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FINAL ORDER APPROVING RATES AND CHARGES 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

I. BACKGROUND 

Southern States Utilities, Inc. (SSU or utility) is a Class A 
utility, which provides water and wastewater service to 152 service 
areas in 25 counties. In 1994, the utility recorded total company 
operating revenues of $23,498,289 and $16,985,104 for water and 
wastewater, respectively. The resulting total company net 
operating income for that same period was $3,445,315 for water and 
$2,690,791 for wastewater. SSU reported that in 1994 it had 
102,514 and 43,131 respective water and wastewater customers for 
the total utility. 

On June 28, 1995, SSU filed an application for approval of 
uniform interim and final water and wastewater rate increases for 
141 service areas in 22 counties, pursuant to Sections 367.081 and 
367.082, Florida Statutes, respectively. The utility also 
requested a uniform increase in service availability charges, 
approval of an allowance for funds used during construction (AFUDC) 
and an allowance for funds prudently invested (AFPI). August 2, 
1995, was established as the official date of filing. The 
utility's application for increased final water and wastewater 
rates was based on the projected twelve-month period ending 
December 31, 1996. The utility requested a rate of return of 10.32 
percent, which would result in additional annual operating revenues 
of $18,137,502 for the utility's combined water and wastewater 
operations. 

We last considered a request for an increase in rates and 
charges for a majority of SSU's facilities in Docket No. 920199-WS. 
By final order in that docket, Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS, issued 
March 23, 1993, we approved an increase in rates and charges. 
SSU's Lehigh service area's last rate proceeding was in Docket No. 
911188-WS, and by Order No. PSC-93-0301-FOF-WS, issued on February 
25, 1993, we approved an increase. By Order No. PSC-93-1070-FOF- 
WS, issued July 23, 1993, in Docket No. 920655-WS, we approved a 
rate increase for SSU's Marco Island facilities. 

The following parties have intervened in this docket: the 
Office of the Public Counsel (OPC); the Sugarmill Woods Civic 
Association, Inc. (Sugarmill Woods); the Spring Hill Civic 
Association, Inc. (Spring Hill); the Marco Island Fair Water 
Defense Fund Committee, Inc. (Marco Island) ; Amelia Island 
Community Association, Residence Condominium, Residence Property 
Owners Association, Amelia Surf and Racquet Property Owners 
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Association and Sandpiper Association (Nassau Associations or 
Nassau) ; the Concerned Citizens of Lehigh Acres (Lehigh Acres) ; the 
Harbor Woods Civic Association (Harbor Woods) ; Hidden Hills Country 
Club Estates Homeowners Association (Hidden Hills) ; Citrus Park 
Homeowners Association (Citrus Park) ; the Board of Commissioners of 
Citrus County (Citrus County), and the East County Water Control 
District (ECWCD) . 

At the technical hearing, we granted intervention to Marion 
Oaks Homeowners Association (Marion Oaks), the City of Keystone 
Heights (Keystone Heights) and Burnt Store Lakes (Burnt Store), 
with the qualification that those parties were limited to 
participating in rate structure and service availability issues. 

By Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS, issued November 1, 1995, we 
denied SSU's initial request for interim rate relief based on a 
projected test year, suspended the proposed final rates, and 
allowed the utility to file another petition for interim rates. 
This decision was, in part, based upon the unique circumstances 
presented in this docket and the first-time use of a projected 
interim test year. SSU filed its supplemental petition for interim 
revenue relief on November 13, 1995. By Order No. PSC-96-0125-FOF- 
WS, issued January 25, 1996, we granted interim rates for the 
utility based upon the historical test year ended December 31, 
1994. 

We held twenty-four customer service hearings throughout the 
state during the pendency of this rate proceeding. We conducted 
a ten-day technical hearing in Tallahassee from April 29 through 
May 10, 1996, and held an additional day of hearing on May 31, 
1996, to consider rate case expense. The parties filed post- 
hearing statements and briefs on June 10, 1996. 

