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Q. 

A.  

Q. 

A.  

Q -  

A. 

Q. 

A .  

WEAT IS yotm mtm - Bvsxmss ~ S S T  

My name is Forrest L. Ludsen and my business 

address is 1000 Color Place, Apopka, Florida 32703. 

ARE YOU TEB su(E FORREST L. LUDSEU W E 0  SUBHI- 

PRIC-FILED DIRECT TEST- I U  TEIS PROCEEDIMG? 

Yes, I am. 

DO YOU RAM ANY -8 fw m A L  TO IWI'ERVENOR 

WITNESSES OPPOSIIUQ A VWINlRW RATE STRvCTmLlL? 

Yes. The intervenor's witnesses opposing uniform 

rates raise no new facts or arguments from those 

already considered by the Commission in Docket Nos. 

920199-WS and 930880-WS. Therefore, there is no 

evidentiary basis for the Commission to alter its 

prior findings in favor of a uniform rate 

structure. 

COULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE EXRIBIT (FLL-6). 

Exhibit (FLL-6) provides the rate schedules 

and supporting data reflecting the five alternative 

rate design proposals identified by Staff witness 

Gregory Shafer, as applied to the 1996 test year. 

As indicated in the exhibit, based upon the revenue 

requirements being requested by SSU, there would be 

no service area which would be effected by the 

minimum $1.00 gallonage charge or $4.00 base 

facility charge suggested in Staff witness Shafer's 
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proposal. Also, due to time constraints and 

unfamiliarity with the proposed mechanics of the 

"treatment type/CIAC factor" design, SSU was unable 

to show the Commission and parties what the rates 

based on such.a factored design would look like. 

The exhibit provides the service area specific 

data necessary to establish rates on Mr. Shafer's 

stand alone or modified stand alone rate designs 

for 1996. Information supporting these designs is 

identical to the information previously provided on 

three occasions to the Commission, and the Public 

Counsel (1) during on site audits to Staff in July 

and Public Counsel in September, (2) through 

document requests responded to by SSU in September 

and ( 3 )  a third time in supplemental MFR Volumes 

filed with the Commission and served on all parties 

in November, 1995. This exhibit is being presented 

to reflect the actual rates which would arise under 

the rate structure alternatives identified by Staff 

witness Shafer as well as to rebut accusations 

during customer service hearings that SSU has not 

provided service area specific data such that rates 

could be calculated on a stand alone or modified 

stand alone basis. At an agenda conference on 

February 6, Commissioner Deason indicated that he 

2 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 A. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

would oppose the introduction of the supplemental 

MFR information if he later determined that the 

information somehow bolstered SSU's case. To this 

day, SSU does not understand the Commissioner's 

concerns, however, we felt compelled to file this 

exhibit for two reasons: (1) to make sure that the 

record contains sufficient rate information and 

supporting data relative to Staff's rate design 

alternatives to satisfy anyone's purported due 

process rights: and (2) to ensure that the 

Commission knew that the service area specific cost 

information had been available to the Commission 

staff and the parties since as early as July and 

September 1995, respectively -- despite repeated 

protestations of Public Counsel to the contrary. 

IF EITHER "BE "MODIFIED" RATE DESIGN OR MODIFIED 

WITH MINIMUM GALLONlGE/BASE FACILITY CHARGE RATE 

DESIGN PROPOSAL IS ADOPTED BY l W B  C-ISSION, EOW 

WOULD S W  PROPOSE TEAT FUTURE I-IWOS AND PASS- 

m W G E S  BE TREM'BD? 

If either the "modified" or "minimum" rate design 

proposals are adopted, future indexings and pass- 

throughs should be implemented so as to increase 

the caps and minimums by the amount of increases. 

Commission consideration of new caps and minimums 
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would not be set until another full-blown rate 

proceeding is conducted. The indexings and pass- 

through adjustments would be applied to the 

Commission's approved rates which would increase 

the caps and minimum levels. To do otherwise would 

create extraordinary complexity and confusion to 

customers. 

Q. HS. DISHUKES m B S T S  THAT SW'S cVSTOM8XS HILyls UOT 

BENEFITED FROM SSU'S ACQJJISITION PR- AND HA8 

RgC-ED TEAT THE Cow4ISSION REDUCE SSU'S 

W S T E D  TBST -0 EXPEOIQSES BY $243,773 TO 

ACCOUWJ! FOR WEkT SEE RETFERS TO AS DISECOWOMIES OF 

SCALE. Do You AGREE WITH THIS ADJuST16hwT7 

A .  No I do not. Ms. Dismukes examined the 

Buenaventura Lakes acquisition which occurred at 

the end of 1995 and the Lehigh acquisition which 

occurred in late 1991 and determined that because 

costs to the customers of those systems increased 

after SSU acquired the utilities, specifically the 

administrative and general costs, that SSU's 

customers have not benefited from these 

acquisitions. I must note that Public Counsel 

already raised this argument as it relates to the 

Lehigh service area in the last rate proceeding. 

The Commission rejected Public Counsel's argument 
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in that case. 

DID TEE COSTS To CDSMSlgRS IN TEOSL SERVICZ ARBAS 

-I AFTER sw AcQrrmrr, 

Yes, the cost to the customers of those facilities 

did increase; however, it must be understood that 

both Buenaventura Lakes and Lehigh were developer 

owned utilities and it is not uncommon for 

developer owned utilities to be subsidized by the 

developer to keep utility rates artificially low to 

help the sale of homes. As an example, 

Buenaventura Lakes shows in its 1994 annual report 

a management fee of $30,000 from its parent 

corporation Landstar Development Corporation. This 

management fee is for accounting and data 

processing services. The fee was developed for a 

1981 rate case and is the same amount included in 

the 1994 annual report. Obviously, Landstar is not 

billing the utility for the true cost of these 

services. 

DID TRE COWIISSION APPROVE TEE TRANSFER OF THE 

BWENAVENTURA AND LHIIGE UTILITIZS To S W ?  

Yes, the Commission approved both transfers and 

found the transfers to be in the best interest of 

customers. As I indicated earlier, in the case of 

Lehigh, the Commission also reviewed and approved 

5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the increased administrative and general costs 

associated with the transfer to SSU in rate case 

Docket No. 911188-WS. Ms. Dismukes fails to bring 

this fact to the Commission's attention. 

Q. DO YOU W I T E  WB. DISBUKES THAT ACQUIRIWo 

UTILITIES LIm -- IAKES AND LHIIQE IS WOT 

M'SCESIURILY BEZQEFICIAL TO CUSTOWPIS? 

A .  No I do not. The attached Exhibit (FLL-7) 

shows a comparison of A & G and customer service 

costs per customer without and with the 

Buenaventura Lakes acquisition. SSU's total cost 

per customer of A & G and customer service expenses 

without the Buenaventura acquisition is $85 per 

customer. The total cost with the acquisition is 

$80 per customer. Therefore, although Buenaventura 

customers experience an increase in costs, the 

overall body of SSU customers benefited by the 

acquisition because it provided a larger customer 

base over which to spread common costs. Whenever a 

utility is acquired, the cost/benefit to the 

acquired utility can be positive or negative 

depending on the acquired utility's cost structure 

as compared to SSU's cost structure. Generally, 

the result of adding additional customers is the 

lowering of the cost per customer of the common 
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Q. 

A. 

costs allocated to SSU's other customers. 

Ultimately it is the stimulation of growth that 

provides the economies of scale to help hold down 

costs. This does not mean that an acquisition will 

result in a rate reduction. 

ROW DO THE CUSTOMER SERVICE A & 0 W H  COSTS 

FOR S W  W A R E  TO UTILITIES? 

I have attached as Exhibit- (FLL-8) a schedule 

which compares Southern States to the National 

Association of Water Companies (NAWC) survey 

information. This exhibit shows that SSU's 

customer accounts and A & G expenses compare 

favorably to the NAWC companies when compared to 

revenues, customers and employees. In 1994 SSU's 

combined customer accounts and A & G expenses were 

21.5% of actual revenues and 17.1% of required 

revenues. The comparable NAWC companies were at 

21.3% of revenues. Comparing these same expenses 

on a cost per customer and cost per employee basis, 

we find that SSU's 1994 cost per customer was $ 1 3  

and SSU's 1994 cost per employee was $21,125. 

Similar sized NAWC companies in 1994 had a cost per 

customer of $94 and a cost per employee of $33,991. 

Although Ms. Dismukes may consider our costs high 

compared to the developer owned costs of 
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Buenaventura and Lehigh, our common costs compare 

vary favorably with the NAWC "utility" companies 

surveyed. 

Q. Do YOU FEEL T%lT COST IS 'w a Y  COWSIDHUTION IN 

WHETHER cVS'K*Iws m Z T  BY AU ACQUISITION? 

A. No. Low cost does not necessarily equate to good 

quality and reliable service. As verification of 

this fact, we invite the Commission to review the 

transcript of the customer service hearing held in 

Kissimmee on September 19, 1995 in this docket. 

The acquisition of the Buenaventura Lakes service 

area by SSU had not yet been approved by the 

Commission at that time so the utility owning and 

operating the related facilities was Orange Osceola 

Utilities, not SSU. The customers of OOU expressed 

extreme dissatisfaction with the service they were 

receiving from OOU in terms of quality of water and 

customer service. What we believe will be seen 

from a review of the transcript is that over the 

long term, customers are better served by someone 

like SSU that can provide all the services of a 

full-time utility rather than a developer that has 

its primary focus on home sales and often sends the 

wrong price signal to customers by subsidizing the 

utility rates. Our belief is supported by the fact 
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that one of the witnesses from the Kissinnee 

hearing testified that he owned property in three 

service areas -- two properties received service 
from SSU and the other OOU. The witness emphasized 

that he was happy with the service from SSU but OOU 

was a problem. SSU believes we can rectify the 

problem. 

Q. MS. DISWmBS BAS PROPOSED AH A D J l J S w  TO 1-E 

RATE CASE EXPENSE BY $30,481 TO REFLECT "FfE 

OVERTIW INCLUDED I N  TEE 1995 BUDGET. Do YOU AGREE 

WITH THIS Nwus-? 
A.  Yes I do. I believe it is reasonable to include 

in-house overtime as rate case expense rather than 

a normal expense item. Overtime related to rate 

case may not be an ongoing annual expense; 

therefore, including this expense as part of rate 

case expense with amortization over four years 

avoids this possibility. 

Q. Ws. DIWllZIlCES BAS REMOVED TBE RATE W E  EXPENSE 

BVWETED FOR MR. OARTZlcE AND MR. CRBSSE BECAUSE 

THEY DID NOT PROVIDE DIRECT m S T m N Y  IN THIS 

PROCEISDING. SHE BAS ALSO THE ESTIMkTED 

FEES OF TEE COST OF CAPITAL CONSTJLTANT, DR. MORIN 

WHO DID PROVIDE DIRECT TESTIMONY I N  THIS 

PROCEEDING. DO YOV AQRBE WITI3 TEESE ADJUS-S? 
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A. Mr. Gartzke and W .  Cresse did not provide direct 

testimony in this proceeding and are not going to 

provide rebuttal testimony; therefore, I agree that 

these costs should be removed. Similarly, we have 

added additional witnesses for rebuttal testimony 

to address issues raised by customers and their 

counsel and those costs should be added to and 

recoverable as a part of rate case expense. 

Ms. Dismukes has removed Dr. Morin's rate case 

expenses because the Commission developed the 

leverage formula to estimate water and wastewater 

utilities' cost of equity. I do not agree that 

this adjustment should be made. Dr. Morin has 

shown that the past leverage graph formula did not 

properly reflect the cost of capital required for 

water and wastewater utilities through the cost of 

capital workshop and specifically demonstrated in 

this proceeding that it is not appropriate for SSU. 

If the leverage graph is flawed and SSU cannot put 

a witness before the Commission to correct the flaw 

because it cannot cover its rate case expense, then 

it becomes a catch 22 for the Company. I have been 

advised as stated in Dr. Morin's testimony that 

certain changes he recommended were incorporated 

into the current leverage graph by a Commission 
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order issued on August 10, 1995 -- six weeks after 

his direct testimony was filed in this proceeding. 

