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CASE BACKGROUND

The Commission reviewed its rules governing water and
wastewater utilities in Docket No. 911082-WS. After a series of
workshops, the Commission issued a Notice of Rulemaking on March
24, 1993, by Order No. PSC-93-0455-NOR-WS. Among the proposed
rules were used and useful adjustments for margin reserve and other
factors that affect the used and useful calculation, including the
practice of imputing contributions-in-aid-of-construction (CIAC).
At a hearing held in August of 1993, however, the Commission
decided to postpone its review of used and useful and imputation
issues to permit further study.

Thereafter, staff completed additional studies to evaluate the
used and useful relationships in rate proceedings. On July 12 and
13, 1995, the staff conducted a workshop with various industry and
government agency representatives. During that workshop, the
Florida Waterworks Association (FWA) and its member companies
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identified margin reserve and the corresponding imputation of CIAC
as their major topics of concern. Also during that wmeeting,
representatives from the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) supported a margin reserve period of five to ten
years.

On March 1, 1996, FWA petitioned the Commission to adopt a
rule on margin reserve for water and wastewater utilities. FWA
proposed rulegs to expand the time period allowed for margin
reserve, to preclude imputation of CIAC, and to permit full
recovery of reclaimed water reuse facilities. FWA’s proposed rule
specified that unless otherwise Jjustified, the margin reserve
period for water source and treatment facilities and wastewater
treatment and disposal facilities should be five years. By Order
No. PSC-96-0586-FOF-WS, issued May 6, 1996, the Commission granted
FWA'gs petition, but declined to propose the rule it advocated,
noting that the rule did not codify the Commission‘’s current
policy.

Since margin reserve 18 an issue in virtually all rate
proceedings, staff recommended that the Commission propose rules
codifying existing practices as an expedient methed of bringing the
disputed issues into greater focus. The rules included 1) limiting
the provision for margin reserve to 18 months for treatment and
disposal facilities; 2) limiting the provision for margin reserve
to 12 wmonths for distribution and collection lines; and 3) imputing
CIAC as an offsetting adjustment. Staff’'s proposal did not address
reclaimed water reuse facilities since that subject was still being
evaluated. Moreover, the staff advised the Commission that current
policies regarding margin reserve do not enjoy universal support
even among staff members. Minimal economic impact and some
reduction in rate case expenses were projected if those rules were
adopted.

The Commission voted to propose these rules and a notice of
rulemaking was issued on July 26, 1996 and published in the Florida
Administrative Weekly on August 2, 199e6. The Office of Public
Counsel (“OPC”) and the Department of Environmental Protection
(*DEP”) filed comments. Deborah D. Swain, Frank Seidman, and
Arsenio Milian provided testimony on behalf of Florida Waterworks
Association (“FWA”). Robert Crouch and N.D. Walker provided
testimony on behalf of the Commission staff. Gerald C. Hartman,
Hugh A. Gower, and Richard M. Harvey provided testimony on behalf
of Southern States Utilities, Inc., now known as Florida Water
Services Corporation (“SSU/FWSC”). FWSC/S5U Witness John F.
Guastella filed responsive testimony. Mark F. Kramer provided
testimony on behalf of Utilities, Inc. SSU/FWSC also filed a
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proposal for a lower cost regulatory alternative (LCRA) on August
23, 1996, and Commission staff filed a Revised Statement of
Estimated Regulatory Costs on December 4, 1996.

The rulemaking hearing before the full Commission was held on
December 10, 1996. In addition to the above participants, the St.
Johns River Water Management District, the Southwest Florida Water
Management District, and the South Florida Water Management
District (“WMD") presented comments. Posthearing comments were
filed by FWA, SSU/FWSC, and OPC. On February 13, 1997, staff filed
a final recommended version of the rules. FWA and SSU/FWSC filed
comments on the recommended final version of the rule.

In addition to this proceeding, FWA filed a Petition for
Administrative Determination of Invalidity of Proposed Rules at the
Division of Administrative Hearings on August 14, 1996. SSU/FWSC
filed a gimilar petition on August 23, 1996. The consolidated
proceedings have been abated until May 30, 1997.

The rules as originally proposed by the Commission are shown
in Attachment 1, with the changes recommended by the staff shaded.
Recommended additions to the rules are shown as shaded and
underlined. Recommended deletions are shown as shaded and stricken
through. Attachment 2 1s a side-by-side display of the shaded
version of the rule next to the rule changes urged by FWA.
Posthearing comments are shown in Attachment 3. Comments on
Staff’'s recommended final version of the rule are found in
Attachment 4.
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ISSUE 1: Should the Commission adopt proposed Rule 25-30.4317

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the Commission should adopt proposed Rule 25-
30.431 with the changes recommended by staff as shown in Attachment
1.

STAFF ANALYSTS: Based upon the record of this proceeding, the
staff recommends adoption of a rule that extends the allowance for
margin reserve from eighteen months to five years for water and
wastewater treatment facilities. The recommended rule provides
that unless otherwise justified, the margin reserve period for
water source and treatment facilities, and wastewater treatment and

digposal facilities, which include reclaimed water reuse
facilities, will be five years. Staff also recommends that the
practice of imputing CIAC be discontinued. Staff does not

recommend that 100 percent of a utility’s investment in reclaimed
water facilities be considered used and useful in all proceedings.
Likewise, staff does not believe that these rules should address
utility investments in water and wastewater lines.

RULE 25-30.431 (1) --MARGIN RESERVE DEFINITION

Pursuant to section 367.111(1), Florida Statutes, “[e]ach
utility shall provide service to the area described in its
certificate of authorization within a reasonable time.” Section

367.111(2) provides, 1n part:

Each utility shall provide to each person reasonably
entitled thereto such safe, efficient, and sufficient
gservice as is prescribed by part VI of chapter 403 and
parts I and II of chapter 373, or rules adopted pursuant
thereto; but such service shall not be less safe, less
efficient, or less sufficient than is consgistent with the
approved engineering design of the system and the
reasonable and proper operation of the utility in the
public interest.

A utility must maintain enough capacity to serve increased
demand by existing customers, as well as added demand by new users.
According to SSU/FWSC Witness Hartman, “([t]lhe variability of demand
over the useful life of an asset (30-50 years} can be great, and
only the existing customers create this wvariability, and smaller
facilities demonstrate higher variability in demand than do larger
facilities.” (Composite EXH 1, Tab 14, pp. 10-11) If the utility
is unable to serve the increased demand, the quality of service for
existing customers will suffer. (TR 79) Thus, the utility must
maintain an investment in margin reserve in order to preserve the
guality of service for existing customers. The proposition that
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margin reserve is solely for the benefit of future customers is
incorrect.

Furthermore, industry consultants reported that economies of
scale due to building larger sized facilities benefit both current
and future users. FWA Witness Seidman testified: “[flor water and
wastewater facilities, there are still significant economies of
scale in building larger units and five years provides a minimum
incentive.” (Composite EXH 1, Tab 10, p. 32) However, SSU/FWSC
Witness Hartman testified that it was not “practical to expect a
utility to build facilities and take advantage of economies of
scale when the utility’s investment in those facilities, despite
the fundamental existence of economies of scale, is subject to this
kind of uncertainty and risk in a Commission rate proceeding.”
(Composite EXH 1, Tab 14, pp. 8-9)

The rule as proposed by the Commission defined “margin
reserve” only as “the amount of plant capacity needed to meet the
expected demand due to customer growth.” The record demonstrates,
however, that margin reserve is the investment in plant facilities
that a utility needs in order to serve increased demand due to
customer growth and increased usage by existing customers. If a
utility does not maintain enough capacity to serve increased usage
by existing customers and extra demand created by new customers, it
will not fulfill its obligation to provide “safe, efficient, and
sufficient service” to “each person reasonably entitled thereto.”
Thus, “margin reserve” should be defined as “the amount of plant
capacity needed to preserve and protect the ability of utility
facilities to serve existing and future customers in an
economically feasible manner that will preclude a deterioration in
quality of service and prevent adverse environmental and health
effects.” This definition was offered by SSU/FWSC at the hearing
and is supported by FWA. (EXH 6; TR 234)

RULE 25-30.431(2) --MARGIN RESERVE PERIOD DEFINITION

As proposed by the Commission, “margin reserve period” is
defined as “the time period needed to install the next economically
feasible increment of plant capacity that will preclude a
deterioration in the quality of service.” Staff and the industry
believe that margin reserve should also recognize the time and
expense required to plan and design additional capacity.
(Composite EXH 1, Tab 10, pp. 25-26 and Tab 12, p. 9} Staff
recommends that the definition of ™“margin reserve period” be
changed to include the terms “plan” and “design” the next
economically feasible increment of plant capacity.
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In its response to the proposed final version of the rule, FWA
commented that staff’s proposed definition of ™“margin reserve
period” is too narrow and is inconsistent with staff’s definition
of the term “margin reserve.” (Attachment E. 1.) FWA agserted
that the margin reserve period should be defined as “the period
during which current capacity is required to be available until the
next economic capacity addition can be placed in service without
causing a deterioration of the quality of service.”

Staff believes its recommended definition is satisfactory.
FWA’s proposed language needlessly repeats terms that are already
included in the definition of “margin reserve.” Staff further
believes that its proposed definition properly signifies that the
reserve period should encompass the entire planning, design and
construction cycle.

RULE 25-30.431(4)--MARGIN RESERVE PERIOD

Staff Witness Crouch testified that “[i]ln the early 1980's,
the PSC staff conducted research and found that the average
planning, permitting, and construction time for plant was 1.5
yvears, and for distribution/collection systems, 1 year. These time
frames allow for design, bids, actual construction and clearance
for service from the appropriate regulatory agency. More recent
cases, however, have shown that additional time is needed in order
to meet the more stringent requirements imposed by EPA and other
regulatory agencies such as the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection.” (Composite EXH 1, Tab 12, p. 6} At the hearing, Mr.
Crouch testified that he favored a three-year margin reserve period
for wastewater treatment plants, given the planning requirements of
DEP’s Rule 62-600.405, Florida Administrative Code. Mr. Crouch
further testified that staff would tend to support a three-year
margin reserve for water plant given DEP’s intention to adopt
comparable planning procedures for water systems. (TR 274)

A major reason for increasing the margin reserve period is the
congequent harmony with DEP rules regarding the time limits within
which to submit plans to expand wastewater plant capacity pursuant
to Rule 62-600.405, F.A.C. That rule, effective January 30, 1991,
requires a utility to initiate planning and design for expansion
of the plant’s capacity if the permitted capacity will be equaled
or exceeded within the next five years. If the capacity will be
exceeded within the next four years, the utility must submit a
statement by its professional engineer that the needed plans and

gpecifications are being prepared. If the capacity will be
exceeded within three years, the utility must submit a permit
application for the needed expansion. DEP is also scheduled to

- 6 -



DOCKET NO. 960258-WS
DATE: April 2, 1997

adopt the same data submission requirements for water utilities.
According to a study presented by FWA’s consultants, it typically
requires three-and-a-half to five years to plan, design, permit,
construct, test, and certify water and wastewater facility
expansions. (TR 72; Composite EXH 1, Tab 9, DS-2, pp. 7-14)

Further, Mr. Van  Hoofnagel, Drinking Water  Program
Administrator of DEP, commented that absent at least a five-year
margin reserve period, Commission-regulated utilities would be
foreclosed from receiving the low-cost state revolving loan funds
for capital needs (“SFR"”) made avallable by the 1996 Amendments to
the Safe Drinking Water Act. (TR pp. 14-21, 33-36) Unlike the
existing wastewater SRF program, which is available only to
governmentally-owned systems, the SRF for water systems will be
available to eligible investor-owned systems as well. Annual
funding of $40 to 45 million is anticipated. (TR 15-16)

A reasonable allowance for margin reserve must take into
account factors other than the minimum installation period.
Several of the witnesses for FWA and SSU/FWSC offered additional
reasons for making more of a plant’s investment count as “used.”
These included *“economies of scale”-based arguments; minimum
expenditure arguments relating to smaller, but not proportionately
less costly congtruction options; an argument that some portion of
a plant’s construction cost is constant throughout a range of
capacity increments; and the premise that a comparable investment
by an electric utility would be assured rate base inclusion. FWA
witness Swain also testified that smaller margin reserve periods
increase rate case expense since more frequent rate hearings are
required. {(Compogite EXH 1, Tab 9, DS-2, p. 5}

SSU/FWSC Witness Hartman testified that “the Commission’s used
and useful and margin reserve practices act as a disincentive to
economies of scale and corrupt the decision making process.” He
further commented that “the Commission encourages a utility to
install the smallest tank necessary so the utility may recover the
greatest portion of its total investment.” (Composite EXH 1, Tab
14, pp. 17-18) Mr. Hartman testified that the Commission’s
policies seem to conflict with Chapters 403 and 373, Florida
Statutes, the DEP and WMD statutes, as well as the “approved
engineering design” of the subject systems. (Id. at pp. 4-5} Mr.
Hartman asserted that a greater portion of the utility’s investment
should be its “used” investment to account for inherent economies
of scale and because of the benefits that accrue to the public

health and environment. (Id. at p. 9} He stated that a larger
provision for added capacity will reduce regulatory costs for
customers and requlatory agencies. (Id. at p. 10-11) He further

stated that simple wvariability in demand from year-to-year can
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result in an inadequate capacity over that same range of years.
(Id.)

Mr. Hartman’s testimony indicates that a threshold sizing
approach, if adopted, would compensate the utility for the minimum
investment needed to serve the customers throughout the margin
reserve period. (Composite Exhibit 1, Tab 14, pp. 19-22) He
stated that initial construction costs--planning, engineering,
permitting, and organization costs (PEPQ) --are encountered
irrespective of a facility’s size and that these costs could range
from 10 to 25 percent of the plant’s overall cost. (Id. at p. 22}
He further stated that the following points should be considered:
the variability of demand over time, the long-term effectiveness
due to economies of scale, the threshold cost concept, the concept
that “no less of a facility would be required”, and the relevance
of standard plant sizing conditions. (Id. at 27)

Staff’s proposed final wversion of the rule included a
provision stating that the margin reserve period would in no case
be less than three years. This was in addition to language
providing that unless otherwise justified, the margin reserve
period will be five years. The response by the industry was that
this provision was confusing and inconsistent, and that the record
did not support a margin reserve period of three vyears. FWA
commented that the presumptively valid margin reserve period should
be five years without reference to some underlying second tier.
{aAttachment E. 1.) SSU/FWSC agreed with FWA, however, it also
asserts that the five year presumption should be a conclusive one.
{Attachment E. 2., fn. 1) Staff deleted the three-year minimum
language from its recommended final rule version. (Attachment 1)

Staff believes the record in this proceeding supports changing
the rule to provide for a margin resexrve periocd of five years.
With this change, the allowed term will correspond to DEP and WMD
practices. Further, this expansion for margin reserve gives credit
to the various economic arguments regarding economies of scale and
minimum investment levels. As stated by SSU/FWSC Witness Milian,
the Commission should allow recovery of the costs of prudent
planning, design and construction of facilities, while taking into
account economies of scale and good engineering practices. (TR 74)

RULE 25-30.431(4)--DISTRIBUTION AND COLLECTION IL.INES

As proposed by the Commission, the rule provides a one-year
allowance for margin reserve for water transmission and
distribution lines and the wastewater collection system. In
response, FWA Witness Seidman testified that a two-year provision
for margin reserve was appropriate for distribution and collection
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lines. He explained that, of necessity, some on-site lines bypass
empty lots to serve non-adjacent users. “Increasing the margin
reserve period to the equivalent of two years is a fair means of
partially compensating the utility” for this concern. Moreover, he
testified that prudently constructed water transmission mains, off-
site wastewater collection mains, and pumping stations should be
considered 100 percent used and useful and that margin reserve
should not be a factor in that determination. (Composite EXH 1,
Tab 10, p. 36)

Staff believes the record shows that a 12-month provision for
margin reserve for on-site distribution and collection lines may

not be appropriate in many circumstances. At the same time,
however, staff does not believe the record is sufficient to justify
a two-year provigion for on-site lines. With respect to the

additional arguments for 100 percent recovery of investments in
lift stations and off-gite transmission and collection mains, staff
likewise believes the record is insufficient to warrant their

adoption. Accordingly, staff recommends that the provision for
distribution and collection lines in subsection {4), and the
provisions for calculating it in subsection (5)(b), not be
adopted.

RULE 25-30.431{(7) --IMPUTATION OF CIAC

Imputing CIAC reduces the allowed margin reserve by the

projected CIAC that future customers are expected to pay. As a
result, this adjustment often eliminates any investment in margin
reserve from being counted in the allowed rate base amount. FWA

Witness Seidman testified that ™“the utility must maintain a
continuing investment in margin reserve in order to maintain the
status quo as new customers become existing customers.” (Composite
EXH 1, Tab 10, p. 44) He testified that imputation of CIAC is “an
illogical practice that not only defeats the purpose of margin
reserve, but is alsc confiscatory in that it denies the ability to
ever earn a return on its investment in plant used and useful in
the public interest.” {Composite EXH 1, Tab 10, p. 42) If 75
percent of the utility’s investment in margin reserve is eliminated
through imputation of CIAC, the utility only earns a return on 25
percent of that investment. {Composite EXH 1, Tab 10, FS-4)

Consultants for the utility industry testified that extending
the margin reserve period would be a meaningless gesture if the
Commission retains the practice of imputing CIAC to offset that
investment. According to Mr. Seidman, “nothing 1is gained.”
(Composite EXH 1, Tab 10, p. 46-47)
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In its posthearing brief, the FWA maintains that the
imputation of CIAC is indefensible and should be abolished. Mr.
Seidman testified that the imputation of CIAC is “clearly a
mismatch that violates the concept of the test year” because the
utility’s actual investment in margin reserve is reduced by CIAC
that will be collected after the test year. Mr. Seidman testified
that imputation of CIAC is “the antithesis of matching.” (Compocsite
EXH 1, Tab 18, p. 12) Mr. Seidman also testified that since the
Commission does not impute revenues and expenses to serve margin
reserve customers, imputation of future CIAC was likewise
inappropriate. (Composite EXH 1, Tab 10, pp. 43-44)

SSU/FWSC Witness Gower testified that the utility does not
realize a full return on its investment when future CIAC is
imputed. He explained that while imputing CIAC reduces the rate
base amount, the actual amount of invested capital is unchanged.
Because the rate base balance does not match the amount of
investor-supplied capital, “the return allowed will not be adequate
to cover the cost of capital.” (TR 206) Mr. Gower further
testified that imputing 50 percent of the projected CIAC, the
practice adopted in rate proceedings for SSU (Docket No. 950495-WS)
and Palm Coast Utility Corporation (Docket No. 951056-WS),
“deprives the utility of an opportunity to earn a fair return on
invested capital” and ‘“merely reduces the degree of improper
capital deprivation and shcould be rejected in this proceeding.”
(Composite Exh 1, Tab 15, p. 22)

FWA Witness Swain testified that the “requirement to have
excess capacity is ongoing and should not be diminished through
imputation of CIAC.” She explained that “[t]lhere is always a gap
between the time existing plant must be available, and paid for,
and the time that future customers will provide contributions to
partially cover the cost of that plant.” (Composite EXH 1, Tab 9,
p. 8)

Staff Witness Walker testified that the amount of imputed CIAC
often fully offsets the purported allowance for margin reserve. He
testified that he opposed retention of the CIAC imputaticn
practice. He further stated that any earlier staff support for
this adjustment had largely dissclved. (Composite EXH 1, Tab 11,
p. 4) He testified that he believes that the margin reserve is an
investment balance that is constantly being replenished, with
“expenditures to fund plant improvements preceding receipt of
customer contributions.” He testified that utilities do not earn
a return on the imputed CIAC from existing or future customers, and
that the imputation of CIAC negates “most, if not all, of the
investment related to increased demand by existing or future
customers.” (TR 259} Mr. Walker also testified that he disagreed
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with practice of imputing 50 percent of the projected CIAC since
that was a “compromise consideration, a half-step measure that
overlooks” the argument that the investment in margin reserve is
also being updated. {(Composite EXH 1, Tab 11, p. 5)

Based upon the record in this proceeding, the staff recommends
changing the rule to provide that CIAC shall not be imputed when a
margin reserve is authorized.