The following parties filed a joint post-hearing brief, and 
shall be referred to as Marco, et al, or Marco, for the purposes of 
brevity in this Order: Marco Island, Sugarmill Woods, Lehigh Acres, 
ECWCD, Citrus County, Spring Hill, Hidden Hills, Citrus Park, and 
Harbor Woods. 

Abbreviations 

The following abbreviations used herein are listed below for 
reference purposes: 

ADIT Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 
AFPI Allowance for Funds Prudently Invested 
AFUDC Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 
AWWA American Water Works Association 
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BFC 
COVA 
CIAC 
CWIP 
DEP 
DUI 
EPA 

FAC 
FASB 
FPSC 
GPD 
GPM 
I&I 
ITCs 
LAC 
LUI 
MCLs 
MFRs 

ERCs 

MGD 
MP&L 
NWFWMD 
oou 
OPC 
PDA 
PHFU 
PS&I 
SFAS 
SFWMD 
S JRWMD 
ssu 
SRWMD 
SWFWMD 
T&D 
TGI 
TDS 
UFW 
UPIS 
WRCA 
WTP 
WWTP 

Base Facility Charge 
Cypress and Oak Villages of Homasassa 
Contributions in Aid of Construction 
Construction Work in Progress 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Deltona Utilities, Inc. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Equivalent Residential Connections 
Florida Administrative Code 
Financial Accounting Standards Board 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Gallons per Day 
Gallons per Minute 
Infiltration and Inflow 
Investment Tax Credits 
Lehigh Acquisition Corporation 
Lehigh Utilities, Inc. 
Maximum Contaminant Levels 
Minimum Filing Requirements 
Million Gallons per Day 
Minnesota Power and Light Company 
Northwest Florida Water Management District 
Orange Osceola Utility 
Office of Public Counsel 
Parent Debt Adjustment 
Plant Held for Future Use 
Preliminary Survey and Investigations 
Statements of Financial Accounting Standards 
South Florida Water Management District 
St. Johns River Water Management District 
Southern State Utilities, Inc. 
Suwannee River Water Management District 
Southwest Florida Water Management District 
Transmission and Distribution System 
Topeka Group, Incorporated 
Total Dissolved Solids 
Unaccounted for Water 
Utility Plant In Service 
Water Resource Caution Area 
Water Treatment Plant 
Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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Having considered the evidence presented, the briefs of the 
parties, and the recommendation of our staff, we hereby enter our 
findings of fact, law, and policy. 

11. STIPULATIONS 

At the prehearing conference, and during the technical 
hearing, the parties reached a number of proposed stipulations. We 
find the stipulations to be reasonable, and hereby accept the 
stipulations listed below. 

1. The River Park facilities have been transferred to a 
homeowners association and will be removed from consideration in 
this docket. The common costs previously allocated to customers in 
the River Park service area will be reallocated to SSU's remaining 
customers. 

2. The original cost of Lehigh land for parcels 1, 2, and 3 
will be considered plant held for future use. Lehigh land shall be 
reduced by $120,840 and $260,562 for water and wastewater, 
respectively. 

3. If margin reserve is included in the calculation of used 
and useful, the appropriate method for calculating margin reserve 
is the use of linear regression when an "r-squared" value of 0.7 or 
more is achieved; or, where that value is less than 0.7 using the 
average of five years' data. 

4. Water accumulated amortization of CIAC for Deltona Lakes 
will be reduced by $10,451. 

5. Commission policy has been to exclude interest income and 
interest bearing accounts for ratemaking purposes. In accordance 
with this policy, the accrued interest receivable account will be 
excluded. An adjustment shall be made to reduce the working 
capital allowance by $204,043 in order to remove the balance 
recorded in the accrued interest receivable account. 

6. The balance recorded in the miscellaneous current assets 
account relates to possible acquisition costs and should not be 
included in the working capital calculation. An adjustment will be 
made to reduce the working capital allowance by $145,972 in order 
to remove the balance recorded in this account. 