Therefore, his testimony has been beneficial and 

his rate case expenses should be allowed to be 

recovered by SSU. In addition, Section 

367.081 ( 4 )  (f) of the Florida Statutes states that 

the use of the leverage graph is optional to the 

utility as follows: 

(f) "The commission may regularly, 

not less often than once each year, 

establish by order a leverage 

formula that reasonably reflect the 

range of returns on common equity 

for an average water or wastewater 

utility and which, for purposes of 

this section, shall be used to 

calculate the last authorized rate 

of return on equity for any utility 

which otherwise would have no 

established rate of return on 

equity. In anv other DrOCeedinCI in 

which an authorized rate of return 

on eauitv is to be established, a 

utilitv, in lieu of Dresentinq 

evidence on its rate of return on 

11 
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common ecruitv, mav move the 

commission to adopt the ranae of 

rates of return on common ecruitv 

that has been established under this 

paraaraoh.” (emphasis added) 

Rule 25-30.415(1), (2) also allow the Commission to 

consider a generally accepted financial model as 

follows : 

(1) “The Commission will establish, 

at least once each year, a leverage 

scale or scales that reflect the 

range of returns on common equity as 

required by Section 367.081(4) (f), 

F.S. 

(2) In determining the range of 

returns on common equity, the 

Commission may consider generally 

accepted financial models.“ 

Again, SSU should not be foreclosed from testing 

the leverage graph as clearly permitted under the 

law. Finally, we note that Public Counsel 

submitted testimony contesting Dr. Morin‘s 

testimony. SSU cannot legitimately be denied 

recovery of expenses incurred to rebut Public 

Counsel‘s witness -- particularly since nobody, 
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including SSU, could have known whether Public 

Counsel intended to present a cost of capital 

witness regardless of whether SSU did. 

DO YOU AGREE WIW NS. DISIIOICLII’ ADJOS- TO 

DISALLOW $345,671 OUT OF $432,069 ASSOCIATED 

WIW TEE NO. 930880-WS UMIKIIW RATE 

I ~ S T I ~ T I O I U O  

No I do not. MS. Dismukes has disallowed 80% of 

the costs related to the uniform rate investigation 

and has not specified how she has arrived,at this 

percentage. The costs relating to the uniform rate 

investigation as outlined in Ms. Dismukes testimony 

include: $34,358 on telemarketing consultants, 

$95,285 on consultants testimony, $4.587 on image 

marketing associates, $102,629 on legal services, 

$104,804 on FPSC notices, transportation and 

security, $54,963 for customer education mailings, 

$1,574 for open houses, and the remainder of 

$33,888 on miscellaneous travel and federal express 

and other miscellaneous items. Ms. Dismuke’ 

proposed allowance of $86,398 does not even cover 

our cost for FPSC notices required to meet the 

requirements of the Commission. Ms. Dismukes 

agrees that SSU had an obligation to bring to the 

Commission a reasonable and not unduly 
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discriminatory rate design and that SSU had an 

obligation to fully cooperate with the Commission's 

investigation. However, she felt the advocacy of 

uniform rates in that docket was unnecessary. SSU 

believes it had a right to take a position on the 

issues in that case. SSU supported uniform rates 

consistent with the Commission's decision in Docket 

No. 920199-WS because SSU believes that it is in 

the long term best interest of SSU, our customers 

and the environment to have uniform rates. 

Ultimately, the Commission heard evidence from 

those supporting and opposed to uniform rates and 

decided in favor of uniform rates for SSU. To not 

allow the Company to recover such costs is 

equivalent to informing the Company to not 

participate in any such generic proceedings is the 

future. Of course, such a signal would not serve 

the customer or the Commission well in future 

generic proceedings of this type. Obviously, the 

customers opposed to uniform rates were very well 

represented throughout this proceeding and would 

have preferred that SSU did not advocate uniform 

rates so the Commission would not have the record 

evidence to issue their decision supporting uniform 

rates. Because of SSU's advocacy role in support 
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of uniform rates and the intervenors advocacy role 

against uniform rates, the Commission had a 

complete record upon which to base their decision. 

Public Counsel chose not to participate. ssu 

believes that all costs incurred to date, currently 

$451,385, should be recoverable through rate case 

expense. This includes the costs incurred to 

educate customers on the potential impact to them 

of uniform and non-uniform rates and our efforts 

made to encourage customers to attend and 

participate in the hearings whether for or against 

uniform rates. A final point -- Ms. Dismukes' 
proposed disallowance, in SSU's view, is yet 

another none too subtle demonstration of the Public 

Counsel's activities evidencing Public Counsel's 

opposition to the uniform rate structure. 

Q. HAVE YOU DETERMINED TBE ACTUAL RATE CASE EXPENSE TO 

MTE? 

A. Yes. Attached as Exhibit (FLL-9) are the 

actual rate case expenses paid through January 31, 

1996 for both the current Docket No. 950495-WS case 

and Docket No. 93 08 80 -WS uniform rate 

investigation. We projected a total rate case 

expense in the current case of $995,152 and the 

actual to date is $915,364. Our actual costs are 
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running higher than originally projected primarily 

because of the impact of extending the case, 

scheduling additional customer service hearings, 

and renoticing customers. A significant portion of 

the increased cost has occurred in outside printing 

required to meet the noticing schedules. The 

actuals through January 31, 1996 for the uniform 

rate investigation are $451,385 as compared to the 

$432,089 filed in the MFRs.  The Company requests 

that additional costs incurred for rate case 

expense over the filed amounts be used as an offset 

to any Commission reductions in expenses. 

Q .  Do You HLVE ANY c-s RlcoARDING PUBLIC COUNSEL 

WITNESS KIM DIwlRTlclLS' ATTWPT TO USE THE 

C-ISSTON'S "ONE SYSTEM" FINDING IN DOCKET NO. 

930945-WS TO JUSTIFY A CUSMIcgR -1NG OF THE GAIN 

FROM THE SALE OF THE VENICE GARDENS FACILITIES? 

A. Yes. MS. Dismukes' attempt to use the Commission's 

"one system" finding is outrageous since it is 

contrary to the Public Counsel's opposition 

throughout the remand proceedings in Docket No. 

920199-WS to SSU's position that the "one system" 

finding reflected in the Commission's July 1995 

order in 930945-WS acted to cut off SSU's alleged 

refund liability and, indeed, obviated the 
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Commission's perceived need to revert to a modified 

stand alone rate structure as a result of the 

appellate decision in Citrus County v. FPSC. For 

this inherent inconsistency along, Public Counsel's 

contention should be rejected outright. Further 

reasons to reject Public Counsel's proposal include 

the fact that the "one system" finding was made 

after every sale, including Venice Gardens, 

identified by Public Counsel. Public Counsel seeks 

retroactive application of the finding without 

presenting any evidence in support of its 

proposition. Also, a "one system" finding does 

little to counteract the multitude of reasons 

provided by SSU's witnesses Sandbulte and Gower 

confirming that requiring SSU to share any portion 

of the gain with customers would be unlawful and 

improper. 

Q.  MR. WOELFFER IhiDICATES TEAT BE SEES NO BENEFIT FROM 

THE WEATEER NORMUZrwLTIOt3 CLAUSE FOR SW'S MIsRCO 

ISLmD CUSTOWKRS. Do You mlm Ala -83 

A. M r .  Woelffer suggests that the weather 

normalization clause is a risk shifting mechanism 

and that seasonal variations in water sales due to 

weather is a risk of SSU. I do not agree with Mr. 

Woelffer because variations in weather are a risk 
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to both the customer and SSU. The adoption of the 

weather normalization clause is merely a mechanism 

to minimize risk to the customer and SSU from 

events which would cause the consumption per 

customer to vary from the levels reflected in the 

design of their rates. The consumption per 

customer could vary from such factors as weather, 

the impacts of conservation education, or the 

impact of the rate design that the Commission 

ultimately recommends. The goal of the Company is 

to include a level of consumption in the design of 

the rates which we think is realistic and reflects 

the elasticity of the rate design we have proposed, 

however, if the pattern of usage should change for 

whatever reason, then the weather normalization 

clause would protect both the customer and the 

Company. The suggestion by anyone that the WNC 

penalizes customers by raising their rates if they 

use less water ignores the fact that rates will 

rise in such event regardless of the existence of a 

WNC. However, customers will save the cost of rate 

cases if the WNC is approved because the WNC will 

provide gradual monthly adjustments to reflect 

consumption decreases over time. 

Q. DO YOU BAVE ANY CO-S TO MR. WOELFFER'S 
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STA- OU PAGE 16 THAT TEE UNIFORM RATES 

PROPOSED BY S W  WOULD -RE MARC0 IS- 

RESI-S TO SWSIDIZL TaRovoH HI- RATES SW'S 

RBvmauE RleQoIRwreer? 

A. Yes I do. Mr. Woelffer indicates that the Marco 

Island subsidy would be $1,568,026. The actual so- 

called "subsidy" indicated in the MFRs is 

$1,229,194 consisting of $346,331 for water and 

$882,863 for wastewater. However, I would like to 

point out to M r .  Woelffer that the uniform rates of 

Marco Island are based on a combined rate for Burnt 

Store and Marco Island. SSU's basic position on 

uniform rates is that they are in the long term 

best interest of the total body of customers. At 

any point in time, some customers benefit and other 

customers don't benefit. This can be dependent on 

many factors such as the density of the service 

areas, the age of the facilities, the amount of 

CIAC for the service area, the operating efficiency 

of the plant, the consumption of the customers in 

the service areas, and the environmental 

requirements for capital in any particular area. 

As Staff witness Greg Shafer indicated, all rates 

contain subsidies including stand-alone rates. 

Marco Island customers should be aware that 
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although they are currently subsidizing Burnt 

Store. eventually it could be Burnt Store providing 

the subsidy to the Marco Island customers. Part of 

the reason Marco Island is subsidizing Burnt Store 

is because Burnt Store has l o w  density and low 

consumption and because it is a start-up facility. 

At the end of 1994 Burnt Store had approximately 

400 customers while Marco Island had about 6,000 

customers. Burnt Store's average consumption for 

residential customers was 3,924 gallons while Marco 

Island's average consumption per customer was 

17,508. Marco's average consumption per customer 

is decreasing. At the end of 1995, the average 

consumption (residential and non-residential) 

dropped to 15,000 gallons. Burnt Store currently 

is growing at a very fast rate, approximately 35% 

per year, which is somewhat deceiving because they 

are working from a low base but they are adding 

approximately 150 customers per year to their 

service area with an eventual build-out in our 

current service area of approximately 4,350. As 

Burnt Store continues to build-out, their cost per 

customer should become less than Marco Island 

because their incremental cost will be less and 

they don't have the costly critical water supply 
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problems of Marco's island environment. If the 

current growth continues, within the next five 

years you could see the average cost for Burnt 

Store customers be less than Marco Island 

customers. 

Q. DO YOU SWE W C-8 W I T R  RE8PECT TO WR. Joaw 

WILLIAM8 TESTIMOMY 019 SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE87 

A. Yes, I do. Mr. Williams has made several 

significant statements which demonstrate that the 

Staff recognizes the problems inherent in the 

application of current FPSC CIAC policy. These 

include the following: 

1. Obviously, changes in charges will only affect 

a growing utility (p. 4, 14). 

2. A utility's CIAC level, which is the basis for 

complying with the rule, is a moving target (p. 4, 

22). 

3. Over time, it is inevitable that some 

utilities will be under-contributed with no 

apparent means available to inject additional CIAC 

into the system under the traditional scheme (p. 5, 

9). 

4. When SSU acquired systems, SSU inherited the 

individual CIAC levels which were based upon 

various levels of charges, donated property as well 
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as imputed CIAC (p. 5, 19). 

5. SSU's present mix of individual service 

availability charges and CIAC levels are to a great 

extent dependent upon the service availability 

policies implemented by the prior owners of the 

systems (p. 6 ,  14). 

6 .  It has long been established that there is an 

inverse relationship between rates and CIAC level 

(p. 7, 5). 

7. Service availability charges may need to be 

modified to compliment the chosen rate structure 

(P. 8. 3). 