RECLAIMED WATER REUSE FACTLITIES

FWA and SSU/FWSC urge the Commission to adopt language
providing that reclaimed water reuse facilities constructed in
accordance with section 403.064, Florida Statues, will be
considered 100 percent used and useful in all cases. Margin
regserve would not be a factor in that calculation. In its letter
dated October 18, 1996, the DEP also advocated adoption of a rule
providing that all feasible reuse facilities would be considered
100 percent used and useful. Further, DEP supported adoption of a
rule that would clearly identify what types of facilities are reuse
facilities, and recommended that the Commission zrule cross-
reference DEP’'s rule definition. (Composgite EXH 1, Tab 13) 1In
their comments, the St. Johns River, South Florida, and Southwest
Florida Water Management Districts proposed that “the published
rule be amended to include a specific recognition that reuse and
other alternative water supply projects required by a water
management district be allowed a significantly Ilarger margin
reserve period.” (EXH 3) At the hearing, the districts supported
full recovery of reclaimed water reuse facilities. (TR 146)

Two statutory provisions specifically govern the ratemaking
treatment of reuse facilities. Section 367.0817(3), Florida
Statutes (1995}, provides:

All prudent costs of a reuse project shall be
recovered 1in rates. The legislature finds
that zreuse benefits water, wastewater and
reuse customers. The commission shall allow a
utility to recover the costs of a reuse
project from the utility’s water, wastewater,
or reuse customers or any combination thereof
as deemed appropriate by the commission.

{Emphasis added.) Section 403.064(10), Florida Statutes (1995), in
the chapter entitled “Environmental Control”, also governs the
ratemaking treatment of reuse facilities:
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Pursuant to chapter 367, the Florida Public
Service Commigsgion shall allow entities under
its Jjurisdiction which conduct studies or
implement reuse projects, including but not
limited to, any study required by subsection
(2) or facilities used for ©reliability
purposes for a reclaimed water reuse system,
to recover the full, prudently incurred cost
of such studies and facilities through their
rate structure.

{(Emphasis added.)

In Docket No. 950495-WS, In Re: Application for rate increase
and increase in service availability charges by Southern States

Utilities, Inc., the Commission concluded that these statutes do
not require it to treat reuse facilities as 100 percent used and
useful for the purpose of ratemaking. (Order No. PSC-96-1320-FOF-
WS) Moreover, “reuse” is not defined in Chapter 367, and the
Commission has not yet defined it. A definition of “reuse” is
critical to determining the ratemaking treatment, however, the
definition DEP has adopted for its purposes is not necessarily
suitable for ratemaking purposes. For these reasons, staff does
not recommend that the Commission change this proposed rule to
require that all reuse facilities be considered 100 percent used
and useful.

APPROXTMATE REVENUE IMPACT

During the hearing, Ms. Swain was asked to estimate the
approximate revenue impact if the margin reserve period was
extended to five years and the practice of imputing CIAC was
discontinued. Using details presented in her study of two
utilities that reportedly confronted these same pricing and sizing
alternatives, construction of larger facilities to attain economies
of scale or sgmaller facilities to realize more immediate revenue
benefits, Ms. Swain reported that a 34 percent rate increase might

result. However, Ms. Swain explained that the actual revenue
impact would differ for each utility depending upon its particular
operating circumstances. (TR 234) Supporting schedules to explain

thogse cost alternatives were introduced as late-filed exhibits.

Reviewing those documents, staff believes that the actual rate
increase for a normal utility would be substantially smaller than
Ms. Swain’s quoted amount. Ms. Swain’s worksheets show that
extending the margin reserve period, if it encourages construction
of more economically sized units, would produce an immediate 24
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percent rate increase for her sample companies following adoption
of the longer margin reserve period. However, her worksheets show
that nearly equivalent revenue amounts would result over a five-
year reference period. That subsequent parity condition would
presumably be realized if the utility changed its construction
practices to pursue greater economies of scale due to the expanded
allowance for margin reserve. However, Ms. Swain’s two <case
histories are probably not universally representative cases since
certain assumptions in the two models appear atypical.

Staff believes that there are at least two significant
miscalculations in Ms. Swain’s models. First, the model for the
water utility, which must choose between building a million gallon
plant for $1,900,000 or a half-million gallon plant for $1,700,000,
seems to be an extreme case. Thus, undue reliance on that example
is probably misplaced. Second, the models entail other assumptions
that are arguably unsound. Significantly, the models show that
operating and maintenance (O&M) charges would remain a constant $50
per year. Staff believes a more dependable assumption would be
charges of $120 per year for water service and $200 for wastewater
service. If operating expenses are understated, the resulting rate
increase due to different investment levels would be conversely
overstated. Using the above mentioned expense levels with Ms.
Swain’'s assumptions regarding relative investment amounts, the
consequent rate increase would be 15 percent for the first year.
However, the models also show that within five years, benefits
resulting from economies of scale would fully offset the immediate
rate impact.

From a different perspective, staff’s studies indicate that
O&M expenses commonly exceed 50 percent of the total revenue
regquirement for a normal utility. A range from 50 percent to 75
percent would not be unusual. Other expenses, for example payroll,
property, and revenue taxes increase the revenue requirement
independent, or largely independent of the margin reserve feature.
Depreciation expense and rate of return components, including
income taxes, provide the remaining elements in the revenue
requirement. Depending on the particular company, realizing that
conditions <change from case to case, the combined return-
depreciation component would likely approach 30 to 40 percent for
a company requesting compensatory earnings. When initial rates are
established for a utility, an assumption is made that the utility
should achieve compensatory earnings when it is serving B0 percent
of its projected service population. Accepting this premise, staff
believes a reasonable assumption would be to identify 20 percent of
the utility’s combined return-depreciation element with margin
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reserve. Thus, based upon a 35 percent hypothetical combined
return and depreciation component, about 7 percent of the utility’s
revenue requirement would correspond to allowing margin reserve in
the revenue requirement calculation, likewise assuming that CIAC is
not imputed. However, over time, staff agrees that existing and
future customers will likely benefit from steps taken to encourage
economies of scale.

SSU/FWSC’S LOWER COST REGULATORY ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL

SSU/FWSC submitted a written proposal for a lower cost
regulatory alternative (LCRA) in anticipation of the effective date

of section 120.541(1), Florida Statutes (1996). SSU/FWSC’s
proposed alternative was the rule that FWA petitioned the
Commission to adopt. That rule included a presumptive five-year

margin reserve period in lieu of the 18-month period included in
the Commission’s proposed rule, and consideration of reclaimed
water reuse facilities as 100 percent used and useful. (Composite
Exhibit 1, Tab 6) SSU/FWSC contended that 18 months was
insufficient for the company to build larger capacity.

Staff filed a revised Statement of Estimated Regulatory Costs
{SERC) . (Composite EXH 1, Tab 22) The revised SERC pointed out
that the proposed rule was flexible, and would require the
Commission, in determining the margin reserve period, to consider
the rate of growth of customers; the time needed to meet the
guidelines of DEP for planning, designing, and construction of
plant expansion; and the technical and economic options available
for sizing increments of plant expansion.

Staff’s reccmmendation is not to adopt the reuse provisions,
and to adopt a five-year margin reserve period. Regardless of what
time period is adopted, however, proceedings to set rate base and
determine rate base will still be necessary. Any alternative rule
proposals that may allow utilities greater revenues would, at the
same time, increase costs to customers and may not achieve the
statutory requirement for just, reasonable, compensatory and not
unfairly discriminatory rates. Pursuant to section 120.541 (1), the
LCRA must substantially accomplish the objectives of the law being
implemented. The Commission may reject any alternative that does
not. '
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AFPTI RECOVERY MECHANTSM

The subject of AFPI recovery mechanism is included to address
OPC’s proposition that AFPI rates offer utilities a fair
opportunity to earn a return on margin reserve. (Composite EXH 1,
Tab 7, pp. 3-4) FWA Witness Seidman testified that utilities do
not earn a return on margin reserve when they collect Allowance for
Funds Prudently Invested (AFPI) charges. Since margin reserve is
commonly considered part of utility’s rate base, the return on that
investment is diminished to the extent it is offset by imputed
CIAC. The portion of the investment relating to imputed CIAC is
omitted when service rates and AFPI charges are calculated.
(Composite EXH 1, Tab 10, pp. 49-50) Thus, the utility does not
earn a return on the imputed CIAC from existing or future
customers. (Composite EXH 1, Tab 11, p. 5)

According to FWA Witness Swain, many utilities do not have
approved AFPI rates. Some utilities are not aware that AFPI
charges are available, others believe the charge is too complex.
(TR 89) She asserted that the standard, five-year ceiling for
accrual of AFPI charges is too narrow. {(Composite EXH 1, Tab 19,
p.- 3) According to Ms. Swain, AFPI charges are deemed speculative
because their collection is entirely dependent upon real growth
occurring as projected. (Composite EXH 1, Tab 9, DS-2, p. 26)
Concern was also expressed that AFPI charges apparently revert to
zero when a subsequent rate case 1s filed. (TR 96-98)

IMPACT ON LEVERAGE FORMULA

In its comments on the proposal to discontinue imputing CIAC
on margin reserve, OPC asserted that if CIAC is no longer imputed,
then utilities will no longer bear the risk that future connections
may not occur. Therefore, according to OPC, the Commission should
adjust the leverage formula to recognize the reduced risk. OPC did
not specify the magnitude of the presumed adjustment if imputation
of CIAC was discontinued.

During the hearing, Staff Witness Walker testified that he did
not believe that imputing CIAC was a factor when the leverage

formula was approved. (TR 286) The Commission established the
current leverage formula in Order No. PSC-96-0729-FOF-WS, issued
May 31, 1996. This order retained the leverage formula set in

Order No. PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS, issued August 10, 1995.

Staff believes two important principles behind the leverage
formula are relevant to this issue. First, the leverage formula is
based on publicly traded water companies that face various risks in

- 15 -
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order to gerve new customers. Measuring the risk, if any,
associated with each company’s regulatory climate is impractical.
In general, publicly traded water companies are a good proxy for
calculating the cost of equity capital for Florida water and
wastewater utilities. (See Order No. PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS, p. 10)
Second, a critical assumption when calculating the leverage formula
is the proposition that business risk is similar for all water and
wastewater utilities in Florida. (See Order No. PSC-95-0982-FOF-
WS, p. 8) Parties to a rate proceeding have an opportunity to file
cost of capital testimony if unique circumstances are indicated.
Since Florida utilities have widely disparate CIAC and service
availability policies, any attempt to account for such variability
would defeat the purpose of the leverage formula: to reduce rate
case costs by eliminating the expense of cost of capital testimony.
The leverage formula is not company-specific.

For these reasons, staff believes that adjusting the leverage
formula to account for past imputation practices is impractical and
inappropriate. .
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ISSUE 2:.Should the rule as approved by the Commission be filed for
adoption with the Secretary of State and the docket be closed?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The rule should be filed for adoption once
the rule challenges filed at the Division of Administrative
Hearings are disposed of.

STAFF ANALYSIS: After a Notice of Change is published in the
Florida Administrative Weekly and if the rule challenges filed at
the Division of Administrative Hearings are withdrawn, dismissed,
or resolved in the Commission’s favor, the rule may be filed with
the Secretary of State for adoption and the docket may be closed.
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ATTACHMENT A

25-30.431 Margin Reserve

(1) "Margin regerve" is defined as the amount of plant

needed to

(2) "Margin reserve period" is defined as the time period
install the next econcmically feasgibkle

increment of

(3) Margin reserve is an acknowledged component of the used
and useful rate base determination that when requested and

justified shall be included in rate cases filed pursuant to section

367.081, Florida Statuteg.

(4) Unless otherwise justified, the margin reserve period for

water source and treatment facilitjes and wastewater treatment and

reserve period is justified, the Commission shall consider the rate

of growth in the number of equivalent residential connectionsg

(ERCg) ; the time needed to meet the quidelines of the Department of

Environmental Protection DEP for lannin degignin and

CODING: Words underlined are additions; words in
geruck—threugh type are deletions from existing law.
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expansion.

{(5) (a) Margin reserve

for water gource and treatment

facilities and wastewater treatment and effluent disposal

facilities shall be calculated as follows:

EG x MP x D = MR

where:

EG =

MP =

MR =

Equivalent Annual Growth in ERCs

determined

gl below

Margin Reserve Periecd determined

pursuant to subsection (4)

Demand er ERC customer demand

applied in the used and useful

calculations for water and

wagtewater facilities)
Margin reserve expressed in gallons

er da GPD

CODING: Words underlined are additions; words in
struck—through type are deletions from existing law.
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The equivalent annual growth in ERCs (EG) is

measured in terms of the projected annual growth and shall be

calculated in Schedules F-9 and F-10 of Form PSC/WAW 19 for Class

A utilities and Form PSC/WAW 20 for Class B utilities, incorporated

by reference in Rule 25-30.437.

The utility shall also submit a linear regression

analysis using average ERCs for the last 5 years. The utility may

submit other information that will affect growth in ERCsg.

{(6) As part of its application filed pursuant to Rule 25-

30.437, the utility shall submit its most recent wastewater

capacity apalyvsig report, if any, filed with DEP.

Specific Authority: 367.121, F.S.

Law Implemented: 367.081, F.S.

CODING: Words underlined are additions; words in
struvel—through type are deletions from existing law.
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25-30.43]1 Margin Reserve

{1} "Margin reserve" is defined as the amount of

needed to

{3} Marqgin reserve is an acknowledged component

of the used and useful rate base determination that

when regquested and justified shall be included in rate

cases filed pursuant £o section 367.081, Florida
Statutes.
(4) Unless otherwige justified, the margin

regserve period for water source and treatment

facjlities and wastewater treatment and effluent

posal facilities will be g

25-30.431 Margin Reserve

kl) "Margin reserve" is defined as the amount
of plant capacity needed to preserve and protect
the ability of utility facilities to provide
service to existing and future customers in an
economically feasible manner that will preclude a
deterioration in quality of service and prevent
adverse environmental and health effects.

(2) "Margin reserve period" is defined as the
period during which current capacity is required
to be available until the next economic capacity
addition can be placed in service without causing
a deterioration of the quality of service.

(3) Margin reserve is an acknowledged
component of the used and useful rate base
determination. An allowance for margin reserve
shall be in included in rate base when requested
in rate cases filed pursuant to section 367.081,
Florida Statutes.

(4) (a) Unless otherwise justified, the margin
reserve period for water source and treatment
facilities and wastewater treatment and effluent

disposal facilities, other than reuse facilities

d INIWHOVLLIV
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In determining whether ancther margin reserve period

is justified, the Commission shall consider the rate

of growth in the number of equivalent residential

facilities and wastewater treatment and effluent

dispogal facilities, other than reusge facilities

subject to (6} below, will be 60 months.

{b) Unless otherwise justified, the margin

reserve period for on-site water distyibution lines

and services and on-site wastewater collection

lineg and laterals will be 24 months. Prudently

constructed water transmission and off-site

wastewater force and gravity collectors and pump

stations are considered 100% used and useful;
margin regerve shall therefore not be a factoxr.
{c} In determining whether another margin

regerve pericd is justified, the Commission shall

consider the rate of growth in the number of

connections (ERCsg); the time needed to meet the

guidelines of the Department of Environmental

Protection (DEP) for plannin designin and

the technical and economic options available for

aizing increments of plant expansion.

{5} (a) Margin reserve for water sgsource and

treatment facilities and wastewater treatment and

effluent digposal facilities shall be calculated as

equivalent residential connections (ERCs}; the time

needed to meet the quidelines of the Department of

Environmental Protection (DEP) for planning,

desiqning, and construction of plant expansion; and

the technical and economic options available for

gsizing increments of plant expansion.

{5) (a) _Margin reserve for water source and

treatment facilities and wastewater treatment

effluent and effluent digposal facilities shall be
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follows:

EG x MP x D = MR

where:

EG =

MP =

=}
]

Equivalent Annual Growth in ERCs

determined pursuant to

below
Marqgin Reserve Period determined pursuant

to subsection (4)
Demand per ERC {customer demand applied

in the used and useful calculations for

water and wastewater facilities)

Margin regserve expressed in gallons per

da GPD

calculated as follows:

EG x MP x D = MR

where:

EG = Egquivalent Annual Growth in ERCs
determined pursuant to (¢} or (d
below

MP = Margin Reserve Period determined

pursuant to subsection (4)

|
]

Demand per ERC (customer demand

applied in the used and useful
calculations for water and waste-
water facilities)

MR Margin reserve expressed in gallons

per day (GPD})

!b! Margin regerve for on-site water

digtribution lines and servicesg and on-gite

wastewater collection lines and laterals shall be

calculated as follows:

EG x MP = MR

where:

EG = Eguivalent Annual Growth in ERCs

determined purguant to (¢} or {d}

below
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ivalent annual growth in ERCs

(EG) is measured in terms of the projected annual

growth and shall be calculated in Schedules F-9 and

F-10 of Form PSC/WAW 19 for Class A utilities and

Form PSC/WAW 20 for Class B utjlities, incorporated

by reference in Rule 25-30.437.

regression analysis using average ERCs for the last
5 years. The utility may submit other information

that will affect growth in ERCs.

MP = Margin Regerve Period determined
ursuant to subsection (4
MR = Margin reserve expressed in ERCs

(c) The equivalent annual growth in ERCs

is measured in terms of the projected annual growth

and shall be calculated in Schedules F-9 and F-10 of

Form PSC/WAW 19 for Class A utilities and Form

PSC/WAW 20 for Class B utilities, incorporated by

reference in Rule 25-30.437.

{d) The utilitvy shall alsoc submit a linear

regression analysis using average ERCs for the last

five vears. The utility may submit other

information that will affect growth in ERCs.
{6) In determining rates for water and
wastewater utilities under Commission jurigdiction,

the prudently incurred cost of studies and

facilities for the purpose of reusing reclaimed

water, that meet the requirements of section

403.064, Florida Statutes, shall be considered 100%

used and useful. Margin reserve shall therefore not

be a factor.
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(6) Bs part of its application filed pursuant {7} As part of its application filed purguant

to Rule 25-30.437, the utility shall submit its most to Rule 25-30.437, the utility shall submit its most

recent wastewater capacity apalyvsis report, if anvy, recent wagtewater capacity analysis report, if anvy,
filed with DEP, filed with DEP.
(7) Contributions-in-aid-of-construction {8} Contributions-in-aid-of-gonstruction

{(CIAC) shall not be imputed when a margin reserve is

(CIAC) shall §

authorized. ?.”f“.. o R authorized.