7. The cost of variable debt should be based on interest 
rates that are current at the time of the hearing. If variable cost 
debt has changed as of the date of the hearings and evidence can be 
obtained verifying this fact, the new cost of debt may be used. 
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8. For those plants included in Docket No. 920199-WS, 
projected test year revenues should be determined using the 
modified stand alone rates approved in Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF- 
WS, issued on October 19, 1995. 

9 .  An adjustment will be made to reallocate the salary of 
SSU's president pursuant to Audit Disclosure No. 16 in the 
following manner: 

SSU,  President 70% 
Heater Utilities, CEO 15% 
Minnesota Power, Exec. 
VP and member BODS 
Topeka Group 15% 

Salaries and wages will be decreased by $40,923. Corresponding 
adjustments shall be made to decrease pensions and benefits and 
workman's compensation by $10,227 and $700 respectively. 

10. The proper accounting treatment for salaries of officers 
and directors is NARUC Account Nos. 603 and 703 on a going-forward 
basis. 

11. The utility projected 1996 O&M expenses to include an 
attrition adjustment of 5.87 percent to the 1995 labor budget. 
This adjustment was calculated in error and should have been 5.75 
percent. If the utility's 1996 salary and wage attrition 
adjustment is granted, adjustments shall be made to reduce the 
utility's projected 1996 O&M salary expenses and projected 1996 
capitalized labor costs by $13,964 and $2,800, respectively, to 
reflect the correct attrition adjustment. 

12. Budgeted overtime labor related to the rate case will be 
removed from salaries expense and included in rate case expense. 

13. If the Commission determines that the Enterprise 
facilities should remain in this docket, projected 1996 purchased 
water expenses for Enterprise should be reduced by $22,753. 

14. The $9,670 incurred for the Hurricane Preparedness 
Program is a nonrecurring expense and shall be amortized over five 
years. Water material and supplies expenses should be reduced by 
$7,736. The unamortized portion will be included in working 
capital. 

15. Property tax expense should be reduced by $108,331 to 
reflect discounts received on property taxes. 
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16. The appropriate AFUDC annual and monthly rates are 
subject to the resolution of the issue regarding the overall cost 
of capital. The effective date of the AFUDC charge should be 
January 1, 1997, the month following the end of the period used to 
determine the AFUDC rate, pursuant to Rule 25-30.116, Florida 
Administrative Code. 

17. With regard to compliance with Rule 25-30.450, Florida 
Administrative Code, and Audit Exception No. 1, SSU agreed to 
record Commission adjustments on its books and records, and that 
MFRs should begin with the utility book balances. For future rate 
cases, all adjustments to these balances will be made after the per 
book column in the MFRs. 

18. The primary purpose of the DEP/HRS witness testimony was 
to address the utility's compliance with state regulations for 
water and wastewater facilities. As such, these witnesses did not 
review the transcripts of the service hearings held in this case, 
review the specific service complaints raised by customers at those 
hearings or review the service complaints contained in letters sent 
to the Commission concerning this case which have been placed in 
the correspondence file maintained by the Division of Records and 
Reporting. As of March 31st, 1996, over 4,000 letters have been 
sent to the Commission concerning this case and have been placed in 
the correspondence side of the file. 

Any adjustments which result from these stipulations have been 
considered in our findings, and the appropriate adjustments have 
been made. 

111. MOTIONS TO DISMISS 

On March 12, 1996, OPC, Marco et al, and Nassau Associations, 
filed a motion to dismiss this rate case. The motion listed three 
separate instances of alleged misconduct committed by SSU as 
grounds for dismissal. On March 19, 1996, SSU filed a response to 
the motion. On March 25, 1996, Citrus County filed a Motion to 
Dismiss, citing similar grounds. By Order No. PSC-96-0624-FOF-WS, 
issued May 9, 1996, we deferred ruling on the motions until the 
conclusion of the evidentiary hearing, but permitted the 
presentation of evidence at the hearing as to the issue of 
misconduct or mismanagement on the part of SSU. 