8. Service availability charges designed to bring 

the Company to a 75% CIAC (maximum) level would be 

unreasonably high in many cases, and would 

unnecessarily stifle growth (p. 11, 8). 

9 .  The appropriate service availability goal for 

SSU would be to design charges that will help to 

move the utility closer to the minimum levels 

outlined in the rules (p. 11, 11). 

10. If the Commission finds that it is appropriate 

to calculate separate service availability charges 

for each service area, it will be very difficult to 

design reasonable charges and still comply with the 

minimum/maximum guidelines contained in the rule 
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(p. 11, 14). 

11. The Commission should be prepared to grant an 

exemption from the guidelines if charges are set on 

a service area by service area basis (p.  11, 25). 

DO YOU AGRSE W I T H  ALL OF THISE STA-S? 

Yes, with the exception of item no. 6 above. I do 

not believe there is always an inverse relationship 

between rates and CIAC levels although there is a 

predominant perception that this is true. In fact, 

customer density and consumption are the 

predominant determinations of rates. 

DO YOU HAVE EVIDKKE TO MWOBJSTRATE THAT THERE IS 

NOT ALWAYS AN INVERSE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RATES 

AUD cuc  LEmLS? 

Yes, I have prepared Exhibit (FLL-10) which 

sorts the service areas (plants) included in this 

filing by the percentage of CIAC to plant in 

ascending order and subtotaled in increments of 

10%. Also shown is the stand alone bill for each 

of these service areas at a theoretical 10,000 

gallon consumption level for ease of presentation. 

I have also weighted the information by the number 

of customers in each service area to emulate a 

uniform rate comparison. 

DOES THIS ANALYSIS DmONSTRATE A CONSISTILWT INVERSE 
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R B L A T I ~ S E I P  BETWEEM mTES NQD CIAC m L S ?  

A. No. This exhibit shows that sometimes there is a 

relationship between rates and CIAC levels and 

sometimes there is not. This inconsistent result 

clearly demonstrates that CIAC is only one factor 

that determines the level of rates and therefore it 

would be unreasonable to assume that high CIAC 

equates to low rates or that raising the level of 

CIAC will mean low rates. It also means that it 

does not make sense to attempt to base rate 

structure on only the levels of CIAC. Other 

factors, which in some service areas can be more 

critical than CIAC in influencing the level of 

stand alone rates, may include density, the level 

of consumption, the type of treatment, the age of 

the facility, location, growth and environmental 

requirements. 

Q .  WIWT WAS TEE BASIS FOR SW'S DETERMINATION OF TEE 

LFVEL OF CIAC RATES PROPOSED IN THIS FILIIUQ? 

A. SSU based the level of CIAC rates proposed in this 

filing on a market comparison of other utilities. 

Q. DID MR. WILLIAMS ADDRESS TEE IMPORTANCE OF TBE 

MARKET WITH RESPECT TO ESTILBLISHIWO TEE LgvEL OF 

CIAC RATES AND ~T AN APPROPRIATB LEVEL OF CIAC 

SHOULD BE UNDER gACH OF H I S  AL-TIVES? 
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Q -  

A. 

Not directly. Mr. Williams did indicate that 

service availability rates designed to bring the 

Company to a 75% CIAC (maximum) level would be 

unreasonably high in many cases, and would 

unnecessarily stifle growth and that the FPSC 

guidelines may not be appropriate. 

WHAT DO YOU B E L I m  IS TEE Iwo C O W S I ~ T I O W  I W  

DBVXLOPING CIAC RATES AMD WHAT DO YOU BELIEVE IS AM 

APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF RATES? 

I believe that CIAC guidelines are, in .theory, 

significant in providing a new utility with a 

target for developing CIAC charges, however, I 

believe that reality is that the market is the 

critical factor in determining CIAC charges and 

that the guidelines should only be used to move 

charges plus or minus within the market range. I 

believe that there has been a misguided reliance on 

CIAC being the answer to high rates. I agree it is 

part of the answer, but only if the level of CIAC 

rates does not hamper growth. Ultimately growth is 

more important in keeping rates low than CIAC. If 

you have significant growth in a service area you 

still can have low general rates without CIAC 

because of the benefits of economies of scale. 

However, without growth you have nothing because if 
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A. 

no new customers are connecting you are not 

collecting any CIAC and in addition you do not have 

the benefits of economies of scale. Obviously, the 

ideal situation is to have CIAC charges which 

reflect the market so that growth is encouraged. 

In this way you get the benefit of economies of 

scale from the growth plus you get the CIAC fees as 

new customers connect which offsets investment 

costs. 

ROW DolLS TEE m L  OF C U C  CEARGlLS l V R C T  GROWTB? 

Most of SSU's growth results from building by 

developers. Developers build in areas where they 

are able to build homes at market prices. CIAC 

charges which do not reflect market prices act as a 

disincentive to the developer building in our 

service area and thus builders may move to another 

area where costs are competitive. It does not 

really matter to the developer if the CIAC charges 

meet or do not meet the FPSC's guidelines. All he 

cares about is if he can build his homes at a 

competitive price so that they can be sold. 

Do You RAVE AN EXAMPLE OF How AN meRErLsoImBLE LEVEL 

OF CIAC C m G l L S  W STOPPED GR(HQTH0 

Yes , I do. On September 18, 1990, the FPSC issued 

Order No. 23511 attached as Exhibit (FLL- 11) 
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relating to an SSU rate increase request in 

Seminole County. Included as part of this filing 

was our Chuluota wastewater service area. 

Stipulation 35 stated that service availability 

(plant capacity) charges should be implemented for 

the Chuluota wastewater system. Ssu's position was 

that service availability charges should be 

designed to generate the minimum levels of CIAC 

rather than the maximum. The FPSC ordered the 

service availability charges be designed to achieve 

the maximum CIAC level set forth in Rule 25-30.580, 

F.A.C. of 15%. The Order further states that if 

the FPSC were to accept SSU's position of using the 

minimum CIAC level permitted by the rule, the 

related facilities only would be 1.7% contributed. 

The FPSC suggested that such a contribution level 

would be contrary to the intent of the rule. 

Q. Eus THIS DECISIM STOPPED GROWl'E? 

A. Yes, it has. In 1984 we had 111 wastewater 

customers in Chuluota and in A990 when the FPSC 

implemented the maximum levels of CIAC we had 132 

customers. This represents about a 2.5% growth 

rate. Year-to-date in 1996 we have 134 customers. 

We have had virtually no growth in wastewater since 

the implementation of the maximum CIAC charges. In 
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fact the 7.7% level of CIAC which the Commission 

then deemed unreasonable under SSU's minimum level 

proposal has now gone down to 2.65% of plant and 

Chuluota has the highest stand alone wastewater 

bill of all of our wastewater service areas. Their 

stand alone wastewater bill at the capped level of 

6,000 gallons of consumption is $271.11. Chuluota 

customers receive the worst of all worlds, no 

economies of scale related to growth and, with no 

growth, no collection of CIAC to reduce investment 

costs. In this case, perhaps implementing the 

minimum charge would not have made a significant 

difference in their current rates, but implementing 

the maximum charge stopped any chance for growth. 

WEAT IS TaLe CURRENT SERVICE AVAILABILITY C W G E  FOR 

CEULVOTA? 

The capacity charge is $2,730, the minimum service 

installation charge is $350, the main extension 

charge is actual cost less 20% and the AFPI charge 

is $3,197. Therefore the minimum service 

availability charge to the developer for just 

wastewater would be $6,277 not including the main 

extension charge. 

m. PSILLIAMS HAS REC- ALTERNATIWM TO STAND 

C U C  CRARGES, BUT BAS NOT MADE 
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Q. 
A. 

RE-TIOWS OW WRAT TEB OF CIAC C-GES 

S E W  BE EXCEPT TEAT IT I U Y  BE APPROPRIATE TO 

ms1aw TmB CaARQES rn m 8W - TBE - 
LEVELS. DO YOU AOREB WITB THIS POSITION? 

If we have growth we will move toward minimum 

levels, however, to the developer, the FPSC's 

theoretical minimum may not reflect reality. 

Reality is the level of CIAC which reflects the 

market and which will enable SSU to attract 

developers to our service areas which will create 

the growth to lower general rates through economies 

of scale and collect CIAC as customers connect. 

What are the CIAC charges you have proposed in this 

filing? 

We have proposed a $750 CIAC charge for 

conventional water, a $1,500 CIAC charge for 

reverse osmosis water and a $1,500 wastewater 

charge for all wastewater customers. 

WHAT ARE TIIESE RATES BASED OW? 

These rates are based on a market study SSU did of 

Florida utilities located in the proximity of our 

service areas and was based on judgment of what 

appeared to be the average rate based on the 

utilities analyzed. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. WILLIAMS TEAT IF TBE 
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A. 

C ~ I S S I O N  0-8 A STAWD ALOWE mTE TEAT TES CIAC 

CIURGES SHWLD B1 STAMD ALOm AWD TEAT IF TES 

ORDERED RATE IS UUIFORM THAT TEa C U C  CIuR-8 

SnOmkD B1 IIlpIFORM? 

In theory I agree, however, the reality is that 

the CIAC charge should be based on the market to 

stimulate growth rather than costs based on the 

FPSC formula. The goal should be to develop a rate 

which will encourage growth which will ultimately 

benefit the customer the most through economies of 

scale and increased CIAC collections. We cannot 

change the past and no matter where you set the 

CIAC charges you are not going to significantly 

change history or the effect of history on the 

future. I have no problem with a uniform CIAC rate 

for all customers if the Commission orders stand 

alone rates since the stand alone general rate 

itself would theoretically reflect the so called 

stand alone cost of the service area. Mr. Williams 

did not specifically address what the CIAC rate 

levels should be, however, if you review the stand 

alone CIAC charges based on the Commission's 

minimum and maximum rules, a significant number of 

the charges are unreasonable and do not reflect the 

market. I agree with M r .  Williams that it will be 
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very difficult to design charges that comply with 

the minimum and maximum guidelines. 

Q. WHAT DO YOU TI STILHD RATES ARE 

AIJD C a W S S I m  ORDWB STAIJD ALOtlE 

S m C E  AVAIIAEILITY C H l L I l o U l O  

A. I would recommend that the market rates provided in 

my exhibit be used and that a deviation from this 

rate to reflect stand alone characteristics be no 

more than plus or minus 20% from the rate filed by 

the Company. All rates will, therefore, still be 

within a reasonable market range. I believe that 

all new customers, in all service areas, should pay 

a fair and reasonable CIAC charge as they connect 

to our system. Ultimately growth, whether you have 

stand alone rates or uniform rates, helps all 

customers since common costs are allocated between 

all service areas and the Company*s revenues are 

determined on a total company basis. Charges to 

past customers, and the history which cannot be 

changed, should not be determinative of the charges 

that future customers should pay. 

Q. 118. DI-S LISTS SEVEN PROBLWS WITH S W ' S  

PROPOSED NORXALIZATIOIO CLAVSE (WIUC). DO 

You HAVE N4Y c w s  W I T H  RESPECT To m C O W C ~ S ?  

A. Yes, I do. Ms. Dismukes,like Mr. Woelffer, first 
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concern is that the WNC shifts the risk of revenue 

recoverability from SSU's shareholders to 

customers. This is not true. The WNC is designed 

to eliminate risk to both the customer and 

shareholder from events which influence consumption 

levels such as dry years, wet years, conservation 

efforts or unpredicted rate design effects. The 

clause goes both plus and minus which means nobody 

is benefiting but rather the customer is paying 

exactly what they should be paying and the Company 

is recovering only the revenue at which it is 

entitled based on the rate assumptions determined 

in its last rate case. What is the problem with 

that? 

Q. MS. DISMOKBS SECOND CONCERN IS TaAT THE WNC WILL 

NOT REDUCE THE AXOUNT OF LITI-TION ASSOCIATED WITB 

ESTABLISHING THE APPROPRIATE TEST CONSUMPTION 

LEVELS AS I BAD INDICATED IW lay DIRECT TESTIMONY. 

Do YOU ImvE ANY C ~ S ?  