Specific Authority: 367.121, F.S.

Law Implemented: 367.081, F.S.

History: New

margin2.ctm
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Our industry needs rules that match regulatory policy with
real world needs, rules that coordinate PSC requlation with FDEP
regulation, rules that allow us to recover the cost of investment
actually necessary to meet statutory obligations instead of a
formulated theoretical level of investment artificially determined
to keep rates low. Existing nonrule policies and the proposed rule
do not do this.

In real world planning, we prefer -- and your charge to our
industry should be ~- that our engineers design the most economical
and efficient facilities that meet our continuing obligations to
the public, consistent with high state and federal health and
environmental requirements.

Unfortunately, the signal we have been getting does not
support this approach. The signal we have been getting is it
doesn’t matter what the most economical choice over the long term
may be, utilities will still only be allowed to earn on a
formulated investment equal to capacity for today’s load plus 18
months’ growth....

Our member utilities have been denied, time and again, rates
sufficient to cover economically sized additions. We have reacted
to that signal by downsizing our additions and making them smaller
and more frequently and at higher unit costs. The FWA believes the
Commission should correct this problem, which is generic, by
adopting rules that encourage prudent, long-term economic
development. The simplest way to do this is by increasing the
margin reserve to five years so that we can meet both FDEP and
other regulatory requirements and benefit concurrently from lower
unit costs.,. :

Just as important, the Commission needs to stop imputing CIAC
against the margin reserve. Not only is it wrong as a period
matching accounting procedure, but it makes it impossible for a
utility to ever recover the cost of its investment necessary to
meet its obligations and as a result attract the debt and equity
necessary to fund the required plant and necessary investment in
plant and equipment.

Commissioners, as regulated utilities, we know we have certain
responsibilities. We must provide safe, efficient and adequate
service to our customers. We must protect the environment. We
must be ready to serve all potential customers in our certificated
areas, an obligation we bear in exchange for being provided with a
protected service area. We know full well we have an obligation to
do all this in an economical way, over a realistic period of time.

But you also have obligations. You must assure the public
that a utility meets its obligations in an economic manner. But
you must also provide the utility with an opportunity to earn on
the utility’s investment necessary to meet its obligations in
serving the public. And you must set rates that allow a utility to
maintain its financial integrity, so that it can pay its legitimate

debts and have an opportunity to earn a reasonable return on
capital.

EXCERPTED FROM THE COMMENTS OF JIM MOORE, PRESIDENT OF FLORIDA
WATERWORKS ASSOCIATION. (T. 39-41)

1
31



INTRODUCTION

Florida Waterworks Association (FWA) initiated the instant
docket by its Petition to Adopt Rules, filed on March 1, 1996. FWA
seeks substantial reform of long-standing policies of the Florida
Public Service Commission (PSC) regarding the rate-making treatment
of reserve capacity of water and wastewater utilities.?

FWA proposes that the PSC establish presumptively valid margin
reserve periods of five years for source of supply, water and
wastewater treatment and traditional effluent disposal facilities;
and two years for onsite distribution lines and services and onsite
collection 1lines and laterals. FWA further proposes that
qualifying reuse facilities, prudently sized transmission and
offsite distribution mains, and offsite force and gravity
collectors and pump stations, be deemed 100% used and useful.
Thus, no margin reserve would be necessary for such facilities.
Finally, FWA proposes that the PSC abolish its practice of negating
recognition of investment in reserve capacity through the
imputation of future customers’ contributions~in-aid-of-
construction (CIAC) against margin reserve.?

The PSC has proposed a rule which codifies its traditional

practices of far-shorter margin reserve periods, offset by the

'For a brief summary of the historical background to previous
rulemaking efforts on the instant issues and general used and
useful policy, please see paragraph 13 through 18 of said petition.

’The FWA’'s proposed rule is attached to these post-hearing
comments.
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imputation of CIAC. (Order No. 96-0966-NOR-WS (July 26, 1996)° 1In
doing so, the PSC approved a Staff recommendation which was
submitted because it was deemed by Staff to be "the most expedient
way" to get ‘the matter before the PSC and to have a formal
rulemaking hearing. (T. 12)

Comments of interested persons were prefiled and a hearing was
held before the PSC on December 10, 1996. It is fair to state that
seldom if ever in contested rulemaking proceedings before the PSC
has the resulting record been as overwhelmingly one-sided. FWA and
SSU submitted in-depth analyses of the real world context and
effect of longstanding PSC policy. The Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP), the St. Johns River Water
Management District, the South Florida Water Management District,
and the Southwest Florida Water Management District all expressed
unbridled opposition to the PSC proposed rule, while supporting the
substance of FWA’'s rule proposal. PSC Staff itself advocated
doubling the PSC'’s proposed margin reserve periods for treatment
facilities, and abandoning the CIAC imputation policy.

The Office of Public Counsel (OPC) opposed recognition of any
margin reserve, and to the extent one is approved, its offset
through imputation of CIAC. OPC prefiled brief comments, no expert
testimony, and no exhibits. The commentary offered by Associate

Public Counsel McLean throughout the hearing, however spirited,

'FWA and Southern States Utilities, Inc. (SSU) have both
filed Petitions for Administrative Determinations of Invalidity of
the PSC’s proposed rule with the Division of Administrative
Hearings. (Composite Exh. 1 (4) and (5)) The petitions are
currently in abatement.
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fell far short of offering competent, substantial evidence for any
policy on the instant issues.

The FWA Study conclusively shows that traditional PSC policy
does not allow utilities to recover prudent, mandated investment.
The Study’s financial model of utility cost recovery, based on a
"best case" scenario (no regulatory lag, full recovery of operation
and maintenance expenses, and predictable customer growth and plant
utilization), demonstrates that if only 18-month margin reserve is

allowed and CIAC is imputed, utilities will never be able to earn

their authorized rate of return. In the example presented, actual
return on investment, including monthly rates and AFPI, never
exceeds 70% of the authorized weighted cost of capital, over a 25-
year period. (Composite Exh. 1 (9), DS-2, pp. 4, 15-18)

In these post-hearing comments, FWA first submits that
. adoption of a rule is mandatory under the Administrative Procedure
Act. This is followed by an analysis of what a rule on reserve
capacity should provide. FWA then contrasts the record evidence
against the myths that unfortunately have pervaded - or threaten to
pervade - the PSC’s reasoning on the instant issues.

UNDER THE ADMINISTRATI PROCED ACT, THE PSC T ADOPT A RULE
ON MARGIN RESERVE AND FFSETTING IMPUTATION OF CIAC.

The PSC is confronted with a "continuing dilemma in virtually
every water and wastewater rate case that goes to hearing": the
issues of recognition of the appropriate margin reserve period and
the offsetting imputation of CIAC against that margin reserve. (T.

10, 260) 1In response, the PSC has "consistently adhered" to the
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practice of allowing a margin reserve, typically of 18 months, in
the used and useful calculation, and of imputing CIAC against the
margin reserve. (T. 11) These policy considerations have been at
the forefront of PSC water and wastewater rate cases for the last
ten to twelve years. (T. 10, 260; Composite Exh. 1 (1l1l), p. 4)

The PSC’s consistent adherence to these practices are without
a doubt agency statements of general applicability that implement,
interpret or prescribe law or policy. They are, therefore, as a
matter of law, rules, albeit unadopted through the rulemaking
process. Sec. 120.52(15), Fla. Stat. (1996)

Rulemaking is not a matter of agency discretion. Each agency
statement defined as a rule under Section 120.52 is required to be
adopted by the prescribed rulemaking procedure "as soon as feasible
and practicable." Sec. 120.54(1)(a), Fla. Stat. (1996)

Rulemaking on the instant issues is feasible and practicable.
The PSC has had more than sufficient time to acquire the knowledge
and experience reasonably necessary to address these issues by
rulemaking. Clearly, related matters are sufficiently resolved to
enable the PSC to adopt pqrtinent rules. Detail or precision in
the establishment of principles, criteria and standards for PSC
decisions 1is «clearly available and therefore practicable.
Codification of the generally applicable policies would be of near-

universal application and benefit to utilities and their customers.

WHAT THE RULE SHOULD PROVIDE, AND WHY
Definition of Margin Reserve
The PSC proposed rule narrowly defines the purpose of Margin
5
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Reserve as meeting the needs of customer growth. FWA has proposed
that the definition be broadened to mean “"the investment needed to
meet the changing demands of existing customers and the demand of
potential customers in a reasonable time and in an economic
manner." At the hearing, FWA endorsed SSU‘s refinement of this
definition, as follows:

“Margin reserve" 1is defined as the amount of plant
capacity needed to preserve and protect the ability of
utility facilities to provide service to existing and
future customers in an economically feasible manner that
will preclude a deterioration in quality of service and
prevent adverse environmental and health effects. (Exh.
6; T. 234)

The rule’s definition should recognize that Margin Reserve
represents capacity that has several functions.

It represents the capacity necessary to protect existing
customers and the capacity necessary to be ready to serve
future customers. In addition, by recognizing that
economics must be considered in how a utility meets its
obligations, the definition addresses that capacity

necessary to furnish adequate service during the course

of the prudent operation of the utility’s business.
(Composite Exh. 1 (10), p. 15; see also pp. 16~-

23) (emphasis added)

Definition of Margin Reserve Period
The PSC proposed rule defines Margin Reserve Period as "the

time period needed to install the next economically feasible
increment of plant capacity that will preclude a deterioration in
the quality of service." As FWA witness Seidman testified,

The definition is too limiting. It recognizes only the
period necessary to "install" the next increment of
capacity and ignores the period necessary to plan, design
and obtain land and permits for that capacity and the
economic time span between additions. A utility must
maintain adequate capacity during all of that time, not
just while additions are being installed. If the
definition is limited as proposed, then a portion of

6
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capacity economically sized, and needed by the utility to

meets its obligations, will be excluded from used and

useful plant and therefore from the rate base upon which

it will be allowed the opportunity to earn a return.

(Composite Exh. 1 (10), pp. 25-26)

FWA therefore proposes to define Margin Reserve Period as "the
period during which current capacity is required to be available
until the next economic capacity addition can be placed in service
without causing a deterioration in the quality of service."
(Composite Exh. 1 (10), pp. 23-28)

Default Margin Reserve Periods

The PSC proposed rule establishes presumptively valid margin
reserve periods that would be accepted by the PSC "unless otherwise
justified."

FWA supports this "default" approach. Longer margin reserve
periods may be appropriate if justified.* Shorter maﬁgin reserve
periods may also be appropriate where justified. Nonetheless, the
purpose of the rule should be to prescribe that which is generally
applicable.

The PSC proposed rule prescribes default margin reserve
‘periods of 18 months for water source and treatment facilities and
wastewater treatment and effluent disposal facilities, and 12
months for water distribution and transmission lines and the

wastewater collection system.

According to Staff witness Crouch:

‘See, for example, the comments of the water management
districts regarding alternative water supplies (Exh. 3), and SSU
witness Hartman'’s analysis of various plant components. (Composite
Exh. 1 (14), GCH-4)
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In the early 1980's, the PSC staff conducted research and
found that the average planning, permitting, and
construction time for plant was 1.5 years, and for
distribution/collection systems, 1 year.® These time
frames allow for design, bids, actual construction and
clearance for service from the appropriate regulatory
agency. More recent cases, however, have shown that
additional time is needed in order to meet the more
stringent requirements imposed by EPA and other
regulatory agencies such as the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection. Preliminary design through
construction completion now takes much longer for most
wastewater plant construction or expansion projects.
Current Commission peolicy as specified in this proposed
margin reserve rule is to allow eighteen months for
wastewater treatment plant planning and construction as
a margin reserve. Staff, however, is more comfortable
with a three year Margin Reserve due to the regulatory
requirements mentioned above. (Composite Exh. 1 (12), p.
6)

Mr. Crouch favors a three-year margin reserve period for
wastewater treatment plants, given the planning requirements of
DEP’s Rule 62-600.405. At the hearing, Mr. Crouch recognized that
the DEP rule governs planning for disposal as well as treatment
facilities, (T. 274-276) Mr. Crouch also testified that subsequent
to submission of his written comments, PSC staff had decided to
support a three-year margin reserve period for water treatment
plant as well, given DEP intentions of adopting a rule for such
plant comparable to the wastewater rule. (T. 274) Mr. Crouch’s
recommended margin reserve periods are, as he put it, "a compromise
between the DEP rule and how much we should make existing customers
pay." (T. 275)

Mr. Crouch acknowledges that "(i)t would be unduly burdensome,

® Compare with Mr. Crouch’s remarks at T. 260-261 as to the
origins of traditional margin reserve periods.
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unrealistic, as well as very costly to a utility  company to
constantly be in some phase of construction in order to add new
customers." (Composite Exh. 1 (12), p. 6) However, when asked
that given what is now known about what it takes to design,
construct, and permit a plant, whether a three-year margin reserve
period for treatment and disposal would allow a utility to escape
a cycle of constant construction, Mr. Crouch only responded that
his recommendation was a “compromise" and "a step in that
direction." (T. 278)

The PSC’s proposed default margin periods, even as modified by
Staff, are far too short to allow a utility to plan, construct, and
permit capacity additions in an economical manner or, in scme
cases, to operate in compliance with DEP regulations.

Source of suppl treatment and traditional disposal facilities

FWA proposed a five-year margin reserve period for water
source of supply and treatment facilities, wastewater treatment
facilities, and effluent disposal facilities other than reuse
facilities.

DEP and the three water management districts participating in
the proceeding endorsed the FWA proposal. (Composite Exh. 1 (13);
Exh. 3) According to DEP, a shorter margin reserve period " will
create a disincentive for complying with the DEP’s rules regarding
public health and water quality protection." (Composite Exh. 1
(13), p. 3) Mr. Seidman agreed, explaining that:

In today’s environmentally consciocus society, it can take

several months to several years to go through the process

of acquiring a site or readying an existing site for use.

Whether new or existing, a utility must perform the

9
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required tests on the site, obtain permits for its use,
work out buffer requirements, obtain the necessary
consumptive use permits and gain approval for disposal of
effluent. Obtaining a consumptive use permit alone may
well take four years. A utility must maintain a level of
capacity sufficient to adequately serxrve its customers
during this planning and permitting process.

Another reason for selecting the five year margin reserve
period is because it is compatible with the planning
regulations for wastewater facilities set out by FDEP in
Rule 62-600.405.... That rule requires a utility to
initiate planning and design for capacity expansion if
the currently permitted capacity will be equalled or
exceeded within the next five years. Therefore,
regardless of whether this Commission recognizes the
investment the utility must make to maintain capacity
during that five year period, the utility is obligated to
move ahead with a capacity expansion. (Composite Exh. 1
(10), pp. 30-31)

Rule 62-600.405 became effective January 30, 1991. The
rule requires each permittee to routinely compare flows being
treated at its wastewater facilities with the permitted capacity of
the facilities and to submit capacity analysis reports to DEP at
specified times. The rule further requires permittees to submit
documentation of timely planning, design and construction of needed
wastewater facility expansions according to the following schedule:

(1) if a capacity analysis report indicates that the
permitted capacity of a facility will be equaled or
exceeded within the next five years, the report
shall include a statement, signed and sealed by a
professional engineer, that planning and preliminary
design of the needed expansion have been initiated;

(2) 1if a capacity analysis report indicates that the
permitted capacity of a facility will be equaled or
exceeded within the next four years, the report
shall include a statement, signed and sealed by a

professional engineer, that plans and specifications
for the needed expansion are being prepared; and
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(3) if a capacity analysis report indicates that the
permitted capacity of a facility will be equaled or
exceeded within the next three years, the permittee
shall submit to the DEP, within 30 days after
submittal of the capacity analysis report, a permit
application for the needed expansion.

The foregoing schedule clearly sets a five-year time period
for the planning, design and construction of needed expansion of
wastewater facilities. (Composite Exh. 1 (13), p. 3; (14), pp. 33-
36; (16), pp. 28-30)

DEP intends to implement a similar rule regulating community
public water systems "in order to ensure the timely planning,
design and construction of water facilities necesgsary to provide
proper supply and treatment of drinking water." (Composite Exh. 1
(13), p. 3; T. 36) Mr. Hartman observed that in his experience,
DEP currently inquires "“with increased regularity if 5 years of
water plant capacity is available or planned" in its review of
water plant permit applications. (Composite Exh. 1 (14), p. 36; see
also (16), pp. 27~-28)

The FWA Study analyzed the real world impact of environmental
regulations on specific water and wastewater utilities. (Composite
Exh. 1 (9), DS~-2, pp. 7-14) The Study found that, particularly in
recent years, such regqulations have substantially extended the time
it takes to obtain permits, increasing the associated costs. As
shown below, it typically requires three and a half to five years
to plan, design, permit, construct, test and certify water and

wastewater facility expansions.

11

41



Timetables for Water & Wastewater Facility Expansion

Water Wastewater
Planning 3-6 Months 3-18 Months
Design ' 3-6 Months 6~24 Months
Permitting ~ 3-6 Months 6-36 Months
Construction : 18-36 Months 12-36 Months
Testing & Certification 6 Months 6 Months

(Composite Exh. 1 (9), DS-2, p. 4; see also SSU witness

Hartman'’s analysis at Composite Exh. 1 (14), pp. 28-31;

GCH-9.)

Another compelling reason for selecting a five year margin
reserve period is economies of scale. As Mr. Seidman testified:

when a utility is limited to building capacity that is
adequate only for short periods - periods less than five

years - it cannot take advantage of the economies of
scale in system design and equipment sizing that will
provide long run economic benefits. For water and

wastewater facilities, there are still significant
economies of scale in building larger units and five
years provides a minimum incentive. The staff of FDEP
has both acknowledged and recommended that water and
wastewater systems should be planned for periods of ten
years or longer.® Yet there is no incentive to consider
the long run and build larger, lower unit cost facilities
if a portion of the investment cannot be earned on
because it results in capacity in excess of that allowed
through an 18 month margin reserve period. (Composite
Exh. 1 (10) pp. 32-33)

The analysis submitted by FWA and SSU strongly support the
existence of significant economies of scale.
As FWA witness Swain testified,

In the long run it is better for both the utility
investor and the utility customers to incorporate the
economy of scaling a plant by constructing a larger size
plant and providing for some reasonable amount of extra
capacity. To demonstrate this, we prepared financial

ST. 19-21; Composite Exh. 1 (16), pp. 33-34. Similarly, the
water management districts review utility planning over a twenty-
year horizon, and typically issue consumptive use permits ranging
from five to ten to fifteen year periods. (T. 146, 148)
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models which compared two alternative scenarios for
construction of water and wastewater treatment plant
additions over a 30 year period. We used actual
construction cost data provided by FWA utility members.
We also assumed that the utility would fully recover all
other costs, including AFPI. Under both model scenarios
we found that the economically sized construction
resulted in lower rates and service availability charges
than the smaller sized plants -- in the short term and
over the long-term. In addition, the net present value
of revenue requirements, including CIAC and AFPI, is
lower when economically sizing plant. (Composite Exh. 1
(9), pp. 5-6; DS-2, DS-3 and DS-4)

Mr. Hartman submitted an in-depth evaluation of economies of
scale that clearly demonstrates the decreased unit costs attained
through construction of a vast array of components of water and
wastewater treatment facilities. Mr. Hartman’s presentation
includes a series of graphs which illustrate the appropriate margin
reserve periods needed to promote and preserve the economies of
scale for many of those plant components. (Composite Exh. 1 (14),
pp. 11-20; GCH-2 through GCH-8)

FWA witness Milian described the dilemma he experienced as a
utility company executive, in choosing between a 500,000 gallons
per day and one million gallons per day wastewater treatment plant
capacity:

[tlhe economic evaluation.... found that the half a

million gallons would cost them $1.7 million, while the

1 million would only cost them [$]1.9. So they will have

twice as much capacity with an additional $200,000, which

was less than 10 percent of the additional cost to build

the sewage treatment plant, for half a million dollars.

