findings in Order No . 22568, 
plus the appropriate amount of pre-test year additions, we believe 
the appropriate beginning balance is $37,833. Therefore , we have 
made an adjustment of $917 to increase the beginning balance to its 
appropriate amount. 

The utility recorded test period additions of $3,661, 
resulting in a test period ending balance of $40,577. Our test 
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period amortization, calculated in conf ormity with Rule 25-30.140, 
Florida Administrative Code, is $3,652 . Therefore, an adjustment 
of $9 is necessary to reduce the amount of test period amortization 
on the utility ' s books. An averaging adjustment of $1,826 was 
made, resulting in the appropriate average acc umula::ed depreciation 
balance of $39,659. 

Working Capital 

We find it appropriate to use the formula method in 
calculating the working capital requirement of this utility, or 
one- eighth of operation and maintenance expenses . In a later 
section of this Order, we approve an operation and maintenance 
expense of $43,876. Therefore, we have included one-eighth of that 
amount, $5,485, in rate base. 

Test Year Rate Base 

Based on the foregoing, we find .the approp:::-iate average rate 
base to be $35,673. 

COST OF CAPITAL 

Our calculation of the appropriate cost of capital, including 
our adjustments, is depicted on Schedule No. 2. Those adjustments 
which are self-explanatory or which are essentially mechanical in 
nature are reflected on that schedule without further discussion in 
the body of this Order. The major adjustments are discussed below. 

The utility's capital structure is comprised of equity that 
was transferred from the utility ' s prior owner. In instances when 
our approved rate base balance is less than the sum of the balances 
in the utility ' s capital structure, it has been our practice to 
reduce each component in the capital structure by its weighted 
share of the excess capital. The pro rata adjustment is necessary 
in this instance. A discussion of each component of the utility ' s 
capital structure and the related pro rata adjustment foll ows. 

Return on Equity 

The only component in the utility ' s capital structure is 
$116,000 in stock a nd a negative $45,667 in retained e arnings that 
was transferred from the utility ' s prior owner. The resulting 
combined balance is $70 , 333 . The pro rata adjustment results in a 
$34,660 reduction to the equity balance. In accordance with Order 
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No. PSC-93-1107- FOF-WS, issued July 29, 1993, the appropriate 
return on equity for utilities with capital structures of 100 
percent equity is 9.30 percent. 

Cost of Debt 

As of April 1992, the utility owed the Barnett Bank 
approximately $63, 000. However, Barnett Bank has subsequently 
written off the debt. This was confirmed by the Court's attorney 
who handled the initial receivership case . Therefore, since the 
utility has no outstanding debt, the appropriate cost rate for $0 
debt is 0 percent . 

Overall Rate of Return 

As a result of the pro rata adjustment discussed above, the 
capital structure was reconciled to the average rate base balance. 
Since the only component in the capital structure is equity, and 
the return on equity is 9.30 percent, the resulti ng overall rate of 
return is also 9 . 30 percent . 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

Our calculation of net operating income is depicted on 
Schedule No. 3, and our adjustments a re itemized on Schedules Nos . 
3A and 3B. Those adjustments which are self-explanatory or which 
are essentially mechanical in nature are reflected on those 
schedules without further discussion in the body of this Order. 
The major adjustments are discussed below. 

Test Year Operating Revenues 

The utility recorded revenues of $18,756 during the five-month 
test period . Based on the number of test year bills and the 
current rate of $17 . 86 per month, we find that the appropriate 
amount of annualized test year revenues is $47,204 . Therefore, we 
have made adjustments totalling $28,448 to increase the ut i lity ' s 
balance to our approved amount. 

Operating Expenses 

The appropriate amount of test year operating expense is 
$49,455, and the appropriate amount of operating expense for rate 
setting purposes is $49,718. The components of the utility ' s 
operating expenses include operation and maintenance expenses, 
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depreciation expense (net of related amortization of CIAC ) , taxes 
other than income taxes , and income taxes. For the purpose of the 
following discussion, all amounts recorded by the utility represent 
the totals incurred during the five-month period after Staco was 
appointed as the utility ' s receiver, but before the utility ' s 
operations were taken over by WSI . A discuss ~ on of each component 
follows. 

Operation and Maintenance <O&Ml Expenses 

The utility charged $23,111 to O&M during the five-month test 
period. Explanations of the utility ' s recorded expenses and our 
findings are discussed below . 

1) Sludge Removal - The utility recorded $1,000 in this 
account during the five-month period . After annualizing the 
components of this expense, we find that $4,125 is a reasonable 
annual allowance for sludge removal. Therefore, we have made an 
adjustment of $3 , 125 to increase the ·utility ' s recorded amount. 