A. There certainly is no guarantee that the OPC will 

not keep raising the consumption issues over and 

over again in future rate cases even if a WNC is 

allowed; however, I would hope that the WNC would 

eventually result in less litigation relating to 

consumption issues. Apparently Ms. Dismukes 
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believes that because SSU proposed a repression 

adjustment and a conservation adjustment that we 

must not believe our own statement. I am not sure 

what Ms. Dismukes' reasoning is because even if a 

WNC is approved, the consumption levels used to 

design rates should reflect the best estimate of 

what actual consumption will be under the proposed 

rates. The WNC is designed to be a true-up 

mechanism which should go positive and negative; 

therefore, it is important that base consumption 

reflects the best estimate possible for consumption 

which requires that we reflect the repression 

adjustment and conservation adjustment in our 

estimate of consumption. 

Q. MS. DISMUKES THIRD CONCBRN CLAIWS TaAT S W  BAS NOT 

STARTED WITH WXATEER bFoRwLLIZlu) "EST YZAR 

COWSUMPTION. IS THIS COWCBRN VALID? 

A. No, Mr. Bencini addresses this issue in his 

testimony and shows that SSU's 1995 and 1996 

projections when compared to actual 1995 

consumption are far more realistic than Ms. 

Dismukes' projections and in fact show that 

consumption as filed by SSU should be reduced 

rather than increased as Ms. Dismukes proposes. 

SSU based its projections on historical consumption 
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which takes into account all factors affecting 

consumption, not only weather. 

Q. Ys. DI-8 m T E  ColffHUo IS TEAT S W  E M  lpoT 

PR0ppU.Y ILcc- FOR m Z S  IN COSTS TEAT WOULD 

m AFFEmED BY CEmmSs Ira  SUMPT TI OW. DOES TEE 

WIUC ACCOUMT FOR -8 IN COSTS? 

A. Ms. Dismukes is correct that the WNC does not 

specifically provide for adjustments relating to 

changes in costs relating to changes in 

consumption. I see this as a risk to the customer 

and Company that is no different than if you do not 

have the WNC, except that the risk is less with the 

WNC because at least the customer is not overpaying 

or underpaying revenues. If the test year 

consumption used to develop the base rate is 

realistic the WNC adjustment over time should go 

positive and negative. What is not needed is a 

clause that is burdened with micro regulatory 

requirements which in the final analysis do not 

make any difference in the overall impact on 

customers. This includes Ms. Dismukes' proposal to 

include an interest adjustment in the clause. 

Without the clause there is no means of even 

truing-up over or under collections let alone 

interest without incurring the expense of rate 
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cases and associated costs to customers. Why does 

it suddenly becomes necessary to reflect interest 

when a clause that will true-up the over and under 

collections is implemented. 

MS. DISllIJlClLS FIFTE C m  IS Hos(IW PROPOSES TO 

OVER OR vIIIDB( COLLECTIONS ON TEE CWSTOIIEIRS 

BILL. HOW DO yo0 PROPOBL TO SEm THE ILDJOS- ON 

THE BILL? 

The WNC adjustment would appear as a separate line 

item on the customer's bill similar to the fuel 

adjustment on an electric bill. 

#s. DI-S SIXTH CONCERN IS TEAT THE CLAUSE XIY 

CREATE CUSTOWKR CONFUSION BECAUSE I F  WS-S 

CON- LESS, ( I N  TOTAL) THE ACTUAL W T  COST WILL 

INCRsmsE AND VISE VSRSA. DO Y o u  a L I m  CWSTOMERS 

WILL BS CONFtISED? 

My experience is that there always will be some 

customers confused when something new is 

introduced, but if the clause is explained 

properly, customers will understand over time. 

MS. DISlllTlBS S m  CONCERN IS TEAT WNC COULD 

LEAD TO PER-= INCENTIMS RELATED TO QVALITY OF 

SERVICE Isms. I N  OTHER WORDS MS. DISMMCES 

SWQESTS TEAT S W  PROBABLY WOULD NO" HAVE THE 

INCENTIVE TO F I X  LINE BRXAKS IF WE KNEW WE WOULD 
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STILL COLLECT OUR REvBDmS. DO yo0 -0 

A. No, I think Ms. Dismukes is really reaching. If 

SSU where to provide customer service in the 

fashion outlined by Ms. Dismukes we would not be in 

business very long. I have a difficult time 

visualizing a SSU customer service representative 

or operations person just ignoring the customer and 

his or her complaint about a line break because SSU 

will recover the revenue anyway. 

Q. m yw HAVE ANY OTHER COSWEWTS W I T E  RBQaRD To TBE 

wwc? 

A. Yes, the staff has proposed several alternative 

rate structures. Application of the WNC is only 

practical if you have uniform rates because without 

uniform rates it would be necessary to have a 

separate clause for each service area where the 

gallonage rate is different. If the Commission 

orders stand alone or modified stand alone rates we 

would have approximately 100 different gallonage 

charges which would mean 100 different clauses 

which would be administratively impractical to 

administer. 

Q. IF - CoawISSIoW DECIDES TO IMP- RIg CWLVSE 

ON A TRJAL BASIS, WHAT SERVICE llRus WOULD YOU 

REC- BE INCLUDED IN TEE TRIAL? 
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A. I would recommend the Marco Island or reverse 

osmosis class be used in the trial because of the 

significant changes in consumption patterns and the 

limited number of service areas included in the 

reverse osmosis class. 

Q. S T W  WITHES8 8- BVWRRIXLS FNIL RATI DISIQN 

OPTIONS IIP H I S  mSTMOIOY. WE&T lLRI THTSE OPTIONS? 

A. Option I is a modified stand alone rate, Option I1 

is a stand alone rate, Option I11 is a new rate 

design option reflecting modified stand alone rate 

with minimums, Option IV is a uniform rate, Option 

V is a new rate design option called a 

CIAC/treatment type factored rate. 

Q. HOW DO TaESI OPTIONS C O M P W  TO TEE COMPANY'S FILED 

RATE DESIGN IN THIS RATE CASE? 

The Company has proposed final rates similar to the 

Option IV uniform rates which consists of a uniform 

water rate for conventional treatment, a uniform 

water rate for reverse osmosis treatment, and a 

uniform wastewater rate. The Commission has 

ordered the Company to implement modified stand 

alone and stand alone rates similar to Option I and 

Option I1 for interim rates. The modified stand 

alone rates reflect a $52.00 cap at 10,000 gallons 

for water and a $65.00 cap at 10,000 gallons for 

A. 
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wastewater and apply to those service areas which 

previously had uniform rates. Option I11 is a new 

rate proposal and is a variation of Option I, with 

a $1.00 minimum for gallonage and a $4.00 minimum 

for the base charge. The Option I modified stand 

alone rates provided in Exhibit (FLL-6) 

exceed these minimums. As previously stated, the 

Option V CIAC/treatment type factored rate is a new 

rate proposal. 

Q. DO YOU SUPPORT THE NEW CIM!/TREATHEN" TYPE FACTORED 

RAm PROPOSAL? 

A. No, I do not. 

Q.  COULD YOV EXPLAIN Way? 

A. The CIAC/treatment proposal is not only complex and 

difficult to understand, but it takes into 

consideration only the cost factors relating to 

CIAC and treatment type. It does not take into 

consideration the many other costs factors which 

determine the level of a customer's bill, such as 

density, consumption, age of facilities, economies 

of scale, location, and environmental requirements. 

Q .  Do YOU HAVE AIW OTHER C-S RELATIWD TO THIS 

RATE PROPOSAL? 

(FLL-12) A. Yes, I do. I have prepared Exhibit 

which is a comparison of SSU's CIAC to plant, 
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sorted by treatment type and the stand alone 

residential bill; Exhibit (FLL-13) is a 

comparison of stand alone residential bills, sorted 

by treatment type and the percent of CIAC to plant; 

and Exhibit (FLL-14) is a comparison of 

treatment types and stand alone residential bills, 

sorted by the percent of CIAC to plant. 

WHAT DO THESE EXHIBITS SHOW? 

These three exhibits contain the same information 

sorted three different ways and all show that there 

is no consistent pattern of costs relative to CIAC 

or treatment type. In other words, low CIAC does 

not. consistently mean high bills and vice versa. 

An example is shown on Exhibit (FLL-14) page 

2 of 3, lines 121 and 122 for Gospel Island which 

has a CIAC to plant ratio of 74.23% and a typical 

residential bill of $105.50 at 10,000 gallons. 

Amelia Island which has a 75.02% CIAC to plant 

ratio, however, only has a typical residential 

stand alone bill of $15.58 at the same consumption 

level. 

HAS STAFF WITNESS SRAFER =-ED A PRBFERRED 

RATE DESIOW IN HIS TESTIMONY? 

No. 

IF THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT ORlllOT THE COMPANY'S 
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PROPO- UNIFORM RATES, WEAT OPTION DOES 

COSIPANY SUPPORT? 

If the Company's proposed uniform rates are not 

granted, the Company supports the modified stand 

alone rate Option I11 with minimums and with a 

lower cap than the one used by the Commission to 

set interim rates. The modified stand alone rate 

has the advantage over the stand alone rate Option 

I1 of recognizing affordability, and has the 

advantage over the CIAC/treatment Option V of being 

less complex while reflecting all factors 

influencing costs such as density, consumption, 

CIAC, treatment type, location, age of facilities, 

etc. It also provides a means for the Commission 

to move toward a uniform rate by lowering the cap 

or maximum bill at 10,000 gallons of consumption. 

HOW DOES S W ' S  UNIFORM RATE PROPOSAL DIFFER FROM 

Tgg OPTIONS PROPOSED BY STAFF? 

SSU has established two classes of uniform rates 

for water based on whether the treatment is for 

fresh water (conventional treatment) or brackish 

water (reverse osmosis treatment) . The 

distinguishing factors between these two classes is 

(1) there is a significant difference in the 

treatment process, (2) there is a significant 
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difference in the product being treated, and ( 3 )  

there is a significant difference in the average 

cost of the particular water treatment. The lime 

softening, filtration aeration and disinfection 

only treatment types are all variations of 

freshwater treatment at SSU and have been included 

in the determination of conventional uniform rates. 

Reverse osmosis treatment is used for the treatment 

of brackish water and is the last resort for 

treatment because of its high cost and therefore 

has been included in a separate uniform rate class. 

Typically, R.O. facilities are located along 

coastal areas where you have high populations which 

have depleted the freshwater supply resulting in 

the intrusion of brackish or salt water. 

The average cost of R.0 treatment is 

significantly higher than the average cost of 

conventional or freshwater treatment and this is 

conf inned when you compare the uniform conventional 

freshwater rate with the uniform R.O. rate. SSU's 

uniform conventional rate averages the cost of 95 

plants and therefore provides a representative 

average cost of conventional treatment. This 

average rate also reflects the variances that 

result between plants due to a number of factors 
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such as freshwater treatment types, customer 

density, consumption, CIAC, differences in 

depreciated value and O&M due to the age of the 

facilities, as well as manpower requirements which 

can vary due to regulatory requirements or 

operating characteristics of individual facilities. 

The R.O. uniform rate reflects the cost of SSU's 

two R.O. facilities at Marco Island and Burnt 

Store. Exhibit (FLL-15) shows a comparison 

of the Company's proposed final conventional and 

reverse osmosis uniform rates. As shown on this 

schedule, the base charge for the uniform 

conventional rates is $9.17 while the base charge 

for the uniform R.0 facilities is $23.62. The 

gallonage charge for uniform conventional plants is 

$2.16 while the gallonage charge for uniform R.O. 

plants is $3.27. The bill at 10,000 gallons for 

the uniform conventional plants is $30.77 while the 

typical bill for the uniform R.O. plants is $56.32. 

The uniform base charge for R.O. treatment is 

2.5 times the uniform base charge for conventional 

treatment which reflects the highly capital 

intensive nature of R.O. treatment compared to 

conventional. Within the R.O. group, Marco Island 

and Burnt Store have almost identical stand alone 
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base charges which indicates the similarity in 

capital costs for R. 0. treatment. 