OPC, Marco et al, Nassau Associations, and Citrus County shall 
be referred to as "intervenors" for the purpose of discussion 
regarding the motions to dismiss, and motion for attorney's fees 
addressed below. Their motions to dismiss are premised upon three 
separate grounds: soliciting ex Darte communications intended to 
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influence the Commission, interfering with the notice to customers, 
and interfering with the customers' right to counsel. Each 
specific point is addressed below. 

First, the intervenors alleged that SSU's actions in 
soliciting letters from the Lieutenant Governor and the Secretary 
of Commerce exhibit a disregard of our authority and constitute ex 

communications. Citing several appellate decisions, Section 
367.121(1)(g), Florida Statutes, and Rule 25-22.034, Florida 
Administrative Code, which support our authority to dismiss a 
matter for discovery abuses, the intervenors claimed that SSU's 
actions are more egregious than discovery violations. The 
intervenors also alleged that the letters were ex parte 
communications, and, pursuant to Jenninss v. Dade Countv, 589 So. 
2d 1337, 1341 (Fla. 3d DCA 1991), presumed to be prejudicial. 

The intervenors alleged that SSU interfered with the notice to 
customers by sending postcards to customers inviting them to meet 
with S S U  representatives to discuss uniform rates. The 
intervenors argued that those postcard notices subverted the 
purpose of the notices which were sent to customers pursuant to 
Rule 25-22.0407, Florida Administrative Code. The intervenors 
further stated that at those meetings, SSU misrepresented that the 
revenue requirement was a foregone conclusion and that the only 
issue affecting their rates in this case is the uniform rates 
versus stand-alone rates issue. Finally, the intervenors also 
alleged that SSU violated due process and fairness concerns by 
advising its customers that OPC had a conflict with representing 
customers on rate issues, thus interfering with the customers right 
to counsel. 

In its response to the first allegation, SSU argued that the 
two letters are not ex Darte communications and do not contain 
information relevant to the merits of this proceeding. The 
Jenninss case requires a party to demonstrate prejudice, and the 
remedy is either a new hearing or a new commissioner. According to 
SSU, neither Jenninss nor Section 350.042(4), Florida Statutes, 
provide for dismissal of an action. As to allegations regarding 
the customer notice and right to counsel, SSU responded that 
because of numerous inquiries and confusion about the Commission- 
ordered supplemental customer notice, it elected to educate its 
customers. SSU further claims that pursuant to the holdings in 
Pacific Gas and Elec. Co. v. Public Utils. Comm'n of Cal., 475 U.S. 
1 (1986) and a Kentucky Public Service Commission decision, it has 
the constitutional right to communicate its views on substantive 
issues with its customers without interference from or granting an 
opportunity to OPC to respond. 
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Upon review of the relevant case law and past Commission 
decisions, we find that the intervenors' motions to dismiss do not 
demonstrate a legal basis for dismissal. The purpose of a motion to 
dismiss is to "raise as a question of law the sufficiency of facts 
alleged to state a cause of action." Varnes v. Dawkins, 624 So. 2d 
349, 350 (Fla. 1st DCA 1993). A motion to dismiss shall not be 
granted unless the petitioner (SSU) fails to plead a cause of 
action upon which relief may be granted. The facts set forth in 
SSU's petition for rate relief viewed in the light most favorable 
to SSU set forth a claim that is cognizable by the Commission under 
the provisions of Section 367.081, Florida Statutes. See Orders 
Nos. PSC-93-1395-FOF-EQ, issued September 23, 1993, PSC-94-1132- 
FOF-SU, issued September 14, 1994, and PSC-94-135O-FOF-EU, issued 
November 3, 1994. 