2) Purchased Power - The utility recor ded $2 , 367 in this 
account during the five-month period. We find that $5,623 is a 
reasonable annual allowance. Therefore, we have increased this 
amount by $3,256. 

3) Chemicals - The utility recor ded $478 in this account 
during the f ive -month period . We made an adjustment of $261 to 
reflect chemicals expense incurred but not yet paid. After 
annualizing the components of this e xpense , we find that $2 ,160 is 
a reasonable allowance for chemicals expense. Therefore , we have 
made an adjustment of $1 ,420 to increase the utility ' s chemicals 
balance. 

4) Mat erials and Supplies - The utility recorded $344 in 
this account during the five-month period . We made an adjustment 
of $214 to reflect the reclassification of postage expense Erom 
miscellaneous expense . We made an adjustment of $639 to reflect an 
additional allowance for postage and office supplies. Therefore, 
we find that the appropriate balance is $1 ,197. 

5) Contractual Services - The utility charged $13,257 to 
this account during the five-month period . We made an adjustment 
of $9,624 to reflect expenses incurred but n~t yet paid . In 
addition, numerous other adjustments were necessary to reflect 
reclassifications, annualizations, allowances, disallowances of 
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excessive labor charges, and the removal of unamortized expenses. 
After making these adjustments, we find that the appropriate 
contractual services balance is $28,948. 

6} Transportation Expense - The utility recorded $0 during 
the five-month period. We find it appropriate to allow the utility 
to cover the costs of transportation . We find that the appropriate 
annual allowance is $1,200 . 

7} Regulatory Commission Expense - The utility recorded no 
expense during the test period. The filing fee for thP instant 
rate case is $150 . This expense will be amortized over four years. 
The resulting annual expense is $38 . 

8} Miscellaneous Expense - The utility recorde d $410 during 
the five-month period . We adjusted this account by $214 to remove 
misclassified postage expense, and reclassified $1,950 associated 
with the utility's temporary operating permit to this account from 
the contractual services account. . We removed $1, 560 of that 
expense to reflect the unamortized portion of ~he temporary 
operating permit. We find that the remaining balance appears 
reasonable on an annual basis ; and therefore, no further 
adjustments are necessary. 

Operation and Maintenance Expenses Summary 

Based on the foregoing, we find that the appropriate amount of 
annual operation and maintenance expenses is $43,876 . 

Depreciation Expense (Net of Amortization of CIACl 

The test period depreciation expense associQted with used and 
useful plant is $4,853 . This expense was calculated in accordance 
with Rule 25-30 . 140, Florida Adminis trative Code . The 
corresponding annual amortization of CIAC is $2 , 991. Therefore , we 
find that depreciation expense n et of arr.ortization of CIAC is 
$1,862 . 

Taxes Other Than Income Taxes 

The utility recorded $1,944 on its books during the five-month 
period. This amount was based on property taxes paid during the 
year . Howeve!- , we reduced this amount by $351 to reflect the 
disallowance of taxes associated with nonused and useful plant. In 
addition , the regulatory assessment fees based on our approved test 
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year revenues is $2,124. Therefore, we find that the appropriate 
test year balance is $3,717. 

For rate setting purposes, we increased the taxes other than 
income taxes account by an additional ~262 to reflect the 
regulatory assessment fees of 4 . 5 percent to be paid resulting from 
our approved revenue increase. 

Income Tax Expense 

The u t ility is an 1120 corporation. Although the utility 
would be expected to pay income taxes, there are sufficient 
operating loss carryforwards to eliminate income tax expense for 
the next few years. Therefore, we did not include an allowance for 
income tax expense . 

Operating Expenses Summary 

Based on the foregoing, the appropriate amount of test year 
operating expenses is $49,455, and the appropriate amount of 
operating expenses for r a te s etting purposes is $49,718 . 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

Based upon our review of the utility ' s books and records and 
the adjustments made herein, we find that the appropriate annual 
revenue requirement for this utility is $ 53, 035. This revenue 
requirement will allow the utility the opportunity to recover its 
operating expenses and earn a 9 . 30 percent return on its 
investment. 

RATES AND RATE STRUCTURE 

The preferred rate structure is the base facility and 
gallonage charge rate structure, because of its ability to Lrack 
costs and give customers some control over their wastewater bills. 
However, several of the utility ' s customers obtain their water from 
private wells, thereby making the calculation of rates based on 
water consumption impractical. As a result, consistent with our 
decision in the utility's last staff-assisted rate case, we find 
that it is appropriate that the utility continue the flat rate 
structure. 

The approved flat monthly rates were calculated by dividing 
the approved revenue requirement of $53, 035 by 222 customers 
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divided by 12 months. This results in a flat monthly rate of 
$19.91 per ERC. The utility ' s current and our approved rates are 
shown below. 