Now, the utility had to make the decision based on the

fact that if I go with a 1 million gallons a day plant,

then they will give me 50 percent capacity, used and
useful, and therefore my rate base would be approximately
$900,000. If I go with the .5, then the whole thing will

be 100 percent, and therefore I will obtain the §$i.7

million. So these are the kind of things that ultimately

the customers, the present customers and the future
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customers, are'going to be suffering if the economies of
scale are not taken into consideration. (T. 74-75)

In many cases utilities have chosen to expand in smaller
increments in order to achieve a higher level of cost recovery,
rather than in larger increments which would provide economies of
scale, but on which cost recovery is unlikely. Additional costs
which are incurred and passed along to customers as a result of
these decisions include:

- higher construction costs associated with
smaller incremental expansions

- duplicative engineering, permitting and
contractor mobilization costs

- higher rate case expense from more
frequent rate hearings

The result is higher customer rates, in both the short and
long term. The Study compares two alternative scenarios for
incremental expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, and finds
- that the net present value of revenue requirements over 25 years is
16% higher if plant is expanded in smaller increments. Service
availability charges and AFPI are also higher. Rates are higher
from the first year. The results of a similar comparison for water
treatment facilities is even more dramatic: the net present value
of revenue requirements over 25 years is 41% higher if plant is
expanded in smaller increments. While rates are initially lower,
they become higher by the fourth year. (Composite Exh. 1 (9), DS-2,
pp. 5, 19-23; DS-3; DS-4)

At the hearing, DEP informed the PSC about the new State

Revolving Fund which will provide grants and, primarily, loans to

water systems, for construction of infrastructure. Unlike the
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existing wastewater State Revolving Fund, which is accessible only
by governmentally-owned systems, the State Revolving Fund for water
will be available to eligible investor-owned systems as well.
Annual funding of $40 to 45 million is anticipated. (T. 15-16)

DEP will be locking at a 20~-year planning horizon and
employing a present worth or cost-effectiveness analysis before it
awards a loan for any project. In such evaluation, alternatives
that call for staging for less than five years are not cost-
effective and therefore would be ineligible to receive loans. (T.
19-20) As Mr. Hoofnagle testified,

I think the bottom 1line is our concern... that

utilities... that because of the margin reserve issue

only come in for staging of facilities for 18 months, or

two years, or even three years, will not be eligible for

an SRF loan under our program, because inevitably they

will fail the cost-effectiveness analysis for staging of

those alternatives. 1It’s sort of obvious when you look

at a facility that decides on ten-year staging, therefore

in a 20-year period, they do construction twice. At 18

months they would do construction about 14 times. And

the cost-effectiveness of -- involved with the

mobilization and expanding of plant 14 times, or even ten

times, or even seven times, in a planning period would
not be cost-effective by our criteria. (T. 20-21)

Distribution and collection systems

The rule should recognize that prudently constructed water
transmission mains and off-site wastewater force and gravity
collector mains and pumping stations should be considered 100% used
and use'ful, regardless of how many years of growth they can
accommodate, with consideration of a margin reserve therefore
unnecessary. As Mr. Seidman testified,

These facilities are added to or'expanded on the basis of

system configuration, not strictly on the basis of the

capacity of the mains. Margin reserve should not be a
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consideration for... [these facilities] which are
designed for relatively long periocds of time, even for
total buildout. It is expensive and impractical to lay
parallel mains or change out small mains for larger ones
in orxder to track annual growth patterns when these
facilities are usually buried beneath paved roads and
running through built up areas. (Composite Exh. 1 (10),
p. 35)

However, a margin reserve period is appropriate for on-site
distribution and collection lines and laterals. FWA proposes that
the default period for these facilities be increased from one to
two years. As Mr. Seidman explained,

This would help to recognize that on-site mains must go

where the customers go and as a result, a utility, in

order to maintain continuity of flow, often must have
more lines in the ground than a customer count would
indicate. Water cannot flow through unconnected sections

of line. Two customers on a street with ten lots, but

not located on contigquous lots, will require more than

2/10ths of the line to serve them. Increasing the margin

reserve period to the equivalent of two years of growth

is a fair means of partially compensating the utility for

the cost of meeting its obligation to serve under this

most common of conditions, while, at the same time,

responding to Commission concerns that developers bear

the risk of, and not be rewarded for running lines to

every lot. (Composite Exh. 1 (10), p. 36; see also (14),

PpP. 24-26; GCH-8)

Reuse facilities

The PSC’'s proposed rule does not specifically address policy
regarding reuse facilities. It appears that the PSC intends to
continue to apply an 1ig8-month margin reserve period to such
facilities, like other effluent disposal facilities.

Sections 367.0817 and 403.064, Florida Statutes, require the
PSC to allow utilities to recover the full, prudently incurred cost
of reuse facilities through their rate structure. This is

consistent with the State objective of éncouraging and promoting
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' reuse, pursuant to Sections 373,250 and 403.064, Florida Statutes.
DEP, the St. Johns Water Management District, the South Florida
‘Water Management District and the Southwest Water Management
District therefore joined FWA in proposing that the PSC’s margin
reserve rule provide thatrcalculation of a margin reserve is not
applicable to reuse facilities but that such facilities "shall be
considered 100 percent used and useful." DEP also submitted
definitions of reuse facilities_ and cross-references to the
statutes and rules which it administers to ensure consistency
between the PSC and DEP regulatory approaches and state-wide water
policy. (Composite Exh. 1 (13), pp. 4-6; see also Exh. 3)
Imputation of CIAC

The final matter that should be addressed by the rule is the
imputation of CIAC. The PSC propésed rule codifies the imputation
policy, with the sole limitation being that imputed CIAC shall not
exceed the margin reserve.

Staff witness Walker explained how CIAC is imputed from a
mechanical perspective, and how the imputation affects the reserve
requirement calculation in a rate proceeding. Mr. Walker
established that commonly the net effect of the imputation of CIAC
is to entirely offset the planﬁ balance associated with the margin
reserve. (Composite Exh.l (11), pp. 2-3; T. 259)

Mr. Walker testified that about twelve years ago, when the
practice of imputing CIAC against the margin reserve began, there
was considerable support for the policy among PSC accounting staff.

Over time, that support "has erocded to the point of dissolution":
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the imputation practice is no longer advocated by any member of the
accounting staff of the Division of Water and Wastewater.
(Composite Exh. 1 (11), p. 4)

Mr. Walker recognized that a margin reserve is:

an investment pool that is constantly being replenished;
when new customers are added, the investment needed to
serve still future connections must be planned and
completed. This investment may take the form of plant
that was previously considered property held for future
use.... In this sense, margin reserve is constantly
being wupdated with expenditures to fund plant
improvements preceding receipt of customer contribu-
tions.... The utility cannot stand still when growth
necessitates added expenditures to serve customers.
(Composite Exh. 1 (11), p. &)

Mr. Seidman agreed that the need for a margin reserve in a
growing utility is a continuing one:

Each existing customer has a margin reserve requirement
associated with it that protects its quality of service
as other customers are added to the system and assures
that the utility has sufficient capacity to meet any
additional demands that it may place on the system. As
each new customer Jjoins the system, it utilizes existing
margin reserve, and that margin reserve must be replaced.
Therefore, the utility must maintain a continuing
investment in margin reserve in order to maintain the
status quo as new customers become existing customers.
(Composite Exh. 1 (10), p. 44)

The imputation or offset of future customer contributions
against current investment in reserve capacity is therefore:

an illogical practice that not only defeats the purpose

of margin reserve, but also is confiscatory in that it

denies the utility the ability to ever earn a return on

its investment in plant used and useful in the public
interest. (Composite Exh., 1 (10), p. 42)

For example, if CIAC is derived from service availability
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charges set at the PSC 75% guideline,”’ a utility that is allowed
a 10% return on rate base will earn a 2.5% return on its actual
investment in margin reserve, when CIAC is imputed for the same
number of years as the margin reserve period. (Composite Exh. 1
(10), (Fs-4)

The FWA Study found that imputation of CIAC substantially
reduces - and can eliminate - bost recovery on prudent, mandated
investment. The net effect of imputation is to remove most of the
benefit of margin reserve from rate base. In the Study’s model,
imputation removes 84% of margin reserve from rate base over the
25-year period. It is not uncommon for the entire margin reserve
to be eliminated by the imputation. {(Composite Exh. 1 (9), pp. 24-
25)

If the PSC merely extends the margin reserve period and
continues to offset imputed CIAC against it, nothing is gained. In
fact, with a five year margin and five year imputation, a utility
would be in a worse financial position. (Composite Exh. 1 (10), p.
47)

FWA maintains that the imputation of CIAC is in@efensible.

The practice should be abolished.

Myth # 1: Florida’s statutory mandate to consider "used and
useful” ig unique to water and wastewater utilities.

Since 1959, when privately-owned water and wastewater

utilities in various counties first became subject to rate

'See Rule 25-30.580, Florida Administrative Cocde. The PSC
encourages utilities to design service availability charges to

ultimately yield 75% of net plant when facilities are at design
capacity.
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regulation by the PSC, the empowering statute has always required
the PSC to consider the investment of the utility in property "used
and useful* in serving the public.®

The concept of "used and useful"” is not unique to water and
wastewater utilities. Chapter 366 of the Florida Statutes, which
regqulates electric and gas utilities, requires +the PSC "to
investigate and determine the actual legitimate costs of the
property of each utility company, actually used and useful in the
public service...." For ratemaking purposes, the net investment in
such property is "the money honestly and prudently invested by the
public utility company in such property used and useful in serving
the public...." Sec. 366.06(1), Fla. Stat. This happens to be the
same language as in Florida Laws 67-496, the 1967 water and sewer
law.

While similar statutory language has been adopted throughout
the country, SSU witness Guastella testified that "it’s hard to
find decisions in other states that make used and useful
adjustments. They all seem to recognize that if the plant and
facilities are necessary to some needs of the customers, that
should be allowed in rate base because it’s a cost of providing

service." (T. 201-203)

®Florida Laws 59-372; 67-496; 71-278. The 1959 law referred
to "a fair return on the fair value of the property of the public
utility used and useful in the public service." The 1967 revision
referred to "the money honestly and prudently invested by the
public utility in property used and useful in serving the public."
The 1971 version, which has been amended considerably, still
retains the language "the utility’s investment in property used and
useful in the public service."
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Myth # 2: Margin reserve for water and wastewater utiljties

does not serve the same function as reserve margin for electric
utilities.

A capacity reserve, to assure a utility’s ability to provide
reliable service and meet statutory requirements, is a necessity
long recbgniied by the PSC for water, wastewater and electric
utilities. Mr. Seidman cbserved that:

Although the purpose of the reserve is similar for these
types of utilities, they have different names and are
measured in different ways. The investment in capacity
reserve for water and wastewater utilities is called a
margin reserve and has historically been expressed in
terms of equivalent annual growth. The investment in
capacity reserve for electric utilities is called a
reserve margin and has historically been expressed as a
percentage of annual peak load demand. However, either
reserve can be expressed in terms of percentage of peak
load demand or equivalent annual growth. {(Composite Exh.
1 (10), p. 27)

Reserves for water and wastewater utilities should be treated

consistently with electric utilities,

because the purposes or end results are consistent. The
means of expressing the measurement of reserve may be
different, and the names of the reserve may be different,
but the reserves are equivalent in purpose. The
difference in expressing the reserve reflects the
different engineering approaches to how capacity
requirements are determined.

Regardless of how we get there, the result is the same.
With regard to electric utilities, the capacity necessary
to maintain reliability at a minimum level and on a
continuing and economic basis is determined. The
resulting capacity requirement, based on an economic
analysis, is expressed as a percent of current peak
demand. But that capacity, relative to demand, is
adequate for some period of time - some number of years
at the projected rate of growth. The length of time into
the future that capacity will serve is equivalent to
margin reserve, in water and wastewater utility terms.
{(Composite Exh. 1 (10), pp. 26-27)
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The PSC is far more attuned to the relationship between
reserve capacity requirements and economics in its regulation of
electric utilities, wherein its guiding principle has long been
"what alternative results in the lowest long run cost?" (Composite
Exh. 1 (10), p. 22) |

As Mr. Seidman testified, the purposes of reserve requirements
of electric utilities and water and wastewater utilities are
similar, and the PSC should treat them similarly, but it has not.

This has been primarily because the Commission has viewed
the reserves for these respective utilities from

different perspectives. The Commission views reserves
for electric utjlities as providing reliability for
existing customers, but no capacity for growth. And it
views reserves for water and wastewater utjlities as
providing capacity for future growth but no deqree of
reliability for existing customers. In fact, both
perceptions are incorrect. Reserves for electric, water
and wastewater utilities, as previously observed by
staff, serve both purposes. Reserves provide reliability
for existing customers and capacity for future growth.

The result has been that for electric utilities, the
Commission has expected, even required, a minimum reserve
level to be maintained and has included as used and
useful, capacity resulting in reserves above the minimum,
if it is reasonable, prudent and economical in the long
run. But for water and wastewater utilities, except for
a few limited cases, the Commission has set a maximum
reserve, and has not included capacity resulting in
reserves above the maximum as used and useful, even if it
is reasonable, prudent and economical in the long run.

The meaning of the treatment of margin reserve for water
and wastewater utilities should parallel that for reserve
margin for electric utilities., That is, if capacity is
reasonable, prudent and economical in the long run, it

should be treated as used and useful for ratemaking
purposes. (Composite Exh. 1 (10), pp. 22-24)

Mr. Seidman provided an analysis showing that the FWA proposal
of a five-year margin reserve period for source, treatment and
disposal related plant is compatible with the reserve margins that
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the PSC has accepted for electric utilities. Mr., Seidman reviewed
the planning documents of the three privately-owned electric
generating utilities serving peninsular Florida to compare the
number of years of growth that can be accommodated by their planned
reserve margins as filed with the PSC in their most recent ten-year
site plans. The planned reserves for Florida Power & Light,
Florida Power Corporation and Tampa Electric Company for the next
ten years provide capacity that ranges from the equivalent of 6.5
years to 24.3 years of growth. (Composite Exh., 1 {10), p. 37; FS-2)
Using only the minimum level required by the PSC to be
maintained by electric generating utilities, the reserves provide
capacity that range from the equivalent of 4 years to 17 years of
growth. (Composite Exh. 1 (10), p. 38; FS-3)

The electric utilities include reserves in excess of the
minimum required generally because "the combination of capacity
additions that result in the higher level of reserves represent the
best economic choice of alternatives for serving the growing demand
over the long run." (Composite Exh. 1 (10), p. 38)

In its comments, OPC characterized the comparison of PSC
regulation of electric and water and wastewater utilities as a
"flawed analogy.”

Residential electric customers do not contribute

substantial sums of money up front when requesting

service from an electric utility. Water and wastewater
customers do. This contribution is ideally targeted at

75% of the cost of the "piece" of plant constructed to

serve one customer. By investing in the utility up

front, the water and/or wastewater customer has already
paid for his or her share of the utility’s requirement to
stand ready to serve based on anticipated usage patterns.

In addition to the initial contribution, the customer
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pays the utility a return on the portion not contributed.
(Composite Exh. 1 (7), p. 3)

Mr. Seidman effectively debunked this rationalization of the

PSC’'s discriminatory treatment of reserve capacity, as follows:

Whether or not a utility finances a portion of its plant
through CIAC has no bearing on whether reserves are
necessary for a utility to adequately meet its service
obligations. Reserves are either needed or not needed.
How the costs of reserves are accounted for is not a
factor in determining whether they are needed. However,
with regard to cost responsibility for necessary
reserves, it should be clear that the CIAC paid by
customers is a prorata share of the costs incurred to
serve them. CIAC is not a "readiness to serve" charge as
implied by OPC nor is any customer paying a premium or
paying the same costs twice or paying for in rates what
has already been paid for through CIAC. That is why rate
base reflects the investment net of CIAC. OPC’'s
allegations simply detract from the issue at hand; i.e.
determining the extent of margin reserve necessary for a
utility to function properly and [meet] its statutory
obligations. (Composite Exh 1 (18), p. 15)

Myth # 3:
margin.

There is a difference between margin reserve and reserve

Staff witness Crouch differentiated between margin reserve and

reserve margin, as follows:

Margin reserve is an economic consideration used by the
PSC when determining rates for a utility. .Reserve
margin, also called reserve capacity, is a planning
function used by DEP to determine the amount of capacity
needed by a utility to function properly. DEP’s reserve
capacity is not the same as PSC's margin reserve. A
legitimate reserve capacity may in fact be a prudent,
wise investment by a utility but it might not be totally
included in the margin reserve period covered by the PSC.
{Composite Exh. 1 (12), p. 9)

As Mr. Seidman observed, Mx. Crouch’s assertion is "illogical

and sums up all that is wrong" with PSC margin reserve policy.

Whether it is called margin reserve or reserve margin is
of no consequence. But whether being considered by DEP
or PSC, the reserve indeed should be the capacity needed
for a utility to function properly. Whatever capacity is
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necessary to allow the utility to function properly until
the next increment of plant comes on line and to meet its
obligations to the public is the capacity for which the
PSC should determine the cost and allow in rate base....

[Mr. Crouch’s statement] clearly points out that
Commission policy is not coordinated with DEP policy and
apparently by design. Mr. Crouch’'s statement leads one
to conclude that the ratemaking considerations for
determining allowable reserves do not, and are not
intended to, reflect the cost of providing service. If
they were intended to reflect cost of providing service,
they would include in rate base the cost of capacity,
including reserves, necessary for the utility to function
properly. And Mr. Crouch’s statement is a blatant
admission that the existing Commission policy, and the
recommended policy, do not compensate, and do not intend
to compensate a utility for "a prudent, wise
investment."...

From the viewpoint of meeting its statutory obligations,
maintaining reserves adequate for the utility to function
properly is prudent and wise. But, from an econcmic
viewpoint, it is clearly imprudent and unwise for a
utility to invest in plant for which it knows it will not
be compensated. (Composite Exh. 1 (18), pp. 6-8)

Myth # 4: Margin reserve periods should be limited to_ the time
necessary for “"construction" of facilities.

In the past, the PSC has restricted margin reserve periods to
the time required to "construct" plant expansions. As the prefiled
comments of SSU witness Harvey indicates, this focus ignores the

real issue, that is:

what should the capacity be of the plant to be
constructed or already constructed. The time necessary
to construct the facilities has nothing to do with the
capacity -- and bears no relation to what should be the
primary reasons for the existence of the margin reserve -
- to protect the public health and the environment by
ensuring adequate capacity is available.... Certainly
[construction] lead times must include the time to
design, permit, bid out, contract as well as construct
the facilities. (Composite Exh. 1 (16), pp. 11-12)

Mr. Hartman also disputed the PSC limitation of margin reserve
to the time necessary to construct additional treatment of plant.

25

55



This theory assumes the utility has begun the

construction phase as of the test year and that

construction will come off without a hitch. 1In today’s
complex regqulatory environment, I Dbelieve this
presumption is incomplete, in error, and flawed.