The uniform gallonage charge for R.0 treatment 

is 1.5 times greater than the conventional uniform 

gallonage charge. Within the R.O. group, Marco's 

gallonage charge is low compared to Burnt Store 

because of higher per customer monthly consumption 

at Marco in 1995 of approximately 26,000 gallons as 

compared to approximately 10,000 gallons at Burnt 

Store. Residential consumption at Marco is 

projected to be approximately 15,000 gallons 

compared to 4,000 gallons at Burnt Store in 1996. 

In summary, the overall annual average cost of 

R.O. treatment is approximately 1.8 times or almost 

twice the average cost of SSU's 95 conventional 

water treatment plants. The average of the cost of 

95 water plants reflects the true levelized cost of 

service of conventional treatment and represents a 

significant and permanent cost difference between 

conventional and R.O. treatment. 

DOE8 ~T CONCLUDE YOUR m U " A L  TESTIMONY? Q. 

A. Yes, it does. 
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Exhibit - (FLL-6) 
Boaks 1 through 13 
Rehuttal Testimony 
Page 1 of 1 

SUMMARY OF RATE SCHEDULES AND SUPPORTING DATA 
ASSOCIATED WITH STAFF PROPOSED RATE DESIGNS 

BOOK 1 OF 13 - Staffs’ Rate Design Alternatives: 
STAND ALONE RATES 
MODIFIED STAND ALONE RATES 
UNIFORM RATES 
MODIFIED STAND ALONE RATES WlTH MINIMUMS 
CIAC /TREATMENT TYPE FACTORED RATES 

BOOK 2 OF 13 - Summary 1996 Operating Income Under Staffs’ Rate Design Alternatives: 
STAND ALONE RATES 

BOOK 3 OF 13 - Summary 1996 Operating Income Under Staffs’ Rate Design Alternatives: 
MODFIED STAND ALONE RATES 

BOOK 4 OF 13 - Summary 1996 Operating Income Under Staffs’ Rate Design Alternatives: 
UNIFORM RATES 
MODIFIED STAND ALONE RATES WITH MINIMUMS 
CIAC / TREATMENT TYPE FACTORED RATES 

BOOK 5 OF 13 - Detailed 1996 Water Rate Base and Operating Income For Uniform Plants: 
AMELL4 ISLAND - DOL RAY MANOR 

BOOK 6 OF 13 - Detailed 1996 Water Rate Base and Operating Income For Uniform Plants: 
DRUID HILLS - HOLIDAY HAVEN 

BOOK 7 OF 13 - Detailed 1996 Water Rate Base and Operating Income For Uniform Plants: 
HOLIDAY HEIGHTS - MARC0 SHORES 

BOOK 8 OF 13 - Detailed 1996 Water Rate Base and Operating Income For Uniform Plants: 
MARION OAKS - POIST 0’ WOODS 

BOOK 9 OF 13 - Detailed 1996 Water Rate Base and Operating Income For Uniform Plants: 
POMONA PARK - ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 

BOOK 10 OF 13 - Detailed 1996 Water Rate Base and Operating Income For Uniform Plants: 
STONE MOUNTAIN - ZEPHYR SHORES 

BOOK 11 OF 13 - Detailed 1996 Wastewater Rate Base and Operating Income FofUniform Plants: 
AMELIA ISLAND - FLORIDA CENTRAL. COMMERCE PARK 

BOOK 12 OF 13 - Detailed 1996 Wastewater Rate Base and Operating Income For Uniform Plants: 
FOX RUN - PARK MANOR 

BOOK 13 OF 13 - Detailed 1996 Wastewater Rate Base and Operating Income For Uniform Plants: 
POINT 0’ WOODS - ZEPHYR SHORES 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES 
COST PER CUSTOMER OF CUSTOMER ACCTS AND ALG EXPENSES WIO L WITH BUENAVENTURA LAKES (OOU) 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1996 CUSTOMER AND A&G COSTS PER CUSTOMER 

M i  of ssu wllh 
une ssu WKI Buenavenlura Buenavenlura 
No. EescfiRiiOll wlenavenbna Casts (As Fileq 

SSU Customers (Total Company) 

1 Water 
2 sewer 
3 Gas 
4 Total 

Customer Accounts Expenses 

5 Customer Cast 
6 Cost Per Customer 

103,173 8,599 111,772 
43.703 6.889 50.592 ~~ . ~ ~ _  

2,437 2,437 
149,313 15,488 164,801 

3,170,452 
21.23 

193,624 
12.50 

3,364,076 
'20.41 

AkG Expense 

7 Customer Cast 
8 Cost Per Customer 

Total Customer k ALG Expenses 

9 Combined Costs 
10 Cast Per Customer 

9,645,059 273,397 9,918,456 
64.60 17.65 60.18 

12,815,511 467,021 13,282,532 
85.83 30.15 80.60 

Note: 
1) The Buena Ventura Customers offset the loss of the VGU customer base of 15,380 customers (7,751 
water and 7,629 wastewater = 15,380 VGU Customers). 

31121962:62 PMOOU_EFF.XLS 



T.L. 3 

COMPARISON OF SSU'S CUSTOMER ACCOUNT AND A&G EXPENSES (CA/A&G) T O  NAWC SURVEYED COMPANIES 
SUMMARY OF PERCENTAGE OF CA/A&G EXPENSES TO REVENUFS 
SUMMARY FOR YEARS 1991 - 1996 

CUSTOMER ACCOUNT AND A&G EXPENSES PERCEh7AGE OF FXPENSES TC REVENUES 

OPERATING Subtotal cust 
Subtotal 

CA + 
INVESTOR.OWNED W A m R  UTlLlTlES REVENUES Cust Account A&G CA + A&C Acct A&G A&G 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES: (A) 
Told  Company 

Actual Operaling Revenues 
1991 32.830.368 1,669,313 6357.412 8,526,725 5.1% 20.9% 26.0% 
1992 37.683.702 1.868.076 7.027.572 8.895.648 5.0% 18.6% 23.6% 
1993 50,236,218 2.150.542 7,2 8 8.6 8 3 9,439,225 4.3% 14.5% 18.8% 
1994 50,269,655 2.428.591 8,368,783 10,797,374 4.8% 16.6% ?I 5% 

Rquerlcd Opersllng Revenues 
1994 57,934,205 2,469,232 8,499374 10,968,606 4.3% 14.1% 18.9% 
1995 64,873.467 2,951,233 8,632,425 11,583,658 4.5% 13.3% 17.9% 
1996 76.426.789 3,364,079 9.918.456 13,282,535 4.4% 13.0% 17.4% 

NAWC SURVEYED COMPANIES: (B) 

Revenues $30. $50 Mllllon 
1991 222,050.926 13.207.412 32,401,377 45,608.789 
1992 332.915.849 19.050.368 53,194,637 72.245,W5 5.7% 16.0% 21.7% 

5.9% 14.6% 20.5% 

Revenues $50. $70 Million 
1993 533,145.563 33,506,143 93,274,013 126.780, I56 
1994 556.251.870 30,293,904 88317.192 118.61 1.096 5.4% 15.9% 21.3% 

6.3% 17.5% 23.8% 

NOTES: 
(A) SSU Operating Revcnucs for 1991 is Total Company Operating Revenues from audiled 1991 Financial Statemen& for Lchigh + SSU. Doekcl No. 9M199-WS includes 

only FPSC filed systems in amount of $27.077,2oO. 
SSU O&M Expenses far 1991 from Docket No. 920199-WS, Volume I ,  Book 3 of 4. pages 16 - 19. 
SSU Operating Revenues and Operating Expenses for 1992 and 1993 from Audilcd SSU Financial Statement for lhe Years Ended December 31.1592 and Dccembcr 31. 1593 
SSU Requested Operating Revenues for 1994 - 19% from Docket NO. 950495-WS. Volume 11-A. Book I of 4. pagc 37 ''Requestcd Total Operating Revenues". 
sSU operating Expenses for 1994 - 1996 from Docket No. 950495-WS. Volume II-A. Book 3 of 4. pages 5 - 16. "Water & Sewer - Total OBM Expenses". 

(E) Summary of 1991 - 1994 NAWC Operating Revenues md Operating Expenses by revenue size summarized from 1991 - 1994 NAWC Financial & Operating Da14 
Trhlr 1-1 "lnearnc Statements & Selccted Ratios", paKen 1-17. 

, 1 1 2 1 9 6  



COMPARISON OF SSU'S CU!XOMER ACCOUNT AND A&G EXPENSES (CA/A&O TO NAWC SURVEYED COMPANIES 
SUMMARY OF CA/A&C EXPENSES PER CUSTOMER AND PER EMPLOYEE 
SUMMARY FOR YEARS 1991 - 1996 

Average 
Number or Numbcrof 

INVESTOR-OWNED WATER VnLrTlECustomers (A) Employccs (6 )  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES 
T o l d  Company 

1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 

NAWC SURVEYED COMPANIES: (E) 
Cuslarncrr lo0,Wo~ Zw,m 

1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 

158.594 438 
154,961 461 
159.626 475 
148.082 497 
149.313 473 
164,801 478 

1,060,325 3,354 
1.177.753 3.555 
1,186,077 3.122 
136.590 3,742 

O&M EXPENSES 
Subtotal 

Cua  ACCU (C) A&G (D) CA + A&G 

1.669.3 13 
1,868,076 
2,150,542 
2.469.232 
2.951.233 
3,364,079 

31.629.647 
33.05 1,254 
30,342,029 
27.431.085 

6.857.412 
7,027,572 
7.288.683 
8,499374 
8.632.425 
9.918.456 

49,317,051 
66,670,573 
97.561.439 
99.163.061 

8.526.725 
8,895.648 
9,439,225 
10.968.606 
11.583.658 
13.282535 

80.946.698 
99,72 1,827 

127,903,468 
127,194,152 

Customer AccounU A&G Expcnaw Subtotal CA+ A&G 
per per per per per Per 

Customer Employee Customer Employee Customer Employee 

10.53 3.811 43.24 15.656 53.76 19.467 
12.06 4.052 45.35 15.244 57.41 19.296 
13.47 4,527 45.66 15.345 59.13 19.872 
16.67 4.968 57.40 11,101 74.07 22.070 
19.77 6,239 57.81 18.250 77.58 24.490 
20.41 7.038 60.18 20.750 80.60 27,788 

29.83 9,430 46.51 14.704 76.34 24,134 
28.06 9,297 56.61 18.754 84.61 28.051 
25.58 8.152 82.26 26.212 107.84 34.364 
20.22 7.331 73.54 26,660 93.16 33.991 

NOTES: 
(A) SSUNumberafCun~mersf~r-1~1 homDockclNo.920199-WS.Volum I.Bwk3of4,psgc 19. 

S S U N u m b e r ~ f C u r t ~ m r s f o r y u n  1992- 1993 h o m t k  1992-3AvulgcNumberolCuslomn bySyllcmbyRcvenueAc~.ountprrpnrcdlorthc I W 2 - 3 A d R c p o N .  
SSU Numberof Coatomrr f a  yean 1994. 19% fmm m e t e !  No. 950495-WS. Volvmo IIA. Bwk I of4. pdgc 349 '"AlloCBtion Method: Avcmgc No. ofCualomn. Imhdlng O U  

(8) SSUNumbcr~fEmploycasndToWGmsrP~~oll  la yeus 1991~1996fmmDockctNo.950495~WS.VolvmcII.BookI of4.p4gc39.'Avg. N o . o f E m p l o Y ~ ' ~ d ' 7 o W O W S S P a ~ I I ' .  
(0 SSU Curlomr Account kpnur for thc YLU 1991 fmm Docket No. 920199-WS. V o h m  1. Bwk 3 of 4. page 18. 

SSUOlrromcrAscoumEIpnurrln).crm 1592.1993 h~mtheAvditcdSSUFlnlnrirlSl~tcmnlrf~rthcYevrEndcdDcEember31. 1W2& 1993. 
SSUCvrtomerAscounlUpnvtforthcyrru. 1994- 1996ho;nDockcrN*.95M95-WS. VolumeII-A.Bmk 3af4,pagsS~16.W~ier8Se.u~r-Tol~lO&MExpenrr'.  

S S U A & O E x p v a f o r y u r a  1992- 1993h~miheAudiledSSUFinrnci~Slitcmenlsf~orihc Ye~EndcdDeccinbu31, 19928 1993. 
SSU AdrGExpnxafortkyenrs 1994. 1996fmmD~ctNo.950495-WS.VolumIl-A.Owk3of4 ,pagerJ- l6 ."W~ler&Sevrr-TawlO&MSrpnr~".  