MONTHLY FLAT RATES - WASTEWATER 

Residential 
Multi-Reside ntial 

(per living unit) 

Service Availability Charges 

Current 
Rates 

$ 17.86 

$ 17.86 

Commission 
Approved 

Rates 

$ 19.91 

$ 19.91 

The utility is authorized to collect a system capacity charge 
of $500 per ERC. Although the treatment plant is 100 percent used 
and useful, DEP has r e quired the utility to make substantial 
improvements to its sys tem. Therefore, no change to the utility ' s 
service availabi l i t y charge is appropriate at this time. However , 
the appropriate service availability charges for this utility 
should be re-examined after all of the DEP-required improvements 
have been made . 

Miscellaneous Service Charges 

The utility ' s current tariff contains the following provisions 
for miscellaneous service charges : 

Initial Connection 
Normal Reconnection 
Violation Reconnection 
Premises Visi t (in lieu of 

disconnection) 

Wastewater 

$ 15 . 00 
15.00 

Actual Cost 

10.00 

We find that the utility ' s current charges are appropriate. 
These charges are designed to more accurately reflect the costs 
associated with each service and to place the burden of payment on 
the person who causes the cost to be incurred rather than on the 
entire rate paying body as a whole. 
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customer Deposit. Late Fee . and Connection Fee 

The utility has no provision in its current tariff for 
customer deposits, a late fee or a c ollection fee. However, the 
utility requested approval of each of these items. When designing 
the appropriate amount for customer deposits, it is important to 
refer to Rule 25-30 .311 (7 ), Florida Administrative Code, which 
provides that: 

(7) A utility may require, upon reasonable written notice of 
not less tha n 30 days , such request or notice being 
separate and apart from any bill for service, a new 
deposit, where previously waived or returned, or an 
additional deposit, in order to secure payment of current 
bills; provi ded, however, that the total amount of 
required deposit should not exceed an amount equal to the 
a v e rage actual charge for water and/or sewer service for 
two billing periods for the 12-month period immediately 
prior to the date of notice. In the event the customer 
has had service less than 12 months, the• the utility 
shall base its new or additional dep os it upon the average 
monthly billing available . 

Based on information contained in the audit, the average 
monthly delinquency rate for the utility is 16 customers (or 7 
percent) of the utility ' s 222· customers. Al t hough the delinquency 
rate does not appear to be-significant, since the utility is in 
receivership , we believe that the delinquency rate may be 
sufficient to cause cash flow problems for the utility. To 
compound this problem, as of the end of the test year, 26 accounts 
had been delinquent for a period of 30 days or more; the revenues 
associated with those accounts is approximately $1,900. We believe 
that requiring customer deposits from both new customers and 
existing customers who have demonstrated cons~stent delinquency in 
paying the utility for service will help secure payment of current 
bills . 

In accordance with Rule 25-30 . 311, Florida Administrative 
Code, the deposit should not exceed an amount equal to twice the 
average monthly charge for service . The approved flat rate for 
this utility is $19.91 per month . Therefore, we find that the 
appropriate amount for a customer deposit is $39 . 82. 

The utility has requested a late fee of $5 plus 1.5 percent 
monthly interest on accounts delinquent for mo r e than 20 days. 
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However, the utility has provided no detailed, cost -based 
documentation that would support its request. Therefore, we find 
it appropriate to deny the utility's request for late fees . 
However, as discussed earlier, approximately 7 percent of the 
utility ' s customers do not timely pay their bills . The Commission 
has approved late payment charges for other u Lilities in the past, 
based on the rationale that the general body of ratepaye rs should 
not shoulder the burden of costs caused by those custome rs who do 
not timely pay their bills . In addition, a late fee provides 
customers with an incentive to pay their bills withi n t he 2 0-day 
period provided in the utilit y ' s tariff . Based on the typical 
incremental costs associated with collecting from l ate -paying 
customers , the Commission has found that a late fee of $3 recovers 
those incremental collection costs. Therefore, we find it 
appropriate to approve a $3 late fee in this instance. 

The utility has also requested a collection fee of $75, i n 
lieu of disconnect charges, if the account is paid on the date of 
disconnect . This charge would essentially b e a miscel l aneous 
service charge representing a premises visit in lieu ~ f disconnect . 
However, the utility's requested charge of $75 greatly exceeds the 
$10 charge that is typically approved. As discussed above, the 
utility has failed to provide any detailed c ost -based documentat i on 
to support its request in this regard. Therefore, we find that it 
is appropriate to deny the utility ' s request for a collection 
charge. 