In addition to the legal basis stated above, the intervenors' 
motions to dismiss are flawed in several other respects. First, 
the allegations made by the intervenors are based upon facts which 
are in dispute. A motion to dismiss is not a motion for summary 
judgment. A review of facts and evidence or a determination on the 
evidence is not appropriate for ruling on motions to dismiss. 
Instead, the review is "necessarily confined to the well-pled facts 
alleged in the four corners of the complaint. . . and is not 
authorized to consider any other facts." Lewis v. Barnett Bank of 
S. Fla., 604 So. 2d 937, 938 (Fla. 3d DCA 1992). "In determining 
the sufficiency of the complaint, the trial court must not look 
beyond the four corners of the complaint, . . . nor consider any 
evidence likely to be produced by the other side." Varnes, 624 So. 
2d at 350. The three points raised by the intervenors to support 
alleged misconduct are issues of ultimate fact. 

Second, the intervenors' reliance on Jenninss is misplaced. 
Jenninss, a county zoning case, hinged upon the quality of due 
process required in a quasi-judicial hearing. Ratemaking is a 
legislative, rather than a judicial, function. See Chiles v. 
Public Service Comm'n, 573 So. 2d 829, 832 (Fla. 1991). Therefore, 
in this instance Jenninss is instructive but not controlling. 
Similarly, the cases cited by the intervenors relating to abuse of 
discovery and refusal to comply with discovery orders of the court, 
are not on point in this proceeding. Finally, while the 
intervenors cited Section 350.042, Florida Statutes, they did not 
seek the remedy provided by that section. Sections 350.042(4) and 
(6), Florida Statutes, respectively, provide for the voluntary 
withdrawal or removal of a commissioner as a result of ex uarte 
communication. Section 350.042, Florida Statutes, does not provide 
for dismissal. 
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In consideration of the foregoing, the intervenors' motions to 
dismiss this proceeding are hereby denied. We shall consider 
evidence on the allegation of utility misconduct below, under the 
Quality of Service portion of this Order. 

IV. MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS 

On April 29, 1996, SSU filed a motion for attorneys' fees and 
costs. SSU alleged that three motions filed by OPC and/or the 
intervenors violated Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5., Florida Statutes. 
That section forbids parties from filing documents which are 
"interposed for any improper purposes, such as to harass or to 
cause unnecessary delay or for frivolous purpose or needless 
increase in the cost of litigation." If a document is found to be 
in violation of these requirements: 

the hearing officer, upon motion or the 
officer's own initiative, shall impose upon 
the person who signed it, represented party, 
or both, an appropriate sanction, which may 
include an order to pay the other party or 
parties the amount of reasonable expenses 
incurred because of the filing of the 
pleading, motion, or other paper, including a 
reasonable attorney's fee. 

Citing Mercedes Licrhtins and Elec. Suwwlv. Inc. v. State, DeD't of 
General Services, 567 So. 2d 272, 278 (Fla. 1st DCA 1990), SSU 
contended that where the moving party fails to demonstrate a 
reasonably clear legal. justification for the motion at issue, then 
attorney's fees and related expenses are authorized pursuant to 
Section 120.57(1) (b)5., Florida Statutes. That section serves to 
discover dilatory or abusive tactics, streamline the litigation 
process, and deter improper conduct. SSU alleged that the filing 
of the following documents violated Section 120.57 (1) (b) S., Florida 
Statutes: OPC's Motion to Dismiss SSU's Supplemental Petition for 
Interim Revenue Relief, filed on December 4, 1995; OPC's second 
Motion to Cap SSU's Maximum Interim Rates, filed also on December 
4, 1995; and the intervenors' Motion to Dismiss, filed on March 12, 
1996. 

In the April 29, 1996, joint response, the intervenors 
contended that Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5., Florida Statutes, only 
allows a "hearing officer" under certain circumstances, to award 
fees and expenses, and that this Commission does not have the 
authority to impose such fees. We first address our authority to 
implement Section 120.57(1) (b)5., and then address SSU's specific 
allegations regarding the three motions. 
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1. Applicability of Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5. 

OPC and the intervenors contended that a hearing officer is 
not defined in the Administrative Procedure Act to include the 
agency head or its members. They further cited the case of 
Citizens of Fla. v. Wilson, 569 So. 2d 1268, 1270 (Fla. 1990), in 
support of their contention that Section 120.57(1) (b)5. does not 
give this Commission power to award attorneys' fees and costs for 
frivolous motions. The intervenors cited the case of Department of 
Professional Requlation v. LeBaron, 443 So. 2d 225 (Fla. 1st DCA 
1984), as being illustrative of their point. 