(Dl SSUAdrGE1pnrrfaorihcycu1991 homDockelNo.920199.WS.VolumcI.Bwk3~f4,psge 19. 

(€1 Summwof 1991. 1994 NAWCdstn bynumberofmstomen rummlrizcd from 1991 . 1994 NAWC Rnrncial 8 Opsrating Daw.Tablc J-3 'Opmling Dam&Radot". page 35.51. 
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EXHIBIT FLL-9) 

PAGE 2 OF i' 
ANALYSIS OF UMFORM R A E  INVESTlGATlON 

ACTUAL charges through January, 1996 - 

m m n u1 
Liu 
NO. - 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
1s 
17 

19 

21 
22 
n 
24 
25 
28 
27 
28 
29 
3 
n 
32 
33 
?4 
Js 
3s 
37 
3s 
fB 
40 
I1 
42 
43 
44 
e 
0 
47 
4B 
49 
Ea 
51 
52 
53 
54 
56 
56 
57 
56 
54 
80 
51 
62 
63 
€4 

e 

i n  

m 

Jade Ted% h 
T n J  

CHZM Hal P L Wall' 
FJ. Williams 
J.S. RII 
P.E 
Y.M. M n n e l l  
T " d  
uudawaa Emsnrs 

1 7 . 0  17.89 
s?%w 056.116 

1MW 1 M P l  
5 4 8 3  58.m 
17,414 i7,414 
5560 5560 
4.417 4,417 
2,018 LO78 
1.574 1,574 
Qae am 
1.W 1.m 

125 129 
SlpSz30 $196269 aJW-Ohe,RlngCstr  

TOTAL ESTIMTED 6 CURRENT PATE CASE MPENSES YZ.089 Y51.385 



UCHIBIT IFLL-lQ .. 
PAGE- -OF 5 

SOUTHERN STATES unum 
COMPARISON OF TREATMENT TYPES AND STANDALONE RESIDENTIAL BILLS 

WHEN SORTED BY % OF CIAC TO PLANT 
PROJECTED TEST YEAR - 1996 (As Rled) 

(1) (2) (3) 141 (s) (6) m (a) (9) 
Appn Unlform Rate 

(Welghted A v C  
Stand-Alone Residentlal 

Blll - ys" Blll@ 10,m 
No. of Nd Plant Net CIAC 

11". Plant Treatment Customen (wDepnc ( E x d m  
No. PlantName No. l l y p e  UdNUU) _- ard NUU) 1-11 @ 10K gallons (1) gallons (2) 

Y of CIAC to Plant 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
27 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
?a 
31 
32 
33 
M 
35 
36 
37 
36 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

Harmony Homer 325 
E a s  Like Ham EsImes 557 
Palm v m y  Wl 
LakeComvayPah 104 
Daetwylsr shorn 105 
m-md 1701 
Palms Mcbb Home Pah 559 
sal qmgs 1115 
Fern PIR 324 
MWe 995 
Hems COW UB 
hbmingvie*, 562 
mailflkQe 578 
Hobby HilB 558 
Orua Hilb 334 
PalbaCs CovmvClllb 579 

T q i M I  Pah 781 
skycren 551 

Slksn Lake oaks 473 

KeymneCIub Es i l l e~  1279 
mlden Temce 992 
ChUhlDla 335 
vacrru 1emcs 554 
Keyslone HeUhIr 1094 
Merednh Manor 330 

WStakil 447 
Bum StDm 2x12 
Imrpdsbm my 780 
Fern Temm 552 

lmperiel Mobblenace 570 

ml Ray Manor 336 

Lake alamey 325 

Plmy wmdr 553 

my Lake EsateS 784 

Hal&), H e m  121 

Pmmlaslervilaoe 1095 
Su~yHilb 2w1 
River Pah 439 
 arto on vmge 555 
OiWOOd 1 702 

To la l -L1~1hml0 .WXCUC 
Avg .Ln$  1nm lO.W% CIAC 

WwtWS 446 
Rornmm 988 
rn JOhm Hlwndr 471 
RWB, l imn, 442 
Mam 16knd 2601 
BeecherrPoinf 472 
Palm ran 440 

CL 
CL 
CL 
pw 
w 
Fw 
pw 
IF 
CL 
U S  
IF 

US 
CL 
CL 
CL 
US 
CL 
US 
CL 
CL 
US 
IVS 
U S  
CL 
CL 
US 
CL 
US 
m 
CL 
US 
RO 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
CL 
IVS 
US 
CL 
pw 

CL 
CL 
U S  
US 

no 6 LS 
pw 
IVS 

12 
63 

17E 
210 
86 

125 
82 
58 

119 
182 

BE 
174 
37 
18 
se 

249 
80 
61 

5 4  
115 
67 
29 

164 
162 
1oH 
6a4 
365 
1,W1 

651 
74 

139 
7Mi 
2511 
125 
s3 

241 
181 
437 
359 

m 
i4n 

8,704 

25 
129 
84 

105 
6.144 

47 
106 

12848 
M,(u19 

507261 
1,139,046 

2 8 P l  
M,M1 
11,139 
73.570 

M.780 
331,362 
241.814 
181.W1 
77.758 
51,727 
41,739 

260,760 
251275 
73213 

626.186 
319.148 
155273 
74,707 

274201 
183.365 
109,399 

1.535.209 
193.140 
783,153 
752,472 
55.199 

113,075 
4.009.195 

95,406 
2o6.m 

79,555 
n0,982 
233,972 
635.064 
176,159 
362295 
27.555 

15,094,820 

28,746 
281,582 
49,766 

39,678,429 
245,512 
11 1,551 

69.495 

0 
379 

3.650 
10,657 

266 
752 
216 

1,706 
8 3 7  
7 . m  
6205 
5260 
2280 

1,361 
9.071 
8,862 
2.657 

23.227 
12329 
6,125 
3.395 

10,457 
6,596 
5.836 
83.205 
11.410 
48.696 
48,225 
3,697 
7,725 

278,200 
14,447 
6,727 
5.742 

20,948 
18.756 
56,800 
15.91 
34.182 
2747 

zno 

799,081 

3.189 
31,374 
5,587 

10.W4 
4,516,062 

29.033 
13.877 

O.W% 
0.47% 
0.72% 
0.94% 
0.94% 
1.38% 
1.94% 
232% 
237% 
237% 
2.Y1% 
291% 
293% 
2.96% 
326% 
3.48% 
3.53% 
3.63% 
3.71% 
3.86% 
3.94% 
4.54% 
4.55% 
4.69% 
5.33% 
5.42% 
5.91% 
822% 
6.41% 
6.70% 
8.83% 
6.94% 
6.99% 
7.05% 
7.22% 
1.73% 
6.UX 
8.16% 
8.80% 
9.43% 
9.97% 

529% 

1 1 . m  
11.14% 
1123% 
11.34% 
11.38% 
11.81% 
12.44% 

123.00 
U.08 

126.94 
40.811 
36.79 
40.60 

185.11 
5416 
48.93 
81.41 
99.90 
7428 

140.22 
41.56 
31.05 
39.40 
4540 
57.29 

110.36 
70.81 

140.64 
4826 
59.57 
78.28 
63.66 
34.11 
31.44 
3093 
5427 
86.67 
96.84 
W.13 
39.08 
56.50 
45.35 
5566 
S.46 

125.40 

4121 

169.48 

69.78 

2958.11 
$ 72.15 

168.14 
55.55 
81.34 
9 .04  
54.61 

123.69 
55.21 

1.478.00 
3544.04 

29.828 48 
25,657.40 
3.51 5 68 
4.848.75 
2.517.20 

10,794.38 
6,145.04 
8,90526 
7,00126 

17,38260 
2.748.36 
2,523.96 
3.98976 
7,731 45 
3,15200 
2769.40 

31.3492 
12.893.70 
4,74427 
4.064.36 
8,107.68 
9.554.34 
8,45424 

43.w.44 
12,450.15 
31,56,5.76 
20,135.43 
4,015.98 

12.047.13 
58,389.04 
15,513.54 
4,885.00 
2,994.50 

10.W.35 
8,5115.60 

29,917.02 
45.016.60 
10,327.44 
8.61289 

553.81110 
I $  mm] 

42m.50 
7.16595 
6.83256 
8,094.20 

335.513.81 
5,81343 
7,01628 



EXHIBIT m - 1 0 )  
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SOUTHERN STATES u n u n E s  
COMPARISON OF TREATMENT TYPES AND STAND-ALONE RESIDENTIAL BILLS 

WHEN SORTED BY % OF ClAC TO PLANT 
PROJECTED TEST YEAR - 1996 (AS FIM) 

Llns 
No. - 

53 
Y 
55 
56 
57 
53 
59 
50 
61 
62 
63 
M 
65 
66 
67 
66 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
34 
85 
ea 
87 
ea 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
% 
96 
97 
98 
89 

1W 
101 
1M 
1M 
104 
105 

Pknt Treatment 
PlanlName No. Type 

Oak Forsat m a  
sbra Moounlaln m a  
InwactenLaMEWta 470 NS 
pornom Pa* 443 CL 
prsMLakeEWtea 1298 CL 
Deep C W  rml Fw 
mi u W W ~  987 IF 
curus 906m 
F n e W  Cemw 555 CL 
Mamn Oaks 1106 NS 
VenBtBn Village 567 CL 

Total. 1o.oOx. m.w* CUC 
Avg-lo.W%.m.w%cuc 

MamaShmu m L s  
Lelhm H e m  675 CL 
S h r b k e  E m s  574 NS 
Fox Run 879 IF 

Lake H s m e l E m s  m us 
Flsherma116 Haven 673 CL 
Plcdoh khnd 5M CL 

DB" 18M Fw 
Spring Gardam %4 CL 
Apacra glorer 990 IF 

ZephyTShores 1427 CL 

Palm T m c o  1429 CL 

TOW .2O.W% .30.W%CIAC 
Avg.2O.W%-3O.W% CIAC 

Lake ApyEnaler 713 rn 

~ppb v a d y  332 NS 

Rne Rids8 907 CL 

Lehgl m L s  
GmdTenace 575 Fw 
b B Y R  Lakes 2 4 1  NS 
Beamnnim W r n  

TOW. 30.m. 40.WX CUC 
A"@. M.W%. 40.wx CUC 

Rnmhmn Forest 2302 NS 
Daaona 1m NS 
-lg 783 CL 
F o u w i m  n 2  NS 
Wmdmsre W N S  
Horny H a m  573 Fw 
E U ~ M  vemura ~ a k s  765 

TOM .4O.W%-5O.W%cuc 
Avg-4O.OO%.5O.W%CIAC 

No. of 
Customers 

147 
8 
m 
in 
93 

3,182 
361 

1,917 
21 

2.797 
140 

15,729 

30 
396 

1.449 
1 07 
1W 
2a 
144 
134 
113 
134 
152 
el3 
4e4 
Ea 

1,193 

6.919 

9.079 
111 
243 

3.178 

12,611 

67 
23811 

105 
34 

1.189 
111 

9,176 

34.613 

Tr - -  - - -  
%of ClAC lo Plant dghted Avg ) 

NdPlant NetClAC 
wwm ( E r c l m  

d N V u )  a d  NUUJ @ 10K gallonr (1) gallons (2) 

167,512 

1 4 8 3  
105,742 

1689.372 
595.698 

o,na 

nsia 

3.124,Wl 
7,898 

5,406,734 
118,121 

325,396 
1,409,433 

341,332 
276848 
130.164 
57,749 
66.276 
27,133 
15,711 
P316 

730,936 
150,857 

4,125230 
279.708 

9,023,535 

9tn.m 
1U3.567 
140.0.814 

4.455.632 

13,973,033 

139.147 
18,493,528 

135.437 
24,UB 
863.615 
33,509 

5,370,996 

23,276,769 

mm3 
la1 

19.191 
15,288 
11.399 

287.038 
91,831 

519.691 
1.471 

1,095,117 
23,611 

6,698,726 

1 % 9 2  
67.054 
296.622 
75.720 
62,169 
29.335 
13,805 
16,516 
6.743 

11,664 
20,914 

106,902 
44,826 

1,171,325 
80.561 

22P119 

2PoB.664 
38.074 
Y.362 

1.766.103 

4.765.273 

56P4  
6,855.814 

59.029 
1011,972 
391,%4 
15,198 

2,534,466 

10,021.019 

1248% 
1285% 
l%.(IJX 
14.46% 
14.6% 
15.19x 
15.78% 
16.64% 
18.6% 
19.95% 
19.99% 