TREATED EFFLUENT 

Water use in the utility ' s service area is under the 
juri sdiction of the South Florida Water Manageme nt Dis trict . The 
District has designated the util i ty ' s area as a ~ritical use a r ea , 
thereby requiring that water conservation methods be implemented. 
Currently, the utility disposes of its effluent into a percolation 
pond. The use o f the percolation pond allows the treated 
wastewater to return to the water table through the ground as 
ground flow recharge. DEP and the South Florida Water Manag ement 
District have confirmed that the percolation pond remains a viable 
method of disposal for the utility. If the utility adheres to the 
requirements of its operations as established by DEP, we bel i eve 
that no additional action regarding effluent reuse is necessary. 
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STATUTORY RATE REDUCTION AND RECOVERY PERIOD 

The statutory recovery period for rate case expenses is four 
years. The appropriate annual revenue reduction at the enu of that 
period is $39. 

Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes, states that: 

The amount of rate case expense determined by the 
Commission pursuant to the provisions of this chapter to 
be recovered through a public utilities rate shall be 
apportioned for recovery over a period of 4 years. At 
the conclusion of the recovery period, the rate of public 
utility shall be reduced immediately by the amount of 
rate case expense previously included in rates. 

The only rate case expense t o be recovered in this proceeding 
is the $150 filing fee. The four-year recovery period for this fee 
allows the utility to recover $38 per year through its rates. Once 
the annual regulatory commission expense recovery is q rossed- up to 
reflect regulatory assessment fees, the annual recovery increases 
to $39. 

At the end of four years, LCM's rates should be reduced by $39 
annually . Assuming no change in the utility's current revenues, 
expenses , capital structure and customer base, the effect of this 
rate reduction is a $.02 reduction in the approved flat rates. 

The utility shall file revised tariff sheets n o later than one 
month prior to the actual date of the required rate reduction. The 
utility shall also file a proposed customer notice setting forth 
the lower rates and the reason for the reduction . If the utility 
files this reduction in conjunction with a price index or pass­
through rate adjustment, separate data shall b e filed for the price 
index and/or pass-through increase or decrease and the reduction in 
the rates due to the amortized rate case expense. 

SHOW CAUSE 

In May 1993, the utility deposited $4,000 into a refund 
account at an independent financial institution, and aut horized 
that financial institution to deny withdrawal of those funds 
without the permission of the Commission. The utility then began 
charging the em~rgency, temporary rates effective June 1, 1993 . 
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However, t he u t ility was notified by letter in June 1993 that 
the account does not provi de for security for a refund in a manner 
that conforms with the provisions of Order No. PSC-93-0633-FOF-SU. 
Repeated attempts by our Staff have been made to instruct and 
assist the utility regarding the technical requirements of 
providing proper security. However , no security for a refund has 
been properly provided for, and t he t ariff sheets reflecting the 
emergency, temporary rates have not been approved . 

As discussed previously, due to the tenuous financial 
condition of the utility, the Commis sion found it appropriate to 
grant emergency, temporary rates. But for the receiver ' 5 failure 
to follow the Commission's procedural requirements regarding 
providing security for a refund , the utility would in fact be 
authorized to collect those emergency, temporary rates . Therefore, 
we will not order the utility to refund the unauthorized portion of 
the r ates collected at this time. 

However, the utility shall sho• cause why it should not be 
fined $250 for charging unauthorized rates. Further, any 
additional instances of the utility charging unauthorized rates 
could result in our taking more serious action against this 
utility. 

TEMPORARY RATES IN THE EVENT OF PROTEST 

This Order proposes an increase in wastewater rates. A timely 
protes t might delay what may be a justified rate increase resulting 
in an unrecoverable loss of revenue to the utility. Therefore, in 
the event of a protest filed by a party other than the utility, we 
hereby authorize the utility to collect the rates approved herein, 
on a temporary basis , subject to refund, provided that the utility 
first furnish and have approved by Commission Staff, adequate 
security for a potential refund through a bond or letter of credit 
in the amount of $3 , 9 7 3 or an escrow account, a proposed customer 
notice, and revised tariff sheets. 

If the utility chooses a bond as security, the bond should 
contain wording to the effect that it will be terminated only under 
the following conditions: 

1) The Commission approves the rate increase; or 
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2) If the Commission denies the increase, the utility shall 
refund the amount collected that is attributable to t he 
increase . 

If the utility chooses a letter of credit as a security, it 
should contain the following conditions: 

1) The letter of credit is irrevocable for the period it is 
in effect. 

2) The letter of credit will be in effect until a final 
Commission order is rendered, either approving or denying 
the rate increase. 

If security is provided through an escrow agreement, the 
following conditions should be part of the agreement: 

1) No refunds in the escrow account may be withdrawn by the 
utility without the expre ss approval of the Commission. 

2) The escrow account shall be an interest bearing account. 

3) If a refund to the customers is required, all interest 
earned by the escrow account shall be distributed t o the 
customers . 