In the Wilson decision, the court, referring to Section 
120.66, Florida Statut.es, stated that when the Commission conducts 
a hearing, the prohibition against ex parte communications to a 
hearing officer set out in Section 120.66, Florida Statutes, is not 
applicable. Based on the finding in the Wilson case, the 
intervenors argued that we cannot be considered to have the powers 
granted specifically to a hearing officer in Section 120.57(1) (b)5, 
Florida Statutes. The intervenors also pointed to the definition 
of a recommended order set out in Section 120.52(15), Florida 
Statutes, to show that hearing officers are different from agency 
heads. The difference between hearing officers and agencies was 
also emphasized in the LeBaron case, cited by the intervenors. In 
that case, the First District Court of Appeal, in interpreting 
Section 120.68(1), Florida Statutes, merely decided that that 
section did not allow for an appeal of non-final orders of hearing 
officers, i.e., orders of hearing officers were not "agency 
action". 

We find the case law cited by the intervenors to be 
inapplicable to the issue of attorneys' fees and costs. We agree 
that attorneys' fees may only be awarded pursuant to an entitling 
statute or an agreement of the parties, and that we should not 
depart from the plain and unambiguous language of the statute, 
which should be strict.ly construed. The first sentence of Section 
120.57, Florida Statutes, specifically states that its provisions 
apply to "all proceedings in which the substantial interests of a 
party are determined by an agency, unless such proceedings are 
exempt pursuant to subsection ( 5 )  . 'I The prohibition in Section 
120.57, Florida Statutes, against filing improper pleadings is 
expressly made applicable in all agency proceedings where a party's 
substantial interests are determined. It is reasonable to presume 
that the Legislature .intended to procedurally protect all parties 
in a Section 120.57 proceeding from improper or frivolous motions, 
whether an agency assigns the proceeding to a hearing officer or 
hears the case itself. We find that the intervenor's 
interpretation of this section to mean that the penalty for its 
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violation could only be imposed when the agency had assigned the 
hearing to a hearing officer is incongruous. 

We find precedent. for this finding in determinations made by 
appellate courts, and this Commission. In Hitchcock and Driver 
Enters., Inc. v. DeDartment of Labor and EmDlOVInent SeC., 652 SO. 
2d 970 (Fla. 1st DCA 1995), the First District Court of Appeal 
concluded that, though the Unemployment Appeals Commission was 
exempt from using hearing officers, unemployment compensation 
proceedings were not removed from the procedural requirements of 
Section 120.57, and the court awarded attorney's fees pursuant to 
Section 57.111, Florida Statutes. 

By Order No. 20668, issued on January 27, 1989, in Docket No. 
880207-WS, we awarded attorney's fees to General Development 
Utilities, Inc., pursuant to the provisions of Section 120.59(6), 
Florida Statutes. We found that St. Johns North Utility 
Corporation had participated in the proceedings for an improper 
purpose. Although Section 120.59 ( 6 )  (b) specifically states that 
attorney's fees shall be awarded only where the nonprevailing 
adverse party has been determined by the hearins officer to have 
participated in the proceeding for an improper purpose, we found 
that the lack of a DOAH hearing officer did not bar us from 
awarding attorney's fees pursuant to this section. 

We have addressed motions for attorney's fees pursuant to 
Section 120.57(1)(b)5., and have not concluded that, in a hearing 
conducted by a panel of Commissioners, the provisions of Section 
20.57(1) (b)5. for attorney's fees are not applicable. Orders 
Nos. PSC-92-1469-FOF-TL, PSC-94-1558-PCO-WS, and PSC-92-0355-PCO- 
WS. However, the argument of applicability was not raised in those 
cases, and in each instance, we denied the request for attorney's 
fees on other grounds. Although we did not directly address the 
applicability of Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5. in the above-noted orders, 
in Order No. PSC-92-0104-FOF-WU, Docket No. 910114-WU, regarding 
East Central Florida Services, Inc., we held that "this Commission 
has the same authority as a hearing officer under the above- 
referenced section." 