12.8% 

m98x 
20.61% 
21.05% 
2218% 
22.46% 
2254% 
23.91% 
24.21% 
24.65% 
24.97% 
25.41% 
25.84% 
27.87% 
28.3w 
28.80% 

252W 

31.35% 
36.76% 
36.m 
39.64% 

0l.lG-h 

4039% 
41.5X 
U 5 8 %  
4.3w 
45.31% 
45.35% 
47.19% 

43305% 

a42 
1M39 
51.31 
53.56 
a.53 
67.04 
67.55 
38.65 
Y.08 
57.79 
48.73 

1,225.65 
f 58.09 

10230 
28.46 
20.40 
90.02 
94.83 
30.25 
37.94 
34.61 
79.54 
24.81 

11125 
25.12 
56.17 
43.53 
37.92 

817.35 
t 5419 

S.90 
38.53 
79.34 
24.36 

189.13 
t 49.78 

49.49 
20.86 
53.12 

245.92 
21.50 
77.86 
27.36 

496.11 
t rn.87 

5,911.74 
e a 1 2  

lZM.50 
9263.34 
3,118.29 

213,321.28 
24,385.55 
74.m.05 
1.135.68 

181.638.63 
6.82220 

066.M7.12 
I f  5533 I 

31.x18.40 
11,210.16 
29.559.60 
9,632.14 
9.483.00 
6,591.00 
5,463.36 
VM.54 
8,906.02 
3.324.54 

16,910.00 
24.69296 
27,lS.28 
4,k31.14 
45,238.56 

zn.343.70 
I t  40.08 I 

516,595.10 
4,276.83 

19,279.62 
n.416.08 

1 s  48.97 
617.56763 

4,30563 
498.783.46 

8,361.28 
25,563.50 
8,642.46 

251.055.36 

802,23929 
I t  23.18 I 

5,571.60 

3120196 WPIX1.AZ.X.S UAJ 2 013 



PAGE 3 OF 5 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES 
COMPARISON OF TREATMENT TYPES AND STAND-ALONE RESIDENTIAL BILLS 

WHEN SORTED BY % OF CIAC TO PLANT 
PROJECTED TEST YEAR - 1996 (As Flled) 

r̂T.I. -...._.... .."- 
(Weighted A v a  

Residential 
X of aAC to Plant 

No. of NdPlant NnlCIAC ~~~ 

Plant Trrstment Customerr p%i~~pk ( ~ r d l m ~  I -Bll l -&~-)  Bill@lO,OOO 
No. Plant Name No. 1- WNUQ aid NW @ 10K qallona v) gallons (2) 
Llna 

_- - _ _  
105 wsrrmm 122 Rv I s9  17,110 50.81% SM 456416 

1ffi SWIMB 1M1 E E4 Tm.m 41&131 5204% 8126 51.643.88 
109 C h ~ P a l r  1117 a 968 137.118 7 4 , m  5420% n.87 10.Z7Xi.42 

107 S@wMlWo& IyEl us 28n $424.194 =.a4 1,nm 51.79% 16.88 44.259.3~ 

110 PneRngeGlaltSs 782 AIS 2lB m250 184,365 55.32% 45.01 lO.mo.18 

$9113 4,726,559 24u.759 204.86 120.890.60 
52.15% $ 40.97 I$ 3035 I 

. . .  
115 cr@alRlrerHWr& 8(u IF en 138.014 82,724 80.82% 45.24 3,69920 
116 u~fs~ryshores 106 AIS 3dw 3,807.883 2576.131 67.66% 20.33 79.ob1.70 ... 

3,970 3,943.M7 26S.856 66.57 82.7m.9n 
UAZX f 3329 I $  mZJ 

121 Gospellsland Enates %6 IF 8 10.697 7,874 742% 1M.50 844m 
122 hlblsbnd 1518 .$IS 1,757 2,423204 1,820,503 75.12% 15.58 27.374 06 
123 
124 T o t l l ~ 7 O . ~ - a . W % C l A C  1,765 2433,816 1,828,177 121.06 28.218.06 
125 Avg .m.WX-6O.W% CIAC 75.12% $ 60.54 I $ 1 5 . 3  
1% 
127 E C V ~ Q W  l a 7  pw 244 131ZlB 118,902 (R.1ML 50.03 7,327.32 
128 
129 T ~ l s l ~ 8 0 . 0 ~ . 1 W . W x C I A C  244 131218 116,902 50.03 7,327.32 

131 
1 M  Arg.RO.WX-1W.OOXCUC 87.10% $ 30.03 I$ M.03 I 
132 
133 Tolal FRSC Residenllal 

Averme FPSC Resldenlial 
6,118.89 3,376.146g 88,538 f 124,811#57 , $ 31,631861 

=p_i 

253% $ M A 1  I$ 38.13 - 

3 013 



EXHIBIT FLL-101 

PAGE 4 OF' 5 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES 

COMPARISON OF % ClAC TO STAND-ALONE RESIDENTIAL BILLS - SEWER 
WHEN SORTED BY % OF ClAC TO PLANT 
PROJECTED TEST YEAR - 1996 (As Filed) 

- 

.. . .  .. .. . .  .. .. 
Appr. Uniform Rate 

(Welghted AvgJ 

Bill @ 10,000 
Stand-Alone Residential No. of Net Plant Net ClAC 

Line Plant Customers pdDepec pdknoll 
No. PlantName No. andNUU) andNUU) @ 10K gallons (I) gallons (2) 

Bill - W8" 
%of QAC to Plant 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
6 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

FPSC Realdentlal 
Sunnv Hills 2801 
Chuluna 335 
Denom 1806 
Holiday Haven 573 
Park Manor 444 
Valencia Terra= 
Fisherman's Haven 673 

Clrus Pah 1117 

Marion Oaks 1106 

Total-Lsssthan lO.W%ClAC 
Avg . Less than 10.009c ClAC 

Palm Pot  44c 
Enlerprire 1807 
Apache Shores 990 
bilani Heights 675 
Silver Lake O a k  473 
Beecheh Point 472 
Marco Island 2€Q1 
Zephyr Shores 1427 
Tropical l s l s  2101 

Morningview 562 

Cilws Springs 906 

Total - 10.00% - 20.00% ClAC 
Avg-lO.MPk-20.0006ClAC 

Lehigh 2901 

Jungle Den 1902 
SaH Springs 1115 

Woodmere 888 
Apple Valley 332 

Total. 20.W% - 30.00% CUIC 
Avg - 20.00%. 30.00% ClAC 

Point 0' Waads 987 
Fox Run 679 
Palm Terrace 1429 
Marm shores 2602 

Total. 30.00%. 40.00% ClAC 
Avg .30.00%. 40.00% ClAC 

179 
136 

4.719 
92 
30 
365 
144 
36 

272 
692 

1,371 

6,037 

107 
136 
112 
391 

27 
16 

1,937 
482 
284 

3,492 

7.183 
114 
117 

1,180 
167 

8.761 

147 
104 

1,035 
265 

1,551 

173.m 1837 
1 ,ros,3n 37.382 

10,941,175 430,077 
420.183 21,761 
41.254 2.1 21 

235,753 12,347 
251.463 15.484 

23.346 1,724 
591,021 47,354 
701,060 69.289 

2.206.704 231,635 

17,002,488 870.977 

125,308 16.256 
35.836 4,839 
72,116 10,084 

384,501 59.024 
42.953 6,702 
49.041 7.761 

13,612,593 2,269,562 
402.609 75.390 
358.245 69.528 

15,083,202 2,519,148 

11,811,493 2,707,045 
151,483 35.631 
365,w9 99,098 

1,589,073 443.368 
24.004 

1 4 , m i . 7 ~  3,309,147 

306,203 94,856 
356.198 119,590 
4wcQ 151.921 
786.137 305,947 

1.897.338 672,314 

1 .m 
2.65% 
3.93% 

5.14% 
5.24% 
6.16% 
7.38% 
6.01% 
9.88% 

10.50% 

5.0m 

5.12% 

12.97% 
1 3 . m  
13.96% 
15.35% 
15.60% 
15.83% 
16.67% 
18.73% 
19.414: 

16.70% 

2 2 , W S  
23.5no 
27.14% 
27.90% 
20.37% 

23.589: 

30.W~ 
33.57% 
33.85% 
38.92% 

35.43% 

70.40 14.M3.W 
271.11 36.870.96 
69.m 325.752.57 

2M.81 16.750.52 
72.88 2.189.40 
39.59 14,489.94 
84.76 12.205.44 
84.10 3,027.W 
67.76 16,430.72 
54.31 37,582.52 
69.26 94,955.46 

1.095.1 1 578,288.73 
s 99.56 I f 71.95 1 

109.91 11,760.37 
40.72 5,537.92 
89.39 10,011.68 
43.61 17.051.51 

107.70 2.907.90 
209.76 3.356.16 
44.66 66,506.42 
75.19 36,241.56 
36.66 10,468.24 

757.80 183,841.78 
s 81.20 Ls 52.65 

53.65 365,439.78 
42.53 4.848.42 

162.26 16,984.42 
47.32 55.837.w 
38.35 6.404.45 

344.12 471,514.67 
s 68.82 Is 53.82 I 

79.42 11,874.74 
113.88 11,843.52 
44.16 45,70569 
68.m 16.w6.85 

305.75 67.320.71 
s 76.44 I S  56.30 

3120195 SPISCIA2,XLS KN 1 01 2 
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EXHIBIT FLL-lo) 

.-  
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES PAGE 5 OF 5 

COMPARISON OF % ClAC TO STAND-ALONE RESIDENTIAL BILLS - SEWER 
WHEN SORTED BY % OF ClAC TO PLANT 
PROJECTED TEST YEAR - 1996 (As Filed) 

- 

Appr. Unifonn Rate 
(Weighted Avg.1 

Stand-None Residential 
Bill @ 10,000 

No. Plant Name No. andNUU)  8rdNUU)  g 10K gallons (l) gallons (2) 
Bill - 96" 

%of ClAC to Plant 
No. of Net Plant Net CIAI: 

Line Aant CUStMners (ExdDapec (ExddAmat 

- - -- - 
46 Amelia land 1518 1.455 
47 BuenaVmllWalakas 785 7 3 W  
48 UnlvenlyShaer 105 3.637 
49 
50 Total - 40.W9: - 50.00% CIAC 12,452 
51 Avg - 1O.W - 50.00% CUC 
52 

54 Beacon Iiills 886 3,178 
55 
56 Total. 5O.wZC - 60.00% CUC 1,656 
57 Avg .50.00% - 60.0W CUC 
58 
59 SugarMill 1801 E34 
60 MerednhManor 330 29 
61 Venetian Village 567 89 
62 Burnt %ore 2202 641 
63 
64 TO~OI. 60.m. m . m  cuc 1,393 
65 Avg . 5 O . W .  70.00% CUC 
66 
67 Sugar Mill Wwds 989 2,548 
68 
69 Total. 81.00%- 40.00% CUC 2.548 
70 Avg .81 .IC%. 90.01% CUC 
71 

53 Spn'ngGardens 134 

4,822,450 2,157,132 '. 
12,594,101 5,646,790 
8.1 54,211 2,930,185 

23,570,762 10.734,ON 

68.533 39.458 
4,564,273 2,875,404 

2,316,403 1,357,431 

978.926 597.573 
25,927 16,599 
83.703 55,7E8 

568,522 453.159 

1,757,077 1,123,119 

3,618.288 3,198,301 

3,618.288 3,198,301 

44.73% 
44.84% 
47.61% 

45.54% 

57.58% 
58.8296 

58.60% 

61 .M% 
64.02% 
66.65% 
67.79% 

63.92% 

88.39% 

B8.m 

35.45 
47.61 
46.25 

129.31 
s 43.10 

24.88 
32.81 

28.85 
t 28.85 

53.45 
35.95 
52.52 
32 66 

174.58 
t 43.65 

23.03 

23.w 
s 23.09 

51.579.75 
350,dMl.W 
l€a.211.25 

570,200.W 
1s 45.79 I 

3.33332 
104.270.18 

53.802.05 
Is 32.49 1 

33.887.30 
1,042 55 
4.674.18 

20.935.06 

60,539.19 
I s  43.46 I 

58.833 32 

58.833 32 
I s  23.09 

72 Lsisuretakes 2401 230 96,766 91,226 94.27% 43.05 9.9o1.50 
73 DeepCrnek 2201 3.259 3,304,378 3.248.379 98.31% 47.25 153,987.75 
74 ._  
75 Total - 91 .OF&. 1M).O0% CUC 3,489 3,401.144 3,339,605 90 30 163.889 25 
76 Avgvg.91.00%-100.00%CUC 98.19% s 45.15 L S  46.97 I 
77 
78 

45,035 I 84,994,864 $28,481,525- 2,9n.75 2,282.032.35 79 Total FPSC ReddenHal 

80 Average FPSC Reoldential 33.51% S 50.67 
- 

NOW -The Id& for each calagoly am based on: 
(1) Simple Average (Told 01 all plane I Number of Plants) 
(2) WeigMed average which appmximalm a uniform rate (Told of all plank weighled by number 01 cuslomerr ITolaI Number 01 Cmlomen) 
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EXHIBIT rnL-11) 

PAGE 1 OF''5. 