Moreover, this theory dictates that the utility be

forever at the point of constructing an increment of

capacity while it plans designs and permits the increment
needed after the one under construction. (Composite Exh.

As Mr. Crouch himself testified, the traditional margin
reserve periods as initiated in the early 1980’s allowed for
"design, bids, actual construction and clearance for service from
the appropriate regulatory agency." (Composite Exh. 1 (12), p. 6)
It is undisputed that under contemporary regulation, it now
typically requires 3 1/2 to 5 years to plan, design, permit,
construct and certify facility expansions. (Composite Exh. 1 (9),
Ds-z" p- 4)

Clearly, margin reserve periods need to be adjusted
accordingly.

Myth# 5: Margin reserve is not used and useful in providin
service to present customers.

As it has for many years, OPC steadfastly maintained in its
comments that margin reserve is "neither used by, nor useful to,
present customers, and, therefore, should not be included in the
used and useful calculations." (Composite Exh. 1 (7), p. 1) OPC's
argument is grounded on a misinterpretation of the governing
statute. As Mr. Seidman testified,

Section 367.081, F.S. entitles a utility to the

opportunity to earn a fair return on property used and

useful in the public service. It doesn’t say on property
used and useful in serving existing customers or in
serving future customers. It says "in the public

service." The ability to be ready to serve is a
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statutory obligation and makes the investment to be ready
to serve an investment in the public service. (Composite
Exh. 1 (18), p. 10) '

OPC’s argument ignores the utilities’ statutory obligation to
provide "safe, efficient and sufficient" water and wastewater
service in compliance with applicable environmental laws and “the
reasonable and proper operation o©f the utility in the public
interest." Sec. 367.111(2), Fla. Stat. This obligation to serve
applies to both existing and future customers located within the
utility’s certificated service area. Sec. 367.111(1), Fla. Stat.
Compliance with these statutory obligations requires investment in
plant well before it reaches capacity. See, for example, Rule 62-
600.405, Florida Administrative Code. It is clear that a utility
cannot operate safely, efficiently and sufficiently -- or lawfully
-=- without a sufficient reserve. As Mr. Seidman observed,

(m)argin reserve is necessary to protect the quality of
service to existing customers as new customers hook up to
the system. The most obvious test of the OPC argument
would be to build a utility system with zero margin
reserve and make the OPC phone number available to each
customer for complaints. But that is not a viable
option....

A water and wastewater utility is not like a service
company operating on the free market. It cannot choose
whether to provide service; it is obligated to provide
service. It cannot wait for expressed customer demand
before it commits funds to provide service; it is obliged
to be ready. A utility is obligated by law to be ready
to serve, and in turn the law gives the utility the
ocpportunity to earn on the investment necessary to [meet]
its obligations. It is a two way arrangement. The OPC
wants it to be a one way arrangement wherein the utility
must commit to the investment but speculate as whether it
can recover costs. (Composite Exh. 1 (18), pp. 9-11)

OPC purports to counter this 1line of argument by the
observation that some present customers who would pay rates on an
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investment in reserve capacity will die, or move to another service
area before receiving value for his or her payments. (T. 173-174)

The impracticality of this curious observation should be obvious.

As Mr. Guastella testified,

aside from people dying, who no one takes credit for,
most of future customers are going to be existing
customers. I mean, in most normal circumstances,
tomorrow’s customers, the majority of them, are going to
be existing customers, and there will also be some new
customers. So when utilities are able to provide service
in the future, they’‘re providing service to all its
customers, and that’s why we’ve heard time and time again
that it is necessary to design facilities with adequate
capacity. (T. 196-197)
Mr. Seidman added that

.. as utilities, we don’t really serve customers on an
individual basis. We don’t design individual rates for
an individual customer on an incremental basis. We
designed for the growth in general. We have a 2 or 3
percent growth, net. That usually means that about 97,
98 percent of the people that were there this year are
going to be there next year. Some people are going to

die, some people are going to be born. Just part of life.
(T. 176)

Myth # 6: PSC used and useful conventions already provide adequate
recognition of changing load conditions of existing customers.

OPC’s prefiled comments dispute FWA’s assertion that a margin
reserve is needed to provide a cushion for the utility to meet
changing load conditions of existing customers. According to OPC,
"averages used to calculate used and useful already take plant load
fluctuations into consideration." (Composite Exh. 1 (7), p. 3)

On November 19, 1996, Staff witness Crouch appeared before a
Reuse Committee with other members of Staff, and representatives of
DEP and the water management districts. He distributed a handout

at the committee meeting that purportedly explained PSC used and

28

wn
o



useful policies. (T. 266-267; Exh., 8) According to his paper, the
PSC’s "normal policy" is to use the average daily flows in the
maximum month of the test year to determine used and useful for
wastewater treatment plant. (T. 268) Mr. Crouch was apparently
unaware that the PSC has in recent rate cases abandoned that
approach. The PSC rejected SSU’s request to use such flow
methodology for eight wastewater systems in its recent rate case,
using instead average annual flows. (T. 268; Order No.96-1320-FOF-
WS (October 30, 1996), at p. 53) The PSC similarly used annual
average daily flows for wastewater treatment in recent rate cases
for Palm Coast Utility Corporation and the North Fort Myers
division of Florida Cities Water Company. (Order No. 96-1338-FOF-WS
(November 7, 1996) at pp. 36-37; Order No. 96-1133-FOF-SU
(September 10, 1996) at pp. 16-17) In both cases, the PSC
disregarded the average daily flow for the maximum month
methodology which it had approved in the utilities’ previous rate
cases.

As Mr. Harvey's comments indicate:

No reputable engineer would ever design a plant with

capacity to meet only the average annual daily flow. To

be 100% used and useful the plant would have to maintain

flows every day of the year at 100% of capacity. This is

not only impossible, it also flies in the face of the

attempts by environmental requlators to ensure that this

gsituation does not occur because overflows would be

inevitable (Composite Exh. 1 (16), p. 12)

The inadequacies, and unpredicatibility, of current PSC used
and useful policy aside, even if the PSC properly allows a utility

sufficient capacity to meet peak demand, a margin reserve is still

necessary. As Mr. Seidman testified:
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Obviously, if a utility has sufficient capacity to meet
its peak demand, it will have some reserve available
during non-peak periods. But without a margin reserve it
will have zero capacity to meet demands in excess of the
historic peak to meet any increased demand from existing
customers, to meet historic peak demand if any major
component of the system becomes unavailable at the peak,
or to serve even one new customer in a timely manner
without [alffecting the service of existing customers.
....S0me reserve is always needed, even for a no growth
utility, in order to have some capability to meet
fluctuations in historic demand regardless of cause,
(Composite Exh. 1 (10), pp. 28-29; (18), p. 14)

Mr. Seidman also testified that an increase in existing
customer demand is a common occurrence.

An existing residential customer can increase water and
wastewater demand in many ways, such as adding a bathroom
or a Jacuzzi, or adding a waste disposal unit, a
dishwasher or washing machine, or even a sprinkler system
or swimming pool. Existing commercial customers can
expand their businesses... and their associated flows...
can change at the same location. These types of demands
can and do occur even without any increase in total
customers. Any one of these changes in demand may seem
inconsequential, but the cumulative effect can place
additiocnal demands on a system that the utility must be
ready... and capable of serving. (Composite Exh. 1 (10),
p. 17)

Mr. Hartman pointed out that:

(t)he variability of demand over the useful life of an
asset (30-50 years) can be great, and only the existing
customers create this variability, and smaller facilities
demonstrate higher variability in demand than do larger
facilities. To illustrate, if growth were only about 3%
per year, in 3 years only 9% to 10% growth on the average
would occur. For most water plants, the variability of
the maximum day demand from existing customers can easily
be 10% from year to year. (Composite Exh. 1 (14), pp. 10-
11)

PSC-regqulated water and wastewater utilities are required to
provide safe, efficient and sufficient service, which must "not be
less safe, less efficient, or less sufficient than is consistent
with the approved engineering design of the system and the
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reasonable and proper operation of the utility in the public
interest." Sec. 367.111(2), Fla. Stat. To fulfill this mandate,
utilities must be able to react to changes in the peak demands of
their existing customers. It would be ‘"shortsighted and
irresponsible not to have capacity in reserve to meet changing peak
demand." (Composite Exh. 1 (18), p. 14) Utilities "cannot wait for
expressed cuétomer demand" before they commit funds to provide
service. Utilities are obligated by law to be ready to serve, and
in return, the law gives them the opportunity to earn on the
investment necessary to meet their obligations. (Composite Exh. 1
(18), p. 10) The appropriate vehicle to facilitate compliance with
such statutory requirements is recognition of adequate margin

reserve in rate base.

Myth # 7: AFPI adeguately compensates utilities for reserve
capacity.

PSC policy and rules provide for recovery of an Allowance for
Funds Prudently Invested (AFPI). The AFPI charge purports to be a
"mechanism which allows a utility to earn a fair rate of return on
prudently constructed plant held for future use from the future
customers to be served by that plant in the form of a charge paid
by those customers." Rule 25-30.434(1), Fla. Admin. Code. The
intent of the allowance is to enable utilities to recover carrying
costs and expenses associated with prudent non-used and useful
plant, to be paid by future customers as they connect to the
system, along with service availability charges; Generally, AFPI
accumulates certain fixed costs associated with non-used and useful
plant and compounds for five years. By approving the charge, the
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' PSC has acknowledged that investment in non-used and useful plant
is prudent and the utility should receive a return on that prudent
investment. (Composite Exh. 1 (9) DS-2, p. 26; (10), p. 49)

The investment in margin reserve is used and useful plant, and
the portion offset by impﬁted CIAC that is not earned on in rate
base is not recoverable through the AFPI charge:

Margin Reserve is included in rate base as used and

useful plant. The portion of margin reserve offset by

imputed CIAC, even though no longer earned on in rate
base, is still used and useful plant and not assignable

to AFPI for recovery from future customers. The basis

for the AFPI calculation is non-used and useful plant.

See Rule 25-30.434 (3) (f), F.A.C. {Composite Exh. 1 (10)

at p. 50)

Since there is by definition no opportunity to earn on
investment in margin reserve against which CIAC has been imputed,
from either current or future customers, the utility is never made
whole. Those earnings on prudent investment are lost forever.
(Composite Exh. 1 (9) DS-2; (10) at p. 50; (11) at p. 5; (15) at p.
21)

Despite these undeniable truths, an insidious myth used to
rationalize traditional PSC margin reserve policy persists: that
AFPI is a valid surrogate for margin reserve. Staff witness Crouch
cited AFPI as a method available to a utility to recoup investment
that is "legitimate and prudent even though it provided a capacity
in excess of that required in the authorized margin reserve
period." (Composite Exh. 1 (12), p. 10)

Mr. Crouch’s summation aptly reflects the intent and theory of
AFPI. He admitted, however, that he was not an expert on the AFPI

recovery mechanism, and offered no data or other support to show
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its real-world effectiveness. 1Instead, Mr. Crouch indicated that
"for lack of a better solution, [AFPI] gives the utility some

method of recouping some portion of their nonused and useful." (T.

280-282)

As it has done for many years, OPC maintained in the instant
proceedings that investment in margin reserve is not properly
considered used and useful. OPC’s suggestion was to eliminate
recognition of any margin reserve and replace it with AFPI, which
it asserted "would alleviate the FWA’'s concern of lost returns on
imputed CIAC and give relief to existing customers paying a return
on plant not serving them." (Composite Exh. 1 (7), pp. 3-4) OPC
provided no data or other support for the real-world effectiveness
of AFPI as an investment recovery mechanism.

This is not a viable prescription for sound utility financing.

As Mr. Seidman testified,

But regardless, a reserve that has been identified as
necessary for the utility to function properly is a cost
responsibility of current customers. The Commission’s
responsibility is not just to keep costs low, but to
provide sufficient compensation to a utility to allow it
to attract capital at a reasonable cost and to remain
financially sound. This won’t be the case under Mr.
Crouch’s scenario. The funds for this necessary plant
must come from investors or lenders. But since there is
no current source of earnings for them, the cost of the
riskiness associated with recovery through AFPI will most
likely result in higher debt costs. It won’'t be met with
higher equity costs because the Commission’s leverage
formula doesn’t address this type of risk. AaAnd without
a risk premium related to speculative deferred income for
used and useful plant, equity infusion is not a likely
source of capital. (Composite Exh. 1 (18), pp. 8-9)

Mr. Seidman provided substantial testimony showing "the

consistent, historical support for a reserve requirement being used
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and useful plant." (Composite Exh. 1 (10), pp. 7-24) According to
Mr. Seidman,

To suddenly reverse that conclusion to placate OPC is
uncalled for. As a matter of logic, if margin reserve
were truly not used and useful (which is clearly not the
case), then it should not be built. The Commission
should then tell utilities outright "do not build a
reserve margin - it is not used and useful. If you are
unable to meet your obligations to serve because you do
not have a reserve margin, you will not be penalized. It
will not be considered a service deficiency." At least
then, everyone will know where they stand. But I do not
think anyone wants to make such a statement and be
subject to the resulting consequences. The simple fact
is, margin reserve is necessary and it is used and
useful. (Composite Exh. 1 (18), p. 16)

Ms. Swain further disputed OPC’s suggestion:
The utility should not have to recover margin reserve
through such a speculative means, when, as we have
demonstrated, margin reserve should be recovered from
existing customers. Furthermore, while conducting our
study, we found many utilities do not have an AFPI rate
approved. There is little incentive to utilities to
request AFPI because it is so speculative, and because

it’s recovery period is so narrow.

The fact is, margin reserve benefits existing customers,

and as such, it should be, as it has been, recoverable

from existing customers. (Composite Exh. 1 (19), p. 3)

The FWA's Study policy addresses AFPI in detail. (Composite
Exh. 1 (9), DS=-2) The FWA Study found that AFPI does not
adequately compensate utilities for a full margin reserve.

The FWA Study found that AFPI has resulted in "an unfair
shifting of costs from current customers to future customers. When
cost recovery is shifted from {the] current revenue requirement to
AFPI, future customers end up paying for all ‘non-used and useful’

plant [through higher CIAC and AFPI charges)] while current
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customers receive the benefits of any economies of scale associated
with that plant. (Composite Exh. 1 (9), DS-2, p.26)

Furthermore, Ms. Swain agreed where "AFPI becomes so large
that taking AFPI in addition to the utility’s normal service
availability charges; ... the utility can’'t compete, or ... it
discourages growth in the area because the charges becomes so
excessive." (T. 167)

The FWA study confirmed that AFPI is "speculative, that is to
say, collection of AFPI revenue is entirely dependent upon growth."
Even though the PSC recognizes the investment is prudent, the
utility bears the entire risk of growth occurring as projected.
{Composite Exh. 1 (9), DS-2, p. 26)

The FWA Study further established that utilities are not made
whole by AFPI, even when growth occurs as projected. This is shown
in the model of utility cost recovery. In fact, revenue from_rates
plus AFPI never provide more than 70% of the authorized rate of
return. (Composite Exh. 1 (9), pp. 15-18; DS-2, pp.5, 26, Appendix
A)

The FWA Study further examined the effect of computation
problems related to imputation of CIAC. There being no adjustment
to increase the number of future customers subject to AFPI when
CIAC is imputed, substantial earnings on prudent investment are
lost forever. Using the Study’s utility cost recovery model, over
the 25 year period, $3.4 million in AFPI collections are lost, due

to the flaw in the calculation. This problem would not occur if
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CIAC is not imputed on margin reserve. (Composite Exh. 1 (9), DS-2,
pp. 5, 26~27)

The inherently speculative nature of AFPI has a real world
impact on utility financing. AFPI does not generate cash flow, it
generates "paper earnings" which may or may not materialize.
Accordingly, lenders will not loan money to utilities on the basis
of AFPI. (T. 73-74) As SSU witness Guastella observed:

Facetiously, I suggest, that you go to a lending

institution, a bank, and you say, our rates will only

cover half of the principal and interest. Therefore, we
would like you to give us some money to cover the other
half. We will not return the dollars to you and we will

give you no interest on the money you give to us. We

just need the money because our ratepayers will not be

allowed to pay rates that cover that cost.

Obviously you can’‘t go to a lending institution and do

that. You shouldn’t go to the stockholders to do that.

Stockholders shouldn’t be asked to provide funds to pay

for carrying costs for facilities for no return and no

recovery of investment. (T. 199-200)

As with lenders, utility auditors are unimpressed with AFPI.
As Ma. Swain testified,

as a recognition of that risk, there is not a company

that I am aware of that has ever been successful in

convincing its auditors that it should be able to record
revenues related to AFPI on an accrual basis. It’s only
recorded when the cash is actually in hand, because that
risk is recognized, not just by the utility, but also in

the accounting and auditing industry. (T. 92-93; 100)

AFPI also poses a substantial regulatory dilemma for
utilities: they must choose between the excessively complex
administration associated with a myriad of qualifying assets, or
having to start the carrying cost accruals and calculation of the
charge all over again. As Ms. Swain explained, each calculation of
AFPI is for a five-year period, associated with a specific
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qualifying asset, where the costas are accumulated, therefore
increasing during that period. If during those five years other
qualifying assets are added, then a new total of all qualifying
assets is calculated and used as the basis for the new fee.
However, the fee begins accumulating from zero once again. The
only way to prevent this is to calculate a separate fee for each
new qualifying asset, every time one is added. This would be
nearly impossible to administer since utilities are in a continuous
state of extending lines, expanding treatment plant, and adding
wells. Furthermore there is no rational mechanism to apply the
correct fee to each individual customer. (T. 93-95)

To explain this situation further, Ms. Swain gave an example
where AFPI is calculated first for one well, and subsequently for
a second well. AFPI calculated for the first well must be
collected from one set of customers, and the AFPI calculated for
the second well would be collected from one set of customers.
However, customers are not served only by one well or the other --
how could cne determine which customer is charged which AFPI rate?
Ms. Swain went on to describe an alternative mechanism, which would
require averaging the charges:

I had a situation several years ago... with regard to

distribution lines in Pine Ridge Utilities. And what we

did was rather than having different customers pay

different AFPI charges when we applied for that second

AFPI, Jjust specifically for new lines, is we came out

with a method of averaging. And it seemed to work. And

I don’t know how growth has been in Pine Ridge, and if

they’ve actually recovered their revenues, but there was
a mechanism to do it.
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Ms. Swain then described the absurdity of attempting to
average rates where continuous plant expansions require nearly
continuous AFPI rate calculations:

But where you’re talking about continuous distribution
line, expansions, extensions, new wells, new treatment
plant, new sewer treatment plant, and it’s happening
constantly, and you have 15 different types of ... plant
expansions, since your last rate case, it‘s very unlikely
that the utilities are able to keep track of the ERCs and
the capacities and the appropriate AFPI charge for each
one of them, and then come cut with some mechanism for
averaging. It doesn’t exist. It hasn't existed yet. So
it will ... go back to zero. (T. 94-935)

Ms. Swain further explained that the unfortunate result of the
conveluted calculation is the treatment received by Southern States
in its recent rate order:®

what I understand is that they had reached a level in
their AFPI charges on their five-year chart, where they
were recovering nearly $1 million in AFPI, that was their
projection. They filed a rate case, and their first
year’'s charges after that new rate case is going to be
$100,000. And yet they had still not ever recovered,
never collected all those fees that were accumulating.
They still had more customers to pay those. And yet it
went down to zero again.