After reviewing case law, relevant statutes, our own orders, 
and the arguments of the parties, we conclude that we have the 
authority, pursuant to Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5. to award attorneys 
fees and costs in the same manner, and pursuant to the same 
authority, as a hearing officer. We therefore turn to each 
allegation of imprope:r pleadings made by SSU. 
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2 .  OPC's Motion to Dismiss SSU's SuDDlemental Petition for 
Interim Revenue Relief 

OPC filed its first Motion to Dismiss SSU's Request for an 
Interim Increase in Rates on August 30, 1995. By Order No. PSC-95- 
1327-FOF-WS, we found OPC's motion to be improper and denied the 
motion. By Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS, we stated that "our 
procedures do not contemplate parties filing a response or motion 
regarding a utility's request for interim rates" and indicated that 
an interim request is granted if a utility establishes a prima 
facie entitlement. Nevertheless, we denied SSU's request for 
interim rates, with leave to make another filing. On November 2, 
1995, both OPC and Sugarmill Woods filed petitions for 
reconsideration of that order, contesting the decision that SSU 
could refile for interim rates and the use of a forecasted income 
statement. By Order No. PSC-96-0041-FOF-WS, issued January 11, 
1996, we denied the petitions for reconsideration. As specifically 
allowed by Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS, SSU filed its Supplemental 
Petition for Interim Revenue Relief on November 13, 1995. On 
December 4, 1995, OPC filed its Motion to Dismiss SSU's 
Supplemental Petition for Interim Relief. It is this motion which 
SSU alleges was inappropriate. 

In the Mercedes Lishtinq holding, cited by SSU, the First 
District Court of Appeal, pursuant to Section 120.57 (1) (b) 5., 
Florida Statutes, considered the award of attorneys' fees by a 
hearing officer. The hearing officer determined that the filing of 
a bid protest by Mercedes Lighting was frivolous, and awarded 
attorneys' fees to the agency as a sanction. The court noted that 
Section 120.57(1) (b)5 is similar to Rule 11, Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure, which uses an objective standard of "reasonableness 
under the circumstances", a standard more stringent than the former 
good-faith bad-faith analysis. The court commented that 
willfulness was no longer a prerequisite to disciplinary action. 
The court held that improper purpose in a pleading "may be 
manifested by excessive persistence in pursuing a claim or defense 
in the face of repeated adverse rulings, or by obdurate resistance 
out of proportion to the amounts or issues at stake." 
(d.) at 278. 

Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS had not become final when OPC 
filed its second motion to dismiss. This second motion was 
basically the same as the first motion which had just been denied. 
However, this second filing does not constitute the "excessive 
persistence" or the "obdurate resistance" contemplated by Mercedes 
Lishtinq. At the time of this second filing, the first ruling was 
under reconsideration. Moreover, while we had denied the original 
request for interim rates, SSU was still apparently asking for 
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uniform interim rates. Ther fore, OPC ould still believe that 
SSU's request for interim rates was improper. This second motion 
does not rise to the level of warranting the sanctions. 
Furthermore, SSU has :not shown that the second motion to dismiss 
was filed for improper purposes as prohibited by Section 
120.57 (1) (b) 5., Florida Statutes. Therefore, the request for 
attorney's fees based on this motion is denied. 

3. OPC's Motion To Cav SSU's Maximum Interim and Final Rates 

In OPC's first motion to cap interim rates, OPC claimed that 
SSU's notice was inadequate and confusing, and did not contain 
sufficient information on a plant-by-plant basis. Therefore, OPC 
argued that we should limit the ultimate maximum interim and final 
rates to the maximum that had been noticed to the customers. On 
the same date that OPC filed its second motion to dismiss, December 
4, 1995, it also filed another motion to cap SSU's rates. As noted 
above, this motion was filed before our ruling on the motions for 
reconsideration of the first interim order. While we denied OPC's 
first motion to cap the rates by Order No. PSC-95-1327-FOF-WS, that 
order indicated that the decision may have been based, at least in 
part, on the idea that such motion was moot in light of our 
decision to deny interim rates. Therefore, when SSU filed its 
supplemental interim petition, and OPC apparently viewed the 
application as SSU again asking for the same proposed uniform 
interim rates, it would appear reasonable under the circumstances 
for OPC's concerns to be renewed. 