4) If a refund to the customers is not required, the 
interest earned by the escrow account shall revert to the 
util ity. 

5) All information on the escrow account shall be available 
from the holder of the escrow account to a Commission 
representative at all times. 

6 ) The amount of revenue subject to refund shall b e 
deposited in the escrow account within seven day~ of 
receipt . 

7) This escrow account is established by the direction of 
the Florida Public Service Commission for the purpose(s) 
set forth in its order requiring such account. Pursuant 
to Consentino v. Elson, 263 So.2d 253 (Fla. 3d DCA 1972 ) , 
escrow accounts are not subject to garnishments. 
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8) The Director of Records and Reporting must be a signatory 
to the escrow agreement . 

If the utility chooses to provide the security for a refund by 
establishing an escrow account, the utility shall not, under any 
circumstances , implement the rates approved herein without prior 
approval by Staff that the escrow agreement conforms to each 
requirement listed above. 

In no instance should the maintenance and administrative costs 
associated with the refund be borne by the customers. Th~se costs 
are the responsibility of, and should be borne by, t h e utility. 
Irrespective of the form of security chosen b:t the utility, an 
account of all monies received as result of the rate increase 
should be maintained by the utility. This account must specify by 
whom and on whose behalf such monies were paid . If a refund is 
ultimately required, it shall be paid with interest calculated 
pursuant to Rule 25-30.360(4), Florida Adminis trative Code. 

The utility shall maintain a record of the amoun~ of the bond, 
and the amount of revenues that are subject to refund . In 
addition, after the increased rates are in effect, the utility 
shall file reports with the Division of Wa ter and Waste water no 
later than 20 days after each monthly billing. These reports shall 
indicate the amount of revenue collected under the increased rates . 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

The revised flat monthly rates shall be effective for s e rvice 
rendered on or after the stamped approval date on the r evised 
tariff sheets. Tariff sheets will not be approved until Staff 
verifies that the tariff sheets are consistent with our decision 
herein, that the proper security for refund has been provided, and 
that the proposed customer notice is adequate . 

If no protest is timely filed and the revised tariff sheets 
have been approved, and the show cause matter is resolved , this 
docket may be closed administratively. However, tariff sheets will 
not be approved until our Staff verifies that the tariff sheets are 
consistent with the Commission ' s decision, that the proper security 
for refund has been provided, and that the proposed customer notice 
is adequate. 

Furthermore, our Staff 
u tility's ongoing quality of 

shall closely monitor b oth t he 
service as well as the utility ' s 
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compliance with DEP. If necessary, Staff will open a new docket to 
further investigate the quality of service provided by the utility, 
and show cause proceedings may be initiated. 

Based on the foregoing, it is, thereforP, 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
application of LCM Sewer Authority , for an increase in wastewater 
rates in Lee County is approved as set forth in the body of this 
Order . It is further 

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

ORDERED that all matters contained in the schedules attached 
hereto are by reference incorporated herein. It is further 

ORDERED that the provisions of this Order, except for the 
granting of temporary rates in the event of pr()test and the 
requirement that the utility show cause regarding its charging of 
rates without approved security , are issued as proposed agency 
action, shall become final and effective unless an appropriate 
petition, in the form provided by Rule 25-22.036, Florida 
Administrative Code, is received by the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting, 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 
32399-0870, by the close of business on the date set forth in the 
Notice of Further Proceedings or Judicial Review attached hereto. 
It is further 

ORDERED that LCM Sewer Authority, is authorized to charge the 
new rates, customer deposits, and late fees as set forth in the 
body of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the rates approved herein shall be effective for 
service rendered on or after thirty days aft er the stamped approval 
date on the revised tariff pages. It is further 

ORDERED that prior to its implementation of t h e rates approved 
herein , LCM Sewer Authority, shall submit and have approv ed a 
proposed customer notice of the increased rates and charges and the 
reasons therefor. The notice will be approved upon Staff • s 
verification that it is consistent with our decision herein . It is 
further 
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ORDERED that prior to its implementation of the rates approved 
herein, LCM Sewer Authority, shall submit and have approved a bond 
or letter of credit in the amount of $3,973 or an escrow agreement 
as a guarantee of any potential refund of revenues collected on a 
temporary basis. It is further 

ORDERED that prior to its implementation of the rates approved 
herein, LCM Sewer Authority, shall submit and have approved revised 
tariff pages . The revised tariff pages will be approved upon 
Staff 's verification that the pages are consistent with our 
decision herein and that the protest period has expired. It is 
further 

ORDERED that in the event of a protest by any substantially 
affected person other than the utility, LCM Se\·1er Authority, is 
authorized to collect the rates approved herein on a temporary 
basis, subject to refund, in accordance with Rule 25-30.360, 
Florida Administrative Code, provided that LCM Sewer Authority, has 
furnished satisfactory security fo~ any potentia~ refund and 
provided that it has submitted and Staff has approved revised 
tariff pages and a proposed customer notice. It is further 