+++ The error is in the calculation of the new rate, not
in the application of the rate. The rate is applied
pursuant to the new schedule,. The new schedule is
incorrect. The new schedule incorrectly starts them back
at zexo again. And it should have somehow been averaged.
(T. 97-98)

Given the risks and complexities associated with AFPI, it
should come as no surprise that many utilities do not even request

it. (T. 89, 101)

*0Order No. 36-1320-FOF-WS (October 30, 1996), at pp. 200-201)
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Myth # 8: Reuse facilities are not necessarily 100% used and

useful and should therefore not be expressly exempted from margin
reserve considerations.

The FWA rule proposal provides that "(r)eclaimed water reuse
facilities constructed in accordance with Section 403.064, Florida
Statutes, shall be considered 100% used and useful. Margin reserve
shall therefore not be a factor."

Mr. Crouch testified that PSC Staff did not support this
proposal, as "we have not even decided what is used and useful
yet." According to Mr. Crouch, application of used and useful
principles to reuse facilities "is not inconsistent with the FDEP
rule which says that all prudent investment will be recovered
through rates. There are two key words there. Prudent. What is
a prudent investment? Who is going to decide prudent?" (T. 261-
262)

The PSC has to date steadfastly refused to allow utilities
full recovery of reuse facilities through their rates, in
derogation of various statutes and state water policy. This policy
has caused and continues to cause significant consternation among
the State’s environmental regulators with primary jurisdiction
over reuse facilities.

Section 367.0817(3), Florida Statutes, requires the PSC to
allow recovery of all prudent costs of a reuse project through the
utility’s rates. Recovery of such costs is required from the
utility’s water, wastewater, or reuse customers, or any combination
thereof, as deemed appropriate by the PSC. Similarly, Section

403.064(10), Florida Statutes, requires the PSC to allow utilities
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to recover the full prudently incurred cost of reuse feasibility
studies and reuse facilities through their rate structure. This
is consistent with the State objectives of encouraging and
promoting reuse. Sec. 373.250 (1), Fla. Stat. Given this clear
statutory directive, DEP requested that all feasible reuse
facilities be considered 100% used and useful. (Composite Exh. 1
(13) p. 4)

DEP proposed specific amendments to the PSC’s proposed rule
that would facilitate full recovery of reuse studies and facilities
through utility rates and otherwise harmonize the rules and
policies of the two agencies. Included in the DEP proposal are
definitions of reuse facilities that would clearly identify the
types of qualifying facilities. (Composite Exh. 1 (13), pp. 4-6)

The St. Johns River Water Management District, the South
Florida Water Management District, and the Southwest Florida Water
Management District, the three districts with most of the investor-
owvned water and wastewater utilities in the State, observed that
the PSC’'s proposed rule appears to be "incongruent" with state-
wide water policies of long-term planning, conservation and
alternative supply development.

Defining the margin reserve period to be eighteen months

and the relationship of this component to the "used and

useful"” rate base determination seems to dissuade

utilities from implementing alternative water supply
projects designed to meet utilities’ anticipated and even
permitted demand. Generally, the districts authorize
public water supply uses on the basis of anticipated
demand projected to occur over the ensuing ten years. In
this manner, the districts and utilities are better able

to anticipate short-falls in supply and, where

appropriate, develop alternative sources. For example,

the typical time period necessary to plan, construct and
40



begin supplying reclaimed water will far exceed the
proposed 18 month margin reserve period due to the
complexities associated with timing of improvements
undertaken by the supplier and end-users. While some
reuse projects may be for the purpose of accommodating
new customers, many reuse projects are for the purpose of
allowing utilities to meet existing uses with a lower
quality source, thus conserving higher quality sources
for the benefit of both existing and future customers.
As such the "used and useful® method of accounting (with
the margin reserve period), which seems to be designed to
address expansion of capacity, does not appear to be
adequate in considering these factors which are unique to
reuse and the development of alternative supplies. If
“used and useful" is continued to be applied to allow
recovery of costs for reuse projects, then the margin
reserve period needs to be significantly longer. Over
the years, users from all use classes, including public
water suppliers, have championed longer duration water
use permits to obtain more secure capital financing for
the facilities which they forecast will be necessary to
satisfy demand during the duration of the permit. (Exh.
3)

Ultimately, the districts endorsed the proposal that reuse
facilities be considered 100% used and useful. (T. 146)

FWA submits that a "legislative fix" is not needed. Rather
the rules and policies of the districts, DEP and the PSC need to be
harmonized. The specific rule proposals by FWA, DEP and the
districts would go far towards accomplishing the objective of
encouraging prudent reuse projects, by allowing full recovery of
their prudent costs through rates. (T. 152-153; Composite Exh. 1
(10), pp. 40-41; (14), pp. 31-33; (16), pp. 14-18)

Myth # 9: A 20% cap is a reasonable presumptively valid limit on
margin reserve.

In his prefiled comments, Staff witness Crouch stated that
under traditional PSC policy "the amount of margin reserve should
not exceed plant required to serve 20% of the existing customers.
This cap... recognizes that there needs to be a limit to the amount
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of future plant that present customers should bear."!® (Composite
Exh. 1 (12), p. 7) The 20% cap is further intended by Staff to be
a "default" limitation which a rate applicant could overcome by
showing an “"exception" is warranted.!* (T. 225-226; 264) Mr.
Crouch conceded that the 20% cap was somewhat of a compromise
decision. (T. 280)

The 20% cap on margin reserve has been a PSC nonrule policy
for many years, and has been generally observed in tandem with the
traditional margin reserve periods of 18 months for plant and 12
months for 1lines. Although Mr. Crouch advocated a three-year
margin reserve period for several elements of plant, he did not
adjust the traditional cap. He did, however, testify that in the
event a margin reserve period longer than three years was adopted
that the cap may need adjustment. (T. 225-226; 264)

The 20% cap is arbitrary. It is based on no data or other
discernible premise other than "compromise.” Its application to
various plant components regardless of the length of their
attendant margin reserve periods is unsupported by the record, or
by reason.

Without express criteria for determining the appropriate cap
for any plant component, the Staff proposal if adopted would confer

unbridled discretion on the PSC, even if its "default" nature is

*®rhe PSC’s proposed rule does not indicate that any cap on
margin reserve would apply.

Hytilities, Inc. witness Kramer explained that several of its
systems experience an annual growth rate in excess of 20%. Mr.
Crouch agreed that such actual growth would be used in setting
margin reserve.
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acknowledged. 1In effect, a cap may operate as a back-door attempt
to subvert the fundamental purposes of a margin reserve.

FWA therefore submits that no maximum to the margin reserve
should be established. The documentation of anticipated growth in
each rate application should instead be evaluated on its own

merits.

 Myth # 10: It is proper through imputation to match future CIAC
against current investment.

OPC’'s ccmments state that:

(i)f margin reserve is included in the used and useful

calculations, then, to achieve a proper matching of...

[CIAC] and investment, an amount of CIAC equivalent to

the number of equivalent residential connections (ERCs)

represented by the margin reserve should be reflected in

the rate base. The CIAC that will be collected from

these future customers would, at least, serve to mitigate

the impact on the existing customers resulting from

requiring them to pay for plant that will be used to

serve future customers. (Composite Exh. 1 (7), p. 2)

The PSC has also often justified imputation of CIAC as a
policy of "matching“ CIAC against the investment in margin reserve
for the same period. This is a myth. As the record shows, the
imputation policy is an illogical mismatching of period investment
with out-of-period contributions that denies a utility the ability
to earn on its investment in margin reserve. Margin reserve is an
investment already made in the current period, while imputed CIAC
is CIAC which may be contributed by future customers 1.5 to 5 years
outside of the test year, depending on the length of the margin
reserve period. (Composite Exh. 1 (18), pp. 11-12) Mr. Seidman

explained that if imputed CIAC was from the same period as the
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investment in margin reserve, it would not be necessary to impute
it.

When the Commission considers rate base in a rate
application, it does so for a test year. The investment

in margin reserve is an investment in plant already in
gservice, for test year customers, during the test year.

Then, the Commission imputes the service availability

charges for customers in the years subsequent to the test
year, against test year investment.

This is clearly a mismatch that violates the concept of
the test year. It is a mismatch which the Commission
does not even consider for any other revenue or cost
category. For example, the Commission does not impute
into the test year, the revenues or expenses, not yet
incurred, but associated with future customers beyond the
test year. That also would be an illogical mismatch.
(Composite Exh. 1 (10), pp. 43-44; see also Composite
Exh. 1 (18), pp. 11-12)

The PSC should therefore lay to rest the fallacy that
imputation of CIAC "matches" margin reserve investment. As Mr.
Seidman put it, such imputation is not matching, "it is the

antithesis of matching." (Composite Exh. 1 (18), p. 12)

If however, the PSC insists on imputing future CIAC against
current investment in margin reserve,

then it is logical to also impute the investment in
margin reserve that will be necessary to serve those
imputed future customers, because, after all, the need
for margin reserve in a growing utility is a continuing
one. (Composite Exh. 1 (10), pp. 43-44)

In actuality,

(e)ach existing customer has a margin reserve requirement
associated with it that protects its gquality of service
as other customers are added to the system and assures
that the utility has sufficient capacity to meet any
additional demands that it may place on the system. As
each new customer joins the system, it utilizes existing
margin reserve, and that margin reserve must be replaced.
Therefore, the utility must maintain a continuing
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investment in margin reserve in order to maintain the
status quo as new customers become existing customers.
(Composite Exh. 1 (10), p. 44; see also Composite Exh. 1
(11), p. 3)

Myth # 11: If the PSC discontinues its imputation policy, it should
lower the returns on equity of affected utilities.

According to OPC,

(i)f the Commission does not continue to impute CIAC
associated with margin reserve, it will place the risk of
future customer connections on the backs o©f current
ratepayers. The risk that future customers will not
connect to a utility’s system, as projected by the
utility in its margin reserve calculations, is a risk
that should be borne by stockholders, not customers.
This is a risk that the utility is compensated for in
its allowed return on equity. If the Commission changes
its policy and does not impute CIAC on margin reserve, it
will need to adjust its leverage graph formula to account
for the lower risk of the utility inherent in requiring
current customers to bear the risk that future customers
will not connect to the system. (Composite Exh. 1 (7), p.
2)

Mr. Seidman refuted OPC’s assertion that the risk of serving
future customers should be borne by the utility, as follows:

‘e I have no idea where this theory comes £from.
Clearly, as a regulated monopoly, a utility is obligated
to provide, and be ready to provide, service within its
certificated area. In return for meeting this
obligation, the utility is protected from the type of
risk of which OPC speaks. That is one of the factors
that distinguishes a regulated monopoly from a free
market enterprise. A free market enterprise has the
option of serving or not serving. It can act to minimize
financial risk by simply waiting for demand to build up
before service it. A requlated monopoly does not have
that option. It must be ready to serve, and as long as
it makes rational decisions based on the best information
available at the time, the investment associated with
those decisions is considered prudent. (Composite Exh. 1
(18), pp. 12-13)

Mr. Seidman also debunked OPC'’s suggestion that the PSC adjust
its leverage formula if it does not impute CIAC on the margin

raeserve. The PSC’'s orders
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establishing the leverage formula and level of allowable
return on equity [do] not even mention margin reserve or
imputed CIAC. It does not allude to any premium built in
related to the risk of future customers connecting to the
gsystem. The risk premiums addressed by the order[s] are
those generally related to the inability of water and
wastewater utilities to access the public debt and equity
markets because of their size. There is no risk premium
related to future customer connections in the leverage
formula for which an adjustment can be made. (Composite

Exh. 1 (18), pp. 13-14; T. 138)

Staff witness Walker concurred with Mr. Seidman, testifying that:
I don‘t believe the notion that you would impute CIAC is
considered at all in the leverage formula. I don’t
believe that they’re making any evaluation of whether or
not future CIAC has been historically counted against the
Company, was a factor when they decided ... to adopt the
leverage formula. (T. 286)

The mythological nature of OPC’s assertion was effectively
explored by Mr. Kramer in a colloquy he had with Mr. McLean, OPC’s
sole representative in these proceedings. Mr. McLean stated that
he had no_idea whether the imputation policy is recognized by the
leverage graph, and whether it’s expressly identified as one of the
risk factors meant "nothing" to him. Instead, Mr. McLean held
forth that the imputation peolicy was "implicitly" one of the risk
factors taken into consideration in determining returns on equity.
He therefore would not agree that the risks associated with
continuation of the imputation policy should result in higher
returns on equity. (T. 286-288)

OPC’s fanciful theory should not be accepted by the PSC. A
careful reading of the 1995 leverage graph order, which provides an

unusually detailed analysis of its underlying premises, shows no
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consideration of the risks related to the imputation policy. Order
No. PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS (August 10, 1995)%?

FWA concurs with SSU witness Gower, that eliminating the
imputation of CIAC would reduce the risk to utility investors.
(T.217) However, that risk is not a factor in the PSC leverage

graph formula. (T. 289%)

Myth # 12: If the PSC does not impute CIAC, utilities will have an
opportunity to overearn.

OPC asserted that discontinuance of the imputation policy will
create opportunities to overearn, because "the utility will collect
this CIAC (assuming its projections are correct) yet the associated
CIAC will not be included as an offset to the rate base."
(Composite Exh. 1 (7), p. 2)

This unsubstantiated concern 1is, as Ms, Swain noted,
nonsensical:

The utility should be able to earn a fair return on
margin reserve if it is a used and useful cost. In order
to preserve the margin reserve, enabling the utility to
earn a fair return on it, you cannot impute CIAC. As a
matter of fact, if CIAC is imputed, the utility will
underearn. OPC has completely failed to recognize that
as new customers connect, not only does the utility
collect CIAC, but it must make expenditures to provide
for the then future customers. As I show on Table 5-1 in
[the FWA study)], in an eleven year study of 174
utilities, plant expenditures outpaced CIAC collected
three to one. (Composite Exh. 1 (19), p. 2; (9) Ds-2, p.
25)

As Mr. Gower testified:

The fact that overearnings may occur in the future is not
sufficient reason to short change investors today, any

2The 1996 leverage order ratified the range in ROE established
by its immediate predecessor. Order No. PSC-96-0729-FOF-WS (May
31, 1996)
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more than the prospect, which is much more likely, that
underearnings are likely to occur in the future is a
sufficient reason to overcharge customers today. (T. 208;
see also 116-119)

Myth # 13: If CIAC is not imputed, utjlities would be encouraged
to overproject anticipated growth.

OPC asserted that "failure to impute CIAC on margin reserve
would create a significant incentive for the utility to overproject
customer growth for margin reserve purposes. Imputation of CIAC on
margin reserve provides the utility with an incentive to properly
project future connections...." (Composite Exh. 1 (7), p. 2)

SSU counsel Armstrong disputed this notion, pointing out that
a utility has no incentive to exaggerate projected growth "so that
they can spend more money to build a larger plant.” (T. 82; see
also 224) Mr., McLean responded that "we accept that utilities
don’t have a tremendous incentive, or perhaps any incentive, to go
out and make imprudent investments and to overstate growth."
Instead, he redirected his focus to the concern whether a utility
would be "held harmless” from an inaccurate growth prediction. (T.
84)

OPC’s concern is not pertinent. As Ms. Swain testified:

The utility’s projection of customer growth must be

adequately Jjustified in its rate application, and can

easily be challenged and/or validated upon review.

Obviously, the utility must be able to prove the basis

for its projections. Such justification may include any

combination of historical growth statistics, developer

agreements, comprehensive master plans, construction
plans, etc. To suggest that margin reserve should be

eliminated by imputing CIAC as a way to keep the utility
honest is absurd. (Composite Exh. 1 (19), pp. 2-3)
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Myth # 14: The issue of imputation of CIAC against margin reserve
has been resolved with finality by the Florida courts.

OPC counsel McLean stated that in the Rolling Oaks case, the
First District Court of Appeal held that imputation of CIAC is "an
excellept way" to allocate cost of service and the benefits of
economies of scale between existing and future customers. (T. 49-
50) He also asserted that the instant issues have been "litigated
dozens of times before you.... You’ve heard it all before and it’s
all before you." (T. 53)

In Rolling Qaks Utilities, Inc. v. Florida Public Service
Commission, the First District Court of Appeal did in fact sustain
the PSC’s imputation of CIAC against an allowed margin resexrve.
533 So. 2d 770 (1st DCA 1988), at 773-775. The Court found that
margin reserve "in a sense, rewards, the utility for its investment
in plant capacity which the utility has readily available, but not
currently in use." According to the Court, the PSC thereby
"permits the utility tp charge its existing customers a portion of
the cost necessary to have service available for future customers."”
(at 773) According to the Court, through imputation of CIAC to the
margin reserve, the PSC requires “"the utility and future users of
the utility’s services to bear a part of the cost of making future
services readily available. Absent this policy, existing customers
would bear all of the cost of making services available to future
customers." (at 774) The Court noted with apparent approval that
the CIAC imputation was limited so as not to exceed a rate base
reduction “further than if no margin reserve had been allowed."
(at 774) The Court ultimately upheld the PSC's "incipient
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policies" on margin reserve and imputation of CIAC as within the
PSC’s discretion.

We do not have the evidence of record in the Rolling Qaks case
at hand. What we ~do have in the instant proceedings is
overwhelming record support for recognition that margin reserve
should be considered currently in use and which therefore should be
given full weight in rate-making, without imputation of CIAC. As
explained in great detail earlier in this submittal,

Margin reserve is plant capacity that is not only

available, but is currently in use to protect the service

quality of existing customers and to provide capacity to
meet the changing demands of existing customers as they
improve their life styles and add or upgrade water

consuming devices. {Composite Exh. 1 (10), p. 45)

FWA believes that the Rolling Oaks case was incorrectly
decided by the court. In any event, circumstances have
substantially changed over the decade following the PSC’s decision
in that rate case. The premise for the Court’s decision was that
margin reserve was "not currently in use." It is clear from the
record in the instant proceeding, that this premise is not valid
and, therefore, the Court’s conclusion is no longer valid. Florida
has adopted a2 new state water policy, and a far more complicated
environmental permitting process. The record shows that these
developments have had a tremendous impact on the economics of water
and wastewater utility decision-making for reserve capacity. It

would therefore be irresponsible to adhere to discredited policies

on the basis of an outdated judicial precedent.
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Myth # 15: Imputation of 50% of the amount of CIAC attributed to
the margin reserve is an appropriate alternative to_ traditional
non-rule policy.

The PSC has recently decided to impute only 50% of the amount
of CIAC as an offset to margin reserve, finding that "the total
amount imputed would not be collected at the beginning of the
margin reserve period, rather that it would be averaged over the
life of the period." Order No. PSC-96-1388~FOF-WS (November 7,
1996), at p. 20; see also Order No. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS (October 30,
1996, at p. 76)

Staff witness Walker testified that this recent PSC practice
of limiting the imputation of CIAC to 50 percent of the anticipated
contributions is "only a compromise consideration, a half-step
measure that overlooks the presumptively valid co-argument that
margin reserve is likewise being update on [a] collateral basis."
Mr. Walker noted that while in most cases, an attempt is made to
present the test year as a representative period, using the 50
percent or "averaging" proposition, the CIAC imputation component
is "typically the single factor that presumably grows beyond the
test year." Also, using different imputation terms under different
averaging propositions, for lines for treatment plant, and for
water and wastewater projects, is "hard to rationalize." Composite
Exh. 1 (11), p. 5; T. 259)

Under the PSC’s "averaging” of the imputation of CIAC, the
margin reserve periods net of the imputation are halved. Thus,
using the PSC's traditional margin reserve periods, the resulting

reserves net of the imputation are all of nine months for source of
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supply, water and wastewater treatment plant and wastewater
disposal, and six months for lines.