CITE as 90 FPSC 9:305 FPSC 

ORDER NO. 13511  
DOCKET NO. 89086844s 
PAGE 2 0  

Section 367.0816, Florida statutes, requires that rate case 
expense be apportioned for recovery Over a period of four 
years. The statute further requires that the rates of the 
utility be reduced immediately by the amount of rate case 
expense previously included in the rates. This statute applies 
to all rate cases filed on or after October 1, 1989. 
Accordingly. we find that the water rates should be reduced by 
59,026 and the wastewater rates should be reduced by $940 as 
shown in Schedule No. 4 .  at the'end of the four year recovery 
period. The revenue reductions reflect the annual rate case 
amounts amortized (expensed) plus the gross-up for regulatory 
assessment fees. 

The utility shall file revised tariff sheets no later than 
one month Prior to the actual date of the required rate 
reduction. The utility also shall file a proposed customer 
letter setting forth the lower rates and the reason f o r  the 
reduction. If the utility files this reduction in conjunction 
with a price inder or pass-through rate adjustment, separate 
data Shall be filed for the price inder and/or pass-through 
increase or decrease and the reduction in the rates due to the 
amortized rate case expense. 

By Orders Nos. 2 2 6 2 0  and 2 2 6 2 0 - A ,  issued March 1, 1990 and 
March 3, 1990, respectively. we authorized the utility to 
collect increased water rates on an interim basis, subject to 
refund with interest. pending the outcome of this proceeding. 
Since the final revenue requirement € O K  the water system is 
larger than the interim water system revenue requirement, no 
refund of interim water rates is required. 

a v -  Ava- . . .  

Stipulation 35, which w e  accepted, states that service 
availability (plant capacity) charges should be implemented for 
the Chuluota Wastewater system and adjusted for the Florida 
Central Commerce Park, to be consistent with Rule 2 5 - 3 0 . 5 8 . 0 ,  
Florida Administrative Code. . However, the stipulation did not 
address the specific level of service availability chargez. 
The utility's position is that the service availability charges 
resulting from the stipulation should be designed to generate 
the minimum levels of CIAC rather than the maximum. we 
recognize that the utility did not request a change in its 
water service availability charges. However, it is our policy 
to review service availability charges when a company comes in 
for a rate case so we can determine whether the Utility's 
contribution levels are appropriate and consistent with our 
rule. 
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CITE as 90 FPSC 9:306 FPSC 

ORDER NO. 23511 
DOCKET NO. 890868-WS 
PAGE 2 9  

Upon review of the utility's water. service availability 
charges, we find that no adjustment is necessary. Of the four 
wastewater systems contained in the utility's filing, we will 
make ne' changes to the existing service availability charges 
for the Apple Valley and Meredith Manor systems. We will, 
however, implement and adjust. respectively, the charges for 
the Chllluota and Florida Central Commerce Park wastewater 
systems in order to achieve the maximum CfAC 'level of 75 
percent as set forth in Rule 2 5 - 3 0 . 5 8 0 ,  Florida Administrative 
Code. 

A new wastewater treatment plant has been built to replace 
the old Chuluota plant. This system has no existing plant 
capacity charge. In order to achieve the 7 5  percen: 
contribution level in conformance with Our rule. we find that 
the utility should charge a plant capacity charge of $2,730 per 
ERC, with an ERC equalling 1 5 0  gallons per day (gpd) far 
residential  customer^. For all others, the charge is 511.04 
per gpd. The utility should continue collecting the existing 
service line installation fees shown in its tariff. If we were 
to accept the utility's position of using the minimum CIAC 
level permitted by the rule. this system would be 7.70 percent 
contributed. Such a very small contribution level would be 
Contrary to the intent of our rule. The Purpose of CIAC is to 
reduce the utility's investment and thereby keep service rates 
within a reasonable range, which benefits the utility's 
customers over the long term 

The Florida Central Commerce Park wastewater treatment 
plant s e r v e s  an industrial park. The existing plant capacity 
charge is $350 per ERC. 

At hearing. utility witness Lewis testified that the plant 
capacity charge should be increased from the present $350 per 
ERC level. He further testified that the long range effect on 
wastewater rates would be to lower them if the plant capacity 
charge were increased. However, witness Lewis. further 
expressed his concerns regarding a substantial increase in the 
plant capacity charge. He stated that the utility w a s  now 
having problems getting the customers to abandon their septic 
tanks and hook-up to the utility's wastewater facilities at the 
present plant capacity charge of $350 per ERC. 

Utility witness Lewis further testified: 'My concern is 
that i f  we don't come up with Some kind of additional plant 
capacity fee, that keeping uniform rates, which we requested in 
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this rate case. would, put more exposure on Apple Valley and 
Meredith Manor customers. So the alternative is. as you say, 
to increase the CIAC portion of these plants to back off the 
revenue requirement Lor everyone: 

This witness further testified that, under the uniform 
rates proposed in the utility's application. the Apple Valley 
and Meredith Hanor systems would be subsidizing the Chuluota 
and Florida Central Commerce Park systems, and it w a s  this 
cross-subsidization impact that was a factor in the utility's 
stipulating to an across-the-board increase of 20 percent. 

Upon consideration. w e  do not believe that Florida Central 
Commerce Park should be treated differently than any other 
wastewater system. Accordingly, the present, plant capacity 
charge of $350 must be increased. In order to achieve the 
maximum CIAC level of 7 5  percent, the appropriate charge is 
$1,435 per ERC, with an ERC equalling 220 gpd. For all others, 
the charge shall be $6.52 per gpd. If we were to implement the 
minimum CIAC level, this system would be 34.93 percent 
contributed. In addition, the same service line fees 
applicable to the other three wastewater systems shall be 
established for this system. 

The service line fees are Set forth below: 

lmxUE3m 
Short Service Line (Note 1) - 
Long service Line (Note 2 )  - 
Long service Line (Note 3 )  - 

- S 350 
- $ 450 - s 650 

Note 1: Short Se'rvice Line - Tapping into the wastewater 
collection main located on the Same side - o f  the street as 
property to be served. 
Note 2: long Service Line - Tapping into the wastewater 
collection main located on the opposite side of an unpaved road 
oL the property to be served. 
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Note 3:  Long service iine - rapping into the wastewater 
collection main located on the opposite side of a paved road of 
the property to be served, requiring jacking or boring the 
service line under the street. 

The approved service availability charges should become 
effective for a l l  connections made on or after the stamped 
approval date on the revised tariff sheets. The revised tariff 
Sheets will be approved upon staff's verification that the 
tariffs a r e  consistent with the Commission's decision and the 
proposed service availability charge notice is adequate for 
those parties known by the utility who will be affected by the 
change. 

Allowance for funds Prudently I "vested (AFPII C w  

The AFPI charge is designed to a l l . 0 ~  the utility to recover 
a fair rate o f  return on the portion Of the plant facilities 
which were  prudently constructed, but exceed the amount 
necessary to serve current customer?;. The utility requested 
AFPI charges for its Chuluota and Florida Central Commerce Park 
systems. Stipulation 37 provides that since the utility agrees 
with the! AfPI methodology and agrees to the used and useful 
percentages for the Chuluota and Florida Central Commerce Park 
wastewater Systems, the AFPI amounts are fall-aut numbers. We 
have calculated the AFPI charges baaed on the audited actual 
costs of 51,035,945 for the Chuluota system and 51,372,667 for 
the Florida Central Commerce Park system. However, since 
$479,413 of plant for the Florida Central Commerce Park system 
w a s  contributed by the seller of this system, w e  have excluded 
this plant from the AFPI calculation because it does not 
represent an investment of the utility. This amount would be 
excluded from rate base .in the ratemaking process. and the 
utility would not be allowed to earn a return on this 
contribu'ked plant. Therefore. i t  is appropriate to exclude 
this am33unt from the AFPI calculation. Similarly, since 
advances for construction do not represent an investment of  the 
utility and are excluded from earning. a rate of return in the 
rate ba!;e calculation. advances fOK construction totalling 
$400,000 have been excluded from the AFPI calculation. 
Therefore. based an these adjustments and the Used and useful 
percentage of 20 percent for the Florida Central Commerce park 
system, the amount of non-used and useful plant eligible to 
accrue AFUDC has been calculated to be $433.254. The Chuluota 
plant vas determined to be 39 Percent Used and useful. 
Therefore, the amount of non-used and useful plant eligible to 
accrue AFUDC was calculated to be 5742,496 for the Chuluota 
Syztem. 

... . . .. . . 
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The calculation of the AFPI charges for t h e  ChUlUota and 
Florida Central Commerce Park systems is shown on Schedules 
NOS. 5 and 6, respectively. The Cost oL the qualifying 
assets is the net plans cost removed from the rate base. The 
capacity Of the qualifying asset is that portion left over  
after considering test year consumption, fire flow, and margin 
reserve and the number of future Customers is calculated based. 
on the remaining capacity and the average usage of the -Trent 
customers. The charge for the Chuluota system shall begin a t  
$46.25 in April 1990 and accumulate to $3.197.04 over a five 
.year period. The charge for the Florida Central Commerce Park 
system Shall begin a t  $20.07 at December 1989 and accumulate to 
$1,372.75 over a five year period. While the utility is not 
prevented from collecting the charge after five years, after 
five years, the amount Should remain fired a t  the five year 
level. After the utility collects the charge from 244 ERCs for 
the Chuluota system and 347 ERCs for the Florida Kentral 
Commerce Park system, the charge should be discontinued. 

During the course of this. proceeding, the issue was raised 
regarding whether a charge should be implemented for spray 
irrigation and who should pay the charge if one is implemented. 

The utility Supports the establishment of a rate for 
treated effluent for spray irrigation. Its position is that 
this charge will reduce the charge for wastewater by the amount 
of revenues to be derived for effluent water and that the 
charge should only be applicable to the Florida Commerce Park 
system because none Of the other systems have in place the 
necessary piping to transport effluent to individual property 
owners for use. In the future, it would be the intention of 
the utility to review the opportunity for expanding effluent 
disposal where cost effective. This will reduce the cost to 
the individual property Owners in that they will not have to 
use and pay for potable water for irrigation purposes and, 
therefore, is a positive conservation effort on the part'of the 
.utility . 

We believe a charge for spray irrigation is appropriate and 
have approved Stipulation 38 which explains how the charge 
Should be developed. The only item absent at the time of the 
stipulation vas  the number of sprinkler heads to be used' in the 
calculation. Our staff has received this information from the 
utility and we hereby develop the charge, which w e  find to be 
reasonable, as  shown below. 
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