ORDERED that LCM Sewer Authority shall show cause in writing, 
within twenty days, why it should not be fined for collec ting 
unauthorized rates . It is further 

ORDERED that LCM Sewer Authority • s written response must 
contain specific allegations of fact and law. It is further 

ORDERED that LCM Sewer Authority • s opportunity to file a 
written response shall constitute its opportunity to be heard prior 
to final determination of noncompliance and assessment of penalty 
by this Commission, as required under Rule 25-30.110(6) (c), Florida 
Administrative Code. It is further 

ORDERED that a failure to file a timely response to this show 
cause order shall constitute an admission of the facts alleged in 
the body of this Order and a waiver of any right to a hear ing. It 
is further 

ORDERED that, in the event that LCM Sewer Authority files a 
written response which raises material questions of fact and 
requests a hearing pursuant to Section 120.57, Florida Statutes , 
further proce~dings may be scheduled before a final determination 
on these matters is made. It is further 
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ORDERED that this docket may be closed if no timely protest is 
filed and the revised tariff sheets have been approved and once the 
show cause matter has been resolved . 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission , this 23rd 
day of December. 1993. 

( S E A L ) 
LAJ 

Reporting 

NOTICE OF fURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUPICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida ~~lie Service Commission is required by Section 
120 . 59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

As identified in the body of this Order, our action, except 
for the granting of temporary rates in the event of a protest and 
the requirement that the utility show cause regarding its charging 
of rates without approved security, is pre liminary in nature and 
will not become effective or final, except as provided b y Rule 
25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. Any person whose 
substantial interests are affected by the action proposed by this 
order may file a petition for a formal proceeding, as provided by 
Rule 25-22 . 029(4), Florida Administrative Code, in the form 
provided by Rule 25-22.036(7) (a) and (f), Florida Administrative 
Code. This petition must be received by the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting at his office at 101 East Gaines Street, 
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Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the close of business on 
January 12, 1994. 

In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become 
effective on the day subsequent to the above date as provide d by 
Rule 25-22.029(6), Florida Administra tive Code. 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 

If this order becomes final and effective o~ the date 
described above, any party adversely affected may request judicial 
review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas 
or telephone utility or by the First District Court of Appeal in 
the case of a water or wastewater utility by filing a notice of 
appeal with the Director , Division of Records ~nd Reporting and 
filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the 
appropriate court . This filing must be completed within thirty 
(30) days of the effective date of this order, pu~ suant 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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LCM SEWER AVTHORiiY, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 920828- SU 
TEST YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 1992 

Account Title 

============= 
Depreciable Plant in Service 

Land/Nondepreciable Assets 

Plant Held for Future Use 

Contributions In Aid o f Constn.)( \t • 

Accumulated Depreciation 

Accumulated Amortization of CIAC 

Work1ng Capital Allowance 

RATE BASE 

Balance 
oer 

Utili ty 

====== 
S164,272 

ZJ.n2 

0 

( ,. 1) 

(71 ,999) 

40,5n 

0 
----- -

}:.6 043 
- --------- --

CVmm1SS10n 
AdjuS<ments 

to Utrl.ty 
Balance 

======= 

($832) 

0 

(21 .344) 

(' ' · '~.I 

2.989 

(918) 

5,485 
-------

(S20.370) 
-------- ------

A 

B 

c 

D 

E 

;: 

SCHEDULE NO. 1 
RATE BASE 

Balance 
;::er 

Comm1ss1on 
====== 

$163,440 

ZJ.n2 

(21 ,344) 

(106,329) 

(69,01 0) 

39,659 

5,485 
------

$35,673 
====~ :... 
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LCM SEWER AUTHORITY. INC. 
DOCKET NO. 920828-SU 
TEST YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 1992 

A. DEPRECIABLE PLANT IN SERVICe: 

1. Remove improperly recorded Item 

B. PlANT HELD FOR FUTURE USE (FnFU): 

1. Average PHFU 
2. Accumulated deprac1a0on associated 

with PHFU 

Subtotal 

C. CONTRIBUTIONS IN AID OF CONSTRUCTION (CIAC}: 

1. Averaging adjustment 
2. Allowance for margin reserve 

Subtotal 

D. ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION: 

1. Adjustment that results In the appropriate 
amount ot test year depreciation expense 

2. Averagang adjuatmant 

E. ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION ()f t''"C 

1. Adjustment to reflec: ttla appropmtla tJI.llat tce 
at the beginning of the test year 

2. Adjustment that results in the np~ · •· •IIC:tt 
amount ol test year amortization ol CIAC 

3. Averaging adjustment 

F. WORKING CAPITAL Al..LOWANCE: 

1. Working cepltal allowance baaed on 
one-eighth ol O&M expenses 

Subtotal 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS: 