The FWA’s submits that the "averaging proposition" is
arbitrary and falls far short of providing any meaningful incentive
to properly size utility facilities. As Mr. Gower observed, the
averaging approach "merely reduces the degree of improper capital
deprivation...." (Composite Exh. 1 (15), p. 22) As such, it should
be rejected in the instant proceedings.

Myth #16: There is such a thing as a free lunch.

The PSC has long resisted meaningful reform of its policies on
reserve capacity. It has done so out of concern over the impact
that change could have on existing customers’ water and sewer
rates. The irony of this policy is that it has in fact resulted in
higher rates, to both existing and future customers. Utilities
have reacted to traditional policy by reducing their exposure to
nonrecovery of investment, through smaller and more frequent
increments of plant expansion, resulting in substantially higher
unit costs.

Rates-driven resistance to reform threatens to adversely
affect public health and environmental protection. With utilities
operating as close to maximum capacity as possible, the risk of
wastewater plant overflows, insufficiently treated water and
similar hazardous conditions will inevitably increase.

As the FWA Study observes,

If utilities are not allowed to earn a fair return on

investment and maintain financial stability, it is likely

they will be seeking ways to cut costs and defer
improvements to their systems. This could result in
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higher rates to current and future customers and would
also pose risks to health and safety. The cost of
improving systems and bringing them into compliance with
environmental regulation is usually greater than the cost

of maintaining compliance. Associated rate increases
woui? be more drastic. (Composite Exh. 1 (9), DS-2, p.
14)

Approval of the FWA's proposed rule will result in higher
rates over the short-term. However, the average increase in
combined water and wastewater rates over a five-year period after
implementation of such rule change, assuming a change in
construction schedules from 30 to 60 month increments, is zero.
(Exh. 4; see also the workpapers submitted by Ms. Swain as a late-
filed exhibit on December 17, 1996.)

There is after all, no such thing as a free 1lunch. If
utilities are to be expected to provide safe, efficjient and
sufficient service, consistent with environmental regulatory
requirements and at the lowest long-run cost to the public, the PSC
must provide an opportunity for a return on investment needed to
fulfill those mandates.

Respectfully submitted,

L.
lin, Schiefelbein & Cowdery
1709-D Mahan Drive
Tallahassee, FL 32308

(904) 877-5609

Attorneys for Florida waterworks
Association

YFor sobering examples of the maxim "pay now or pay later" see
Composite Exh. 1 (9), DS-2, p. 14; (16) pp. 19-21; RMH-6; T. 70.
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Plorida Waterworks Association
Proposed Rule

25-30.431 Margin Reserve

(12 "Margin reserve" is defined as the amount of plant
capacity needed to preserve and protect the ability of utility
facilities to provide service to existing and future customers in
an economically feasible manner that will preclude a deterioration
in quality of service and prevent adverse environmental and health
effects.

(2) "Margin reserve period® is defined as the period during
which current capacity is required to be available until the next
economic capacity addition can be placed in service without causing
a deterioration of the quality of service,

{3}y Margin reserve is an acknowledged component of the used
and useful rate base determination. An allowance for margin
reserve shall be in included in rate base when requested in rate
cases filed pursuant to section 367.081, Florida Statutes.

(4) (a) Unless otherwise justified, the margin reserve period
for water source and treatment facilities and wastewater treatment
and effluent disposal facilities, other than reuse facilities
subject to (6) below, will be 60 months.

(b) Unless otherwise justified, the margin reserve period
for on-site water distribution lines and services and on-site
wastewater collection lines and laterals will be 24 montha.

Prudently constructed water transmission and off-site wastewater
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force and gravity collectors and pump stations are considered 100%
used and useful; margin reserve shall therefore not be a factor.
(¢) Indetermining whether another margin reserve period

is justified, the Commission shall consider the rate of growth in
the number of equivalent residential conneqtions (ERCs); the time
needed to meet the guidelines of the Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) for planning, designing, and construction of plant
expansion; and the technical and economic options available for
sizing increments of plant expansion.

(5) (a) Margin reserve for water source and treatment
facilities and wastewater treatment and effluent disposal
facilities shall be calculated as follows:

EGxMP xD = MR

where:
EG = Equivalent Annual Growth in
ERCs determined pursuant to
(c) or (d) below
MP = Margin Reserve Period determined

pursuant to subsection (4)

D = Demand per ERC (customer demand
applied in the used and useful
calculations for water and waste-
water facilities)

MR = Margin reserve expressed in
gallons per day (GPD)

(b) Margin reserve for on-site water distribution lines
and services and on-site wastewater collection lines and laterals
shall be calculated as follows:

EG x MP = MR
where:

EG = Equivalent Annual Growth in ERCs
determined pursuant to (c)
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or (d) below

MP = Margin Reserve Period determined
pursuant to subsection (4)
MR = Margin reserve expressed in ERCs

(¢) The equivalent annual growth in ERCs (EG) is
measured in terms of the projected annual growth and shall be
calculated in Schedules F-9 and F-10 of Form PSC/WAW 19 for Class
A utilities and Form PSC/WAW 20 for Class B utilities, incorporated
by reference in Rule 25-30.437.

(d) The utility shall also submit a linear regression
analysis using average ERCs for the last five years. The utility
may submit other information that will affect growth in ERCs.

(6) In determining rates for water and wastewater utilities
under Commission Jjurisdiction, the prudently incurred cost of
studies and facilities for the purpose of reusing reclaimed water,
that meet the requirements of section 403.064, Florida Statutes,
shall be considered 100% used and useful. Margin reserve shall
therefore not be a factor.

(7) As part of its application filed pursuant to Rule 25-
30.437, the utility shall submit its most recent wastewater
capacity analysis report, if any, filed with DEP.

(8) Contributions-in-aid-of-construction (CIAC) shall not be

imputed when a margin reserve is authorized.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN RE: Petition of the Florida
Waterworks Association to Adopt Rules

) Docket No.

)
on Margin Reserve and Imputation of )

)

)

Filed:

960258-WS

January 16, 1997

Contributions-in-aid-of-Construction
on the Margin Reserve Calculation

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that true and correct copies of the Florida
Waterworks Association’s Response to Exhibit 7 and Post-Hearing
Comments have been furnished by hand-~delivery to CHRISTIANA T.
MOORE, ESQ., Office of General Counsel, Florida Public Commission,
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, and by
regular U.S. Mail to the following:

Brian P. Armstrong, Esq.
Matthew J. Feil, Esq.

Southern States Utilities, Inc.
1000 Color Place

Apopka, FL 32703

Harold A. McLean, Esq.
Office of Public Counsel
111 West Madison Street
Room 812

Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400

Mark F. Kramer

Manager of Regulatory Accounting
Utilities, Inc.

2335 Sanders Road

Northbreook, IL 60062-6196

Henry Dean

Executive Director

St. Johns River Water
Management District

P.0O. Box 1429

Palatka, FL. 32178-1429

Richard D. Drew, Chief

Bureau of Water PFacilities
Regulation

Division of Water Facilities

Department of Environmental
Protection

2600 Blairstone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-24Q0

Edward B. Helvenston

Interim Executive Director

Southwest Florida Water
Management District

2379 Broad Street

Brooksville, FL 34609-6899

Samuel E. Poole, IIX

Executive Director

South Florida Water Management
District

P.O. Box 24680

West Palm Beach, FL 33146-4680

 bled e

W, L. SchiefelbeAn

Gatlin, Schiefelbein & Cowdery
09-D Mahan Drive
Tallahassee, FL 32308
(904)877-5609

Attorneys for Florida
Waterworks Association
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OLP P_U\D,O ATTACHMENT C.2

In Re: Petiticn to Adopt Rules } Docket No. 960258-WS
on Margin Reserve and Imputation )
of Contributions-In-Aid-Cf£- )
Construction on Margin Reserve ) Date: January 16, 1997
Calculation, by Florida )

)

)

Waterworks Association

POST-HEARING COMMENTS OF
FLORIDA WATER SERVICES CORPORATION

Florida Water Services Corporation (“Florida Water”), formerly
Southern States Utilities, Inc., hereby submits these comments in
support of the rules proposed by the Florida Water Works
Association (“FWWA”), as amended during the rulemaking hearing,®
and the rule proposed by the Department of Environmental
Protection, and states as follows:

1. The facts and information presented during the rulemaking
hearing confirm that it is more cost effective to both the
utilities and their customers for facilities to be built in larger
increments to achieve economics of scale. The study presented by
Mr. Gerald Hartman on behalf of Florida Water established that the
economic savings of economics of scale are realized when major

facilities are constructed with no less than a seven year planning

capacity margin. (See Hartman Prefiled Comments and Exhibits,
Composite Exhibit No.l.) The Economy of Scale Evaluation prepared
by Mr. Hartman ("the Hartman Report"), which was received in

! gee Exhibit No. 6.; Hearing Transcript pp. 234.
DOCUMENT MUMBER-DATE

88 00592 JMI65
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POST-HEARING COMMENTS
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evidence in Docket No. 950495-WS and is in all relevant respects
identical to the version of same submitted in this docket, was
previously described by Commission Staff as “compelling” and
“persuasive.” Commission Staff again confirmed that the Hartman
Study was "compelling" and "persuasive." (Hearing Transcript, pp.
291-292.) No flaws in the Hartman Study’'s analysis or results were
identified.

2. .The Department of Envircnmental Prxctection (“DEP”) and
water management districts ("WMD’'s") participated in this
proceeding and supported, as a minimum, a five-year margin reserve
for water withdrawal, water treatment, wastewater treatment, and
effluent disposal facilities (other than reuse). (See DEP Prefiled
Comments, Composite Exhibit Ne. 1; Hearing Transcripﬁ pp. 30, 32,
146, 149-150.) Indeed, each of those state agencies expressed scme
support for larger margin reserve periods than contained in the
FWWA proposal. (Heaxring Transcript pp. 20, 34-35, 147.)

3. Mr. Van Hoofnagle, Drinking Water Program Administrator of
DEP, commented that absent at least a five (5) year margin reserve,
Commission-regulated utilities would be foreclosed from receiving
the low-cost state revolving loan funds ("SRF") made available by
the 1996 Amendments to the Séfe Drinking Water Act to meet their
capital needs. Mr. Hoofnagle confirmed that absent at least a five
vear margin reserve for eligible facilities, the DEP did not
believe a Commission-regulated utility could ever meet the cost

effectiveness test expected in the federal Environmental Protection
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Agency ("EPA") guidelines for the SRF program. {Hearing
Transcript, pp 14-21, 33-36.)

4. Ms. Debbie Swain and Mr. Arsenio Milian presented an
additional study cn behalf of the FWWA which confirms, among other
things: (1) building utility plant in small increments costs the
utilities and their customers considerably more, even in the short-
run and (2) anything less than the FWWA’'s preoposed rule assures
utilities will not earn their authorized rates of return.? (See
Swain Prefiled Comments and Exhibits, Composite Exhibit No. 1;
Hearing Transcript, p. 112-113; Composite Exhibit No. 4,) The
record convincingly establishes that the FWWA's proposed rule is a
lower-cost alternative to the Commission’s proposed rule for
achieving the statutocry objectives of Chapter 367, Florida
Statutes.’

5. The utility industry affirmed and reaffirmed that under
current margin reserve and CIAC imputation policy, utilities are
forced to build facilities in the only manner which permits a

reasonable chance of recovery of its investment and a return on its

* The second of these proofs even assumed the utility would
recover every penny of its coperations and maintenance expenses and
depreciation expense through service rates and Allowance for Funds
Prudently Invested charges and that there is no regulatory lag --
a perfect world the industry does not often experience.

}*Pursuant to Chapter 120, Florida Statutes, the Commission
must adopt the rule which poses the lowest cost for achieving the
statutory objective. §812¢.52(8)(g), 120.54(d), Florida Statutes
(1996 Supp.). Refer to Florida Water’s First Amended Petition for
Administrative Determination of Invalidity of Proposed Rule filed
December 16, 1996, with the Division of Administrative Hearings
("DOAH") in consolidated case numbers 96-3809RP and 96-3949RP,
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investment -- that is, by building capacity to provide service for
the margin resexve period conly. The Commission has been aware of
this fact since at least as =sarly as 1990 when sixteen of seventeen
responding utilities (many of whom are no longer in business)
infocrmed the Commission of this fact in response to a Commisgsion
Staff survey. (Hearing Transcript p. 210, Exhibit No. 7.)

6. It is no answer to refer to the allowance of funds
prudently invested (“AFPI") mechanism as a device which satisfies
the Commission’'s obligaticn to provide utilities a reasocnable
opportunity to recover its investment and a fair return thereon.
The AFPI mechanism is no substitute for a utility’'s right to
recover its prudently incurred investment and costs from current
customers, particularly when the record reflects the benefits
bestowed on current customers. (Hartman Prefiled Comments, Harvey
Prefiled Comments, Composite Exhibit No. 1; Hearing Transcript pp.
46-48, 78-79.) These benefits include lower rates (due to a lower
per unit cost), better service, higher levels of assurance of
safety of the water, better water gquality, higher levels of
assurance of the protection of the environment and public health.
These benefits are enjoved by current customers today. However,
the AFPI mechanism artificially defers the associated costs for
collecticon from future connections.

7. The record clearly establishes that the AFPI mechanism
does not work, in theory or in practice. (Hearing Transcript, pp.

88-101.) Aside from AFPI‘s other problems, Ms. Swain stated that
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for AFPI even to work in theory, from one rate case to the next,
the utility and the Commission would have tc devise a way to track

plant investment, plant capacity, connections, and carryving cost,

each as they tie to one another on a direct basis -- a task she
suggested was wholly impractical if not impossible. (Eearing
Transcript, p. %0, 100.) More importantly, however, the most clear

demonstration of the erroneous belief that AFPI permits a utility
the lawfully required opportunity to recover its prudent investment
and costs lies in the fact that although the Commission doubled the
amount of Florida Water’s non-used and useful investment over that
presented in Florida Water’'s 1996 minimum £filing requirements
("MFRs”), the Commission drastically reduced the AFPI charges
previously in existence. (Hearing Transcript, pp. 97-98, 203-204.)
Thus, AFPI revenues decreased from approximately $1 million
annually before the Florida Water rate case to approximately
$100,000 (projected) after. (Hearing Transcript, pp. 97-98, 203-
204.) Obviously, Florida Water has been deprived of an
opportunity to recover its investment and <costs which the
Commission previously had confirmed to have been prudently made
and/or expended in the rendition of service to its cﬁstomers. in
light of this, it would be disingenuous at best for any participant
in this proceeding to suggest that the AFPI mechanism permits
recovery of prudently incurred investment and expenses but simply
allocates a portion to future customers -- it does not.

8. No participant in these proceedings, including Commission
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Staff, supported the Commission’'s current practice of imputing
contributions in aid of construction (“CIAC”) against the margin
regserve with the exception the Qffice of Public Counsel {(“CPBC¥).
OPC presented no expert in support of the CIAC imputation, nor any
analysis or study which demonstrates in any way that the current
practice is proper much less beneficial to utilities or their
customers. For the reasons presented by the industry
representatives and Commission Staff member Walker, CIAC imputation
must be rejected.

9. As asserted by the utility industry, DEP and the WMDs,
reuse facilities sghould be considered 100% used and useful and,
therefore, margin reserve not a consideration for reusgse facilities.
(Prefiled Comments of Hartman, Harvey, Seidman, DEP, Composite
Exhibit No. 1; Hearing Transcript pp. 66, 85, 145, 150.) Reuse is
a critical state water policy objective, and if the Commission is
to encourage reuse and comply with state law,® it must consider
reuge facilities 100% used and useful. Accordingly, Florida Water
supports the rule revisions on reuse which DEP proposed in its
prefiled comments.

For the foregoing reasons, Florida Water Services Corporation
supports the adoption of the Florida Waterworks Association’s
proposed rules, as amended, supports the adoption of the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection’s proposed rule, and

requests that the Commission’s proposed rule be rejected.

4§8367.0817(3) and 403.064(10), Florida Statutes.
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Respectfully submitted,

L dotbp—

KENNETH A./fIOFFMAN, ESQ.
Rutledge, 8cenia, Undexrwocd,
Purnell & Hoffman, P.A.

P. O. Box 551

Tzllahassee, FL 32302-0551
(904) 681-6788

and

BRIAN P. ARMSTRONG, ESQ.

MATTHEW FEIL, ESQ.

Florida Water Services Corpcration.
P.0. Bcx 609520

Crlando, FL 32860-5520

(407) 880-0058
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CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy ¢f the foregeoing was furnished by
United States Mail to the following persons this Zéz day of

January, 1%97:

Chris Moore, Esquire Henry Dean, Executive Dir.
Florida Public Service Commission St. Johns River Water
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard Management District

Tallahassee, Flori

da 32399-0850 P. O. Box 1428
Palatka, Florida 32178-1429

Wayne L. Schiefelbein, Esguire
Counsel for Florida Waterworks Samuel E. Poole III

Association

Executive Directcr

Gatlin, Woods & Carlscn South Florida Wakter

1709-D Mahan Drive

Management District

Tallahassee, Florida 32308 3301 Gun Club Rcad

West Palm Beach, FI. 33406

Harold MclLean, Esquire
Office of Pubklic Counsel

111 West Madiscn 8
Room 812
Tallahassee, Flori

Mark F. Kramer
Manager of Regulat
Utilities, Inc.
2335 Sanders Road
Northbreock, Illino

treet

da 32329-140C0

ory Accounting

is 60062-6196

Ms. Mimi Drew, Director
Water Facilities Division

Florida Department

of Environmental Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 3500
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Peter G. Hubbell,

Executive Director

Southwest Florida Water Management District

2379 Broad Street

Brooksville, Florida 34609-68%9

AN

KENNETH Af H%MAN ESQ.
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In re: Petition to Adopt Rules ) 87 JN17 Py L: 57
on Margin Reserve and Imputa- ) Foomina - L
tion of Contributions-In-Aid-of) Docket No. 95025ﬁfwsﬂng§‘“”
Construction on Margin Reserve ) Filed: January 16, 1997
Calculation, by Florida Water- )
works Association )

)

The Citizens of the State of Florida, through the Office of
Public Counsel, pursuant to Order No. P.C.-96-1153-PCO-WS, file
their posthearing comments on the Commission's proposed Rule 25-
30.431, which should be adopted, as proposed, for the fellowing
reasons:

1. The purpose of rulemaking is to narrow the gap between
what the agency knows about its policies and what the public
knows. Rules inform the public of an agency's policies of general
applicability. Research on the Commission's nonrule policy on
margin reserve would inform an interested person that, in those
cases in which it is included in rate base, margin reserve is
allowed based on an assumed 18 months of growth and CIAC is
always imputed on this allowance. Research would also disclose
that the refinement over time and consistent application of this
policy means it has matured into a statement of general applica-
bility which would be expected to govern future cases. In other
words, the policy has become a ‘rule” as that term is defined in

the Administrative Procedure Act. The pﬁBlic has a right to

UOCUHEH*HUVQER'DﬁTE
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expect that, consistent with the APA, the Commission will adopt
such a mature policy as a rule in an expeditious manner.