SCHEDULE NO. 1A 
ADJUSTMENTS TO 
RATE BASE 

(832) 

(33.8 10) 

12.466 

(21,344) 

250 
(6.000) 

(5.750) 

15 
2.974 

2.989 

917 

i9) 
(1,826) 

(918) 

5.465 

(20.370) 

==== = 
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LCM SEWER AlnHORfTY.INC. 
DOCKET NO. 920828-SU 
TESTYEAR ENDED SEPT&IBER :lO. 1992 

Balance 
Per Componel'l unltv ··=-···-

Equity $70.3l3 O.bt 
0 

TOTAL S70.X\:• 

11.:10% 

Do DC 
IS.JO% 

CommiSSIOn 
Adjustments 

to Utilty 
Balance 

·-=---~-

so 
0 

-------
so 

High 

10.:lO'llo 

Sa lane.. 
AdjUS~ed Pro Rara per Balance Adjustments CommissiOn ····-·· •s••*-•• 

S70.3l3 (Sl4.6e0) ~.673 
0 0 0 

-------
S70.l33 (Sl4.660) ~.673 

Percent 
or 

Tc;al 

tOO.()()% 
0.()()% 

100.00% 

.. ·------

SCHECULE NO. 2 
COST OF CAPITAL 

We•Qhted 
COSt Co51 

9.30% 9.30% 
0.()()% 0.00% 

9.30% 
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LCM SEWER Al1THOA11Y, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 920828-SU 
TEST YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER :10, 1992 

Operallng Rovenuu 

Operallng Expenses: 

Operallon and M.almena~ 
Oept~OOn 

AmoniUOOn 
Tu01 011\Gr lhan Income 
Income Taxes 

Total Opera1ng Expenses 

Oper:allng Income (Loss) 

Rale of Relum 

BaJa~ 

Per 
Ullllty 

$18.756 

S23.1 11 
1.153 

0 
1.9U 

0 

S26.21J 

(S7,457) 

S56.~J 

-13.31% 

CQmmissjon 
Ad(ustmenlS Bala~ 

lO UlUty per 
Balance CommiSSion ·=-·· --- -------
S28,U8 A $47 204 

S20.765 B $43,876 
704 c 1,862 

0 0 
1.nJ .o 3,717 

0 0 

S23,2C2 $49.~55 

($2.252) 

SJ5.67J 

-6.31% 

SCHEDULE NO 3 
OPERATING INCOME 
WASTEWATER 

Commlsslon Balance 
AOjus1mems per 
lor Increase Comm,sslon 
••••••a -====J;;I;-· 

$5,831 E S5J,035 

so $4:1,876 
0 1 ./l '" 

0 (, 

262 3.980 
0 0 

S262 $49,718 

S5.569 SJ,Jl7 

SJ5,673 

9.30')(. 
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LCM SEWER AVTHORITY. INC. 
DOCKET NO. 920828-SU 
TEST YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 1992 

A. OPERATlNG REVENUES: 

1. Adjustmem to reflect the test year receopts 
2. Annua!ization of pnce index rate adjustment 

TOTAL REVENUE ADJUSTMENTS: 

6. OPERATlON AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSES: 

1. Sludge Removal Expense: 
1. Adjustment to reflect the Commission's 

approved annual allowance 

2. Purchased Power Expense: 
t. Adjustment to reflect annualization of expense 

3. Chemocals E;cpense: 
1. Record expense incurred but not yet peod 
2. Adjustment to reflect the Commossoon'a 

approved annual allowance 

4. Metoriala and Supplies Expense: 
1. Re<:lasaify postage from miscelaneous expense 
2. Addltlonal allowance for postage and supplies 

5. Contractual Services Expense: 
1. Ro<:ord expenses incurred but not yet ;~aid 
2. Reclassify temporary operating permo! expense 

to moscolaneou. expense 
3. Adc:frtlonal allowance for c:omract labor 
4 Annualization of comract operator's lee 
5. Annualization of management foe 
6. Remove disalowed portion of contract 

operator's fee 
7. Adju.tment to reflect tho Commosaoon • 

approved allowance for management fee 
8. Adjustment to reflect annual allowance for 

grounds keeping as approved by tho 
Commission 

9. Adjustment to reflect annual allowance for 
lab te~ng foea as approved by tho 
Commlaao.-n 

10. Oil allowance of excess contract labor charges 
11 . Remove unamortized portion of repaus expense 

amortized over a rwo-yoar period 

Subtotal 

Subtotal 

Subtotal 

SCHEDULE NO. 3A 
ADJUSTMENTS TO 
OPERATING INCOME 
PAGE 1 OF 2 

27.068 
1.380 

28.-148 

3.t25 

3.256 

251 

1.682 

214 
639 

853 

9.62 .. 