2. Public Counsel's opposition to margin reserve is well
known. This office does not believe that margin reserve is “used
and useful” in serving current customers as those terms are used
in Section 367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes (1995). If, however,
the Commission is going to allow the inclusion of margin reserve
in rate base, then Public Counsei has argued that, in fairness,
the CIAC which will be provided by future customers should be
imputed to mitigate the effects of margin reserve. The Commission
has consistently aécepted this argument and imputed CIAC in all
recent cases in which it has allowed a margin reserve.

3. There can be little doubt that the Commission's policy
on margin reserve and the imputation of CIAC is {(and has been for
some time) a “rule” as defined in Section 120.52(15), Florida
Statutes (Supp. 1996), because it is a “statement of general
applicability that implements, interprets, or prescribes law or
policy.” Section 120.54(1) (a) requires that “[e]ach agency
statement defined as a rule by s. 120.52 shall be adopted by the
rulemaking procedure provided by this section as soon as feasible
and practicable.” Therefore, the rule ultimately adopted in this
proceeding should codify existing policy which has become a rule,
i.e., a statement of general appiicability, through repeated
application under various factual circumstances.

4. Since the Commission has not granted margin reserve in

all cases, the existing peolicy constrains the Commission's
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discretion only in those cases in which factual circumstances
justify margin reserve. The outcome of this proceeding should,
therefore, be a rule consistent with this established policy.
Alternatives offered by the industry which would make the
allowance of margin reserve virtually automatic based upon a
five-year periocd or any other terms inconsistent with current
policy should be rejected as outside the scope of this
proceeding.

5. | Section 120.56(4) incorporates a new procedure for
“challenging agency statements defined as rules.” This new
statutory scheme suggests that the Commission could be compelled
to adopt its existing policy as a rule if it had not already
proposed to do so. Paragraph (a) allows any substantially
affected person to seek an administrative determination that the
Commission's statement on margin reserve violates Section
120.54 (1) (a). It should not be difficult to demonstrate that the
current margin reserve policy is a statement of general
applicability or'that the Commission “has not adopted. the
statement by the rulemaking procedure provided by s. 120.54.”

6. Paragraph (d) provides that, upon a finding by an
administrative law judge that the statement violates Section
120.54(1) (a) (i.e., that it met the definition of a rule but had
never been codified through rulemaking procedures), “the agency
shall immediately discontinue all reliance upon the statement or
any substantially similar statement as a‘basis for agency

action.” Paragraph (e), however, provides that “if an agency



publishes, pursuant to s. 120.54(3) (a), proposed rules which
address the statement and proceeds expeditiously and in goeod
faith to adopt rules which address the statement, the agency
shall be permitted to rely upon the statement or a substantially
similar statement as a basis for agency action if the statement
meets the requirements of s. 120.57(1) (e) [which provides for de
novo review by an ALJ when agency action is based on an unaddpted
rule and delineates the evidence in support of the existing
policy which the agency must demonstrate].” Alternatives proposed
by the industry do not match the existing “statement” and cannot
reasonably be construed as “a substantially similar statement.”

7. If the Commission does not believe it is prepared to
codify the policy it has refined over many years, it is certainly
not ready to codify the new policy statements promulgated by the
industry. The distinction, of course, is that the APA requires
the adoption of established policies through rulemaking. Industry
proposals, if adopted, would amount to an abrupt discontinuance
of established policy, the antithesis of the orderly.progression
from vague standards to defihite standards to broad principles to
rules contemplated by the APA. McDonald v. Dept. of Banking and
Finance, 346 So. 2d 569, 580 (Fla. 1lst DCA 1977). See City of

Tallahassee v. Florida Public Serxvice Commission, 433 So. 2d 505,
507 (Fla. 1983) (“To the extent the P.C. solidifies its position

on policy in a particular area, we believe such established
pelicy should be codified by rule.”) Through years of case-by-

case adjudication, the Commission has informed itself of the

4
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manner in which it wishes to consistently constrain its exercise
of discretion on the issue of margin reserve and the imputation

of CIAC. It is now time to inform the public.

WHEREFORE, the Citizens of the State of Florida, through the
Office of Public Counsel, urge the Florida Public Service

Commission to adopt it proposed Rule 25-30.431 without change.

Respectfully submitted,

JACK SHREVE
Public Counsel

oger Howe
y Public Counsel
rold McLean

Associate Public Counsel

Office of Public Counsel

c/o The Florida Legislature

111 West Madison Street

Room 812

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400

(904) 488-9330

Attorneys for the Citizens of
the State of Florida

100



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKET NO. 960258-WS

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a correct copy of the foregoing has been
furnished by U.S. Mail or *hand-delivery to the following party

representatives on this 16th day of January, 1997.

*Christiana Moore, Esg.
Division of Legal Services
Fla. Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. '
Tallahassee, FL 32399

Kenneth Hoffman, Esq.
Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood
Purnell & Hoffman, P.A.
P.0O. Box 551
Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551

Brian Armstrong, Esqg. Wayne L. Schiefelbein, Esqg.

Matthew Feil, Esqg.
Southern States Utilities
General Offices

1000 Color Place

Apopka, FL 32703

Richard D. Melson, Esq.
Hopping, Green, Sams & Smith
123 South Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, FL 32314

F. Marshall Deterding, Esq.
Rose, Sundstrom & Bentley
2548 Blairstone Pines Dr.
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1567

Gatlin, Schiefelbein &
Cowdery, P.A.

1709-D Mahan Drive

Tallahassee, FL 32308

Mark F. Kramer

Manager of Regulatory
Accounting

2335 Sanders Road

Northbrook,

IL 60062
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ATTACHMENT D

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In Re: Petition to Adopt Rules )} DOCKET NO. 960258-WS
on Margin Reserve and Imputation ) FILED: FEBRUARY 13, 1997
of Contributions-In-Aid-Of- )
Construction on Margin Reserve )
Calculation, by Florida )
Waterworks Association )
)

STAFF'S FI R ENDED VERSION
QF RULE 25-30.431, F.A.C,

Florida Public Service Commission staff file the attached
proposed final recommended version of Rule 25-30.431, Florida

Administrative Code.

. wmw

CHRISTIANA T. MOORE
Associate General Counsel
Florida Bar No. 346810

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
2540 Shumard Cak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0862
(904) 413-6098
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy o©of the foregoing has been
furnished by U.S. Mail this 13th day of February, 1997, to the
following:

Charles Aller, Director Kenneth Hoffman, Esquire

Office of Water Policy Rutledge Law Firm

Department of Agriculture P. O. Box 551

Lower Level 29, The Capitol Tallahassee, FL _ 32302

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Janet Llewellyn, Acting Director Matthew Feil, Esquire

Department of Environmental Florida Water Services Corp.
Protection 1000 Color Place

Office of Water Policy Apopka, FL. 32703-7753

3000 Commonwealth Blwvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32301
Utilities, Inc.

Wayne Scheifelbein, Esquire Mark Kramer

Gatlin Law Firm 2335 Sanders Road

Florida Waterworks Association Northbrook, IL 60062

1709-D Mahan Drive

Tallahassee, FL 32301 Richard Melson, Esquire

: Hopping Green Sams & Smith

Harold McLean, Esquire 123 8. Calhoun Street

Office of Public Counsel Tallahassee, FL 32301

c¢/o The Florida Legislature

111 W. Madison Street, #812 Henry Dean

Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 St. Johns River Water
Management District

Richard D. Drew, Chief P.0O. Box 1429

Bureau of Water Facilities Regulation Palatka, FL. 32178-1423
Dept. of Environmental Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road Peter G. Hubbell

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400 Southwest Florida Water
. + Management District

Samuel E. Poole III 2379 Broad Street

S. Florida Water Management District Brooksville, FL 34609-6899
3301 Gun Club Road
West Palm Beach, Florida

Jennifer Springfield, Esquire
St. Johns River Water Management District
P. O. Box 1429

Palatka, FL 32178-1429
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25-30.431 Margin Reserve

(1) "Margin regerve" isg defined as the amount

(2) M"Margin reserve period" is defined as the time period

efu e _base ination that w regque d and
justified shall be inclu&ed in rate cases filed pursuant to section
367.081, Florida Statutes.
{4) n h i i ifi he m i erv eriod for
water source and treatment facilities and wastewater treatment and

wth in the n f equivalent residentij nn ion R :
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economic options available for sizing increments of plant
expansion. '

(5) (a) Margin reserve for water source and treatment

ilitie and wastewater treatme and luen disposal

facilities shall be calculated as follows:
EG X MP x D = MR

where:

EG = Equivalent Annual Growth in_ ERCs
d rmin ursuant t o d
below

MP = Margin Regerve Period determined

a t tion
D = Deman ER mey demand
he used and u 1
calculations for water and

wastewater facilities)

MR = Margin r rve ex i allons

GPD
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The equivalent annua owth i ERC EG i
measured in terms of the projected annual growth and shall be
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ref ce _in Rule 25-30.437.
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History: New

CODING: Words underlined are additions; worde in
seruele—threugh type are deletions from existing law.

14,7,



ATTACHMENT E.1

GATLIN, SCHIEFELBEIN & COWDERY, P.A.

H r‘ - -~
Attorneys at Law A SR T_": i ‘:j E :
The Mahan Station 97 MAR-S AM 8:38
1709-D Mahan Drive
Tallahassee, Florida 32308 FLORIDA ZU_LiC 5000008 comd.
B. KENNETH GATLIN DIVISIOA QFEAEPRANE (904) 877-5609
WAYNE L. SCHIEFELBEIN TELECOPIER (504) 877-9031
KATHRYN G.W, COWDERY E-MAIL: bkgatlin@nertally.com

March 4, 1997

Blanca S. Bayo, Director
Division of Records & Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Re: Docket No. 960258-WS
Petition of the Florida Waterworks Association to Adopt Rules
on Margin Reserve and Imputation of Contributions-in-Aid-of-
Construction on the Margin Reserve Calculation

Dear Ms. Bayo:

On behalf of Florida Waterworks Association, we provide the
following comments on “Staff’s Final Recommended Version of Rule
25-30.431, F.A.C.”

(1) FWA supports Staff’s recommended definition of “margin
reserve.”

{(2) The Staff’s recommended definition of “margin reserve
period” is too narrow and inconsistent with its definition of
“margin reserve.” As indicated in its January 16, 1997, Post-
Hearing Comments, FWA believes that “margin reserve period”
should be defined as “the period during which current capacity
is required to be available until the next economic capacity
addition can be placed 1in service without causing a
deterioration of the quality of service.” The need to

maintain service quality to customers sets the boundaries for
timing and the limits for economic choices.

(4) FWA bhelieves that the Staff recommendation of five year
margin reserve periods for source, treatment and disposal
“unless otherwise justified,” which “in no case shall be less
than 3 years” is confusing and inconsistent. The purpose of
the rule should be to set presumptively valid margin reserve
periods. There is nothing in the record for this proceeding
to support a three-year margin reserve period for source,

DOCUMENT VM3 -DATE
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treatment and disposal, other than a desire to forge a
compromise. The presumptively valid margin reserve period for
source, treatment, and non-reuse disposal should be set at 5
years.

FWA is opposed to Staff’s unexplained recommendation to delete
from the rule any provision for margin reserve for water and
wastewater lines. FWA maintains that the rule should provide
that “unless otherwise justified, the margin reserve period
for on-site water distribution lines and services and on-site
wastewater collection lines and laterals will be 24 months.”
Further, the rule should provide that “prudently constructed
water transmission and off-site wastewater force and gravity
collectors and pump stations are considered 100% used and
useful; margin reserve shall therefore not be a factor.”

FWA is also opposed to Staff’s recommended rule which
apparently intends to treat reuse facilities as any other
effluent disposal facilities. The record strongly supports
FWA’s proposal that the rule provide that “the prudently
incurred cost of studies and facilities for the purpose of
reusing reclaimed water, that meet the requirements of section
403.064, Florida Statutes, shall be considered 100% used and
useful. Margin reserve shall therefore not be a factor.”

{5) FWA takes no 4issue with the substance of Staff’'s
recommended formula for source, treatment and disposal. There
is a scrivener’s error in the Staff recommended rule. The
definition of EG refers to subsections 5S¢ and d, which, under
the Staff revisions, are now renumbered 5b and c.

FWA maintains that its proposed formula for water transmission
and distribution lines and wastewater collection systems
should be adopted by the Commission. That proposal is as
follows:

EG ¥ MP = MR
where

EG = Equivalent Annual Growth in
ERCs determined pursuant to (c)*
or (d)* below

MP = Margin Reserve Period determined
pursuant to subsection (4)*

MR = Margin Reserve expressed in ERCs.

* These subparagraph references follow the sequence of the FWA's

proposed rule, as attached to the FWA’s Posthearing Comments filed on
January 16, 1997.
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FWA supports the Staff’s recommended requirements for filing
data pursuant to Staff’s renumbered sub-sections 5b and 5c.

(6) FWA supports the Staff’s recommended requirement for
filing capacity analysis reports.

(7) FWA strongly supports the Staff recommendation to provide

that CIAC shall not be imputed when a margin reserve is
authorized.

Please note that FWA’'s positions in this proceeding are set
out at length in its Post-Hearing Comments, as filed with the
Commission on January 16, 1997.

Sincerely,
ayne L. Schiefelbein

WLS/pav
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BEFORE TEE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISS
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FLORIDA o - . STy
~‘ll

‘ DIVISION 0F Appe gty U111,
In Re: Petition to Adopt Rules ) Docket No., 960258-WS
on Margin Reserve and Imputation )
of Contributions-In-Aid-Of- )
Construction on Margin Reserve ) Date: March 5, 1997
Calculation, by Florida )

)

)

Waterworks Association

COMMENTS OF FLORIDA WATER SERVICES CORPORATION
TO _STAFF’'S FINAL RECOMMENDED VERSION OF
RULE 25-30.431, FLORIDA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE

Florida Water Services Corporation (“Florida Water”), formerly
Southern States Utilities, Inc., hereby submits its comments to the
Commisgion staff’'s final recommended version of proposed Rule 25-
30.431, Florida Administrative Code, and states as follows:

1. Florida Water agrees with the comments the Florida
Waterworks Association ("FWA") filed with the Commission by letter
dated March 4, 1997.%

2. In accordance with § 120.54(3) (¢), Florida Statutes (Supp.

1996), any change to a proposed rule, other than a technical change

! Two points expressed in the above mentioned FWA comments
requires clarification for Florida Water’s position. Florida Water
agrees with FWA that the language in staff’s final recommended
version of the rule is unclear as to the margin reserve period for
water source, water treatment, wastewater treatment, and effluent
disposal facilities. The referenced language creates a presumption
of a five year margin reserve for these facilities. However, the
five-year presumption is a rebuttable presumption, and if the
presumption is rebutted, a margin resgerve period of no less than
three years is allowed. Florida Water agrees that the five-year
presumption should not be a rebuttable presumption, but rather a
conclusive one. Florida Water also recommends adoption of the
Department of Environmental Protection’ S proposed rule language on
reuse facilities.
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FLORIDA WATER COMMENTS
PAGE 2

nct affecting the substance of the rule, made after the final
public hearing must be (a) supported by the rulemaking record, (b)
made in response to written comments received on or before the
public hearing, or (¢) made in response to an objection of the
Administrative Procedures Committee. A substantive change includes
the deletion or withdrawal of all or a portion of a proposed rule.

3. The rulemaking record does not support the Commission
staff’s unexplained recommendation to delete/withdraw the proposed
rule‘s allowance for a margin reserve on water distribution and
transmission lines and wastewater collection lines.? Therefore, in
accordance with § 120.54(3) (¢}, Florida Statutes (Supp. 1996), the
Commission must adopt a rule addressing margin reserve for lines as
supported by the rulemaking record. The FWA’'s propdsed rule for
lines is supported in the rulemaking record and, therefore, should
be adopted by the Commission. The only other alternative
adequately supported in the record is contained in the testimony
and prefiled exhibits of Florida Water witness Mr. Hartman.
(Hartman Prefiled Comments and Exhibits, Composite Exhibit No.1,
prefiled Exhibit GCH-8). Mr. Hartman’s testimony and exhibits
support a margin reserve period for lines well in excess of the 12
months suggested in ﬁhe initial proposed rule.

4. The Commission must adopt rules which pose the lower cost

? Water and wastewater lines are indistinguishable from other
water and wastewater plant components as to the need for a margin
reserve. The rulemaking record is specifically devoid of any
- support to the contrary.
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FLORIDA WATER COMMENTS
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regulatory alternative for achieving a statutory objective. §§
120.52(8) (g) and 120.54(d), Florida Statutes (Supp. 1996).° The
lower cost regulatory alternative for achieving the statutory
objectives of Chapter 367, as supported by the rulemaking record in
this proceeding, is the FWA’'s proposed rule. Staff’s recommended
final version of the rule does not pose the lower cost regulatory
alternative for any of the plant components at issue (even if
staff’'s approach to estimating cost is correct) and is not
supported in the rulemaking record as such.

5. The rulemaking record overwhelmingly supports that the
rule should make special provision for reuse facilities. The
Commigsion should adopt the language on reuse facilities which was
proposed in the prefiled comments of the Department of
Environmental Protection ("DEP").

For the foregoing reasons, Florida Water Services Corporation
gupports the adoption of the Florida Waterworks Association’s
proposed rules, as amended, supports the adoption of the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection’s proposed rule on reuse,
and, accordingly, requests that the Commission reject staff’s final

recommended version of the proposed rule.

3 please refer to Florida Water’s First Amended Petition for
Administrative Determination of Invalidity of Proposed Rule filed
with the Division of Administrative Hearings December 16, 1996, in
consolidated cases numbers 96-3809%RP and 96-3949RP.
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Respectfully submitted,

YLty

Rutledge, Hcenia, Underwocd,
Purnell & @Hoffman, P.A.

P. C. Box 551

Tallahassee, FL. 32302-0551
(904) 681-6788

KENNETHN. A. gQOFFMAN, ESQ.

and

BRIAN P. ARMSTRONG, ESQ.

MATTHEW FEIL, ESQ.

Florida Water Services Corporation.
P.O. Box 609520

Orlando, FL. 32860-9520

(407) 880-0058
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing was furnished by
United States Mail to the following persons this _S¥A day of
March, 1997:

Chris Moore, Esquire Henry Dean, Executive Dir.
Florida Public Service Commission St. Johns River Water
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard Management District
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 P. O. Box 1429

Palatka, Florida 32178-1429
Wayne L. Schiefelbein, Esquire

Counsel for Florida Waterworks Samuel E. Poole III
Association Executive Director
Gatlin, Woods & Carlson South Florida Water
1709-D Mahan Drive Management District
Tallahassee, Florida 32308 3301 Gun Club Reoad

West Palm Beach, FL 33406
Harold McLean, Esquire
Office of Public Counsel
111 West Madison Street
Room 812
Tallahassee, Florida 3239%9-1400

Mark F. Kramer

Manager of Regulatory Accounting
Utilities, Inc.

2335 Sanders Road

Northbrook, Illinois 60062-6196

Ms. Mimi Drew, Director

Water Facilities Division

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road, MS 3500

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Peter G. Hubbell, Executive Director
Southwest Florida Water Management District
2379 Broad Street

Brocksville, Florida 34609-6899

K ETH A. FMAN, ESQ.
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