(1.950) 
684 

6,650 
10,500 

(3.600) 

(5.260) 

520 

360 
(240) 

(1 .597) 

15.691 
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LCM SEWER AlJTHORTY, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 920828-SU 
TEST YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 1992 

6. Transpor1Dtion Expense 
1. Annl.lll allowance e appro~~ed by tho 

CommiSSion 

7. ~IalOr)' CommlSSion ~nse: 
1 . To amortize ete nue cue filing fee in 

the n1>1an1 case 

8. Miscellaneous ~nse: 
1. Reclassity postage expense 10 materials and 

supplies expense 
2. Recla.ssify temporary operating pennrt expense 

trom comradUOI SOMceS 

3. Remove unamortiZed porllOn of1<!"•1-""W y 
opero11ng permit 

Sub1oml 

TOTAL O&M ADJUSTMENTS: 

C. DEPRECIATION EXPENSE: 

1 • To ram011a tes1 year deprec10tion expense 
recorded by lhe uolity 

2. To reflect the Commrssoon's OPPI'Oifed used and 
useful deprOCIO!ion expense 

3. To reftec::t lha Commts300n's oppr011ed used and 
useful amorllZatJon of ClAC 

TOTAL OEPRECIA TlON EXPENSE /',[),Ill(·;) MUH$: 

E. TAXES OTHEfl THAN INCOME TAXES (TOrT): 

1 . Disallowance of property taX II.$50C>8 ted wM 
nonu:sed and useful plant 

2. Regulatory a.ssessmentlees besed on the 
CommiSSion's appr011ed amount of tes1 yoor rt.:vc. 1\IL-... 

TOTAL TOfT EXPENSE ADJUSTMENTS: 

F. OPERATING REVENUES: 

1. To ,..fleet lhe Comm!salon 'a app!"OIIed increase 
In rt111e,..,e requ~rement 

G. TAXES OTHEM THAN INCOME TAXES: 

1. To retlec1anaeese in regula lOry assessment 
lees assocetod Wllh the CommiSSIOn's aoproved 
ancteee '" revenue requ~remem 

SCHEDULE NO. 3A 
ADJUSTMENTS TO 
OPERATING INCOME 
PAGE20F 2 

1.200 

38 

(214) 

1,950 

(1,560) 

176 

26,021 

(1,158) 

~.653 

(2,991) 

704 

(351) 

~I 12~ 

1.nJ 

262 
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LCM SEWER AUTHORITY. INC. 
DOCKET NO. 92().828-SU 
TEST YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER 30. 1992 

---- Account-----
No. DescrtpUon 

=:=-••••••e•• 

701 Salaries and Wag• - Employees 

703 Salaries and Wages - Olllcars 

704 Employee Pensions and Benetlls 

710 Purci\Ued Sewage Treatment 

711 Sludge RemoY&I Expense 

715 Purcl'la.se<l Poww 

716 Fuel loc Power Proauctlon 

718 Chembls 

720 Materials and Supplies 

730 Contractucal Services 

740 Rents 

750 TranspottaUon Expenses 

755 Insurance Expense 

765 Regulatory Commission Expense 

770 Bad Deot Expense 

775 Miscellaneous Expenses 

TOTAL OPERA nON AND MAINTENANCE EXP!:NSES 

Balance 
per Ullllty 

==•.:a•• 

so 

0 

0 

0 

1.000 

2.367 

0 

478 

344 

13.257 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

·CIO 

S17.855 

SCHEDULE NO. 3B 
DETAIL OF OPERA nON AND 
MAINTENANCE EXPENSES 

CommiSSIOn 
AdJustments 
c:a:a:z•• 

so 

0 

0 

0 

~.125 

3.256 2 

0 

1.682 3 

853 

15.691 5 

0 

1,200 6 

0 

38 7 

0 

176 8 

S26.021 

Balance 
per 

CommiSSIOro 
%1 ::t&JE::.•= 

so 

(I 

IJ 

0 

•.125 

5.623 

0 

2.160 

1,197 

26.946 

0 

1.200 

0 

36 

0 

586 

S43.876 
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LCM SEWER AUTHORITY, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 920828-SU 
TEST YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 1992 

MONTHLY FLAT RATES - WASTEWATER 

Residential 
Multi-Residential (per living unit) 

APPROVED 
RATES 

$19.91 
19.91 

SCHEDULE 4 
RATE REDUCTION AFTER 
RECOVERY OF RATE CASE 
EXPENSES 

RATE 
DECREASE 

$0.02 
0.02 
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