Mercedes Lishtinq held that it is important to consider what 
was reasonable at the time the pleading was filed. Therefore, 
although we denied OPC's second motion to cap interim rates by 
Order No. PSC-96-0125-FOF-WS, issued on January 25, 1996, we 
conclude that OPC's filing of this motion was based on a reasonably 
clear legal justification. We note that we considered the adequacy 
of the notices, and by Order No. PSC-95-1453-FOF-WS, issued on 
November 28, 1995, required SSU to provide supplemental notice to 
its customers. We further recognize that notice had also just been 
given to customers regarding the implementation of modified stand 
alone rates in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

Based on the above, and in consideration of Mercedes Lishtinq, 
we conclude that OPC':3 filing of the second motion to cap interim 
rates does not rise to the level of warranting sanctions. 
Therefore, SSU's rnot:ton for attorneys' fees based on this OPC 
motion is denied. 
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4. Intervenors' March 12, 1996 Motion to Dismiss 

We considered the intervenor's March 12, 1996, Motion to 
Dismiss and Request for Evidentiary Hearing, and Citrus County's 
March 25, 1996, motion which adopted the intervenor's allegation, 
at the April 16, 19915, Agenda Conference. The motions alleged 
three separate instances of misconduct committed by SSU: 
solicitation of ex parte communications, interference with notice 
to customers, and interference with the customers right to counsel. 
We determined that the allegations would be more appropriately 
addressed as an evidentiary issue related to misconduct or 
mismanagement, and deferred ruling on the motions to dismiss. As 
stated above, we subsequently denied the motions to dismiss because 
the motions lacked sufficient legal grounds and were based upon 
issues of ultimate fact. 

SSU contended that these motions to dismiss lacked legal 
justification, and sought related attorneys' fees. SSU contended 
that while at the March 19, 1996, Agenda Conference, the 
intervenors claimed no prejudice with regards to the notice, at the 
April 16, 1996, Agenda Conference, the intervenors alleged 
prejudice. Essentially, SSU argued that the intervenors held 
inconsistent positions. SSU also alleged that the intervenors 
failed to attach copies of letters to their motion, and 
mischaracterized the content of the letters. SSU argued that a 
motion to dismiss was improper because the remedies for an ex Darte 
communication set out in Section 350.042, Florida Statutes, do not 
provide for dismissal. As to the allegations of improper notice 
and interference with counsel, SSU submitted affidavits and the 
testimony of SSU witness Ida Roberts, and cited case law which 
supported its right to speak with its customers. 

In determining whether a motion is improper pursuant to 
Section 120.57(1) (b)5., Florida Statutes, we must solely focus on 
whether there was some legal justification for its filing. In 
Mercedes Lishtinq, 56'7 So. 2d at 276, the court states: "The rule 
[against frivolous or improper pleadings contained in Rule 11, 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure] is not intended to chill an 
attorney's enthusiasm or creativity in pursuing factual or legal 
theories." The court further noted, that "a claim or defense so 
meritless as to warrant sanctions, should have been susceptible to 
summary disposition." d. at 277. 

We find that the motions to dismiss were not legally improper, 
and therefore do not warrant sanctions. By our determination to 
incorporate the issue of misconduct or mismanagement, we in essence 
determined that the motions were not meritless or subject to 
summary disposition. The affidavits and testimony of MS. Roberts 
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filed by SSU addressed the fac U 
leaal iLsue of the propriety of 

1 issue of misconduct, and not the 
the motions to dismiss. In fact, 

much of the informati& and argument presented in support of the 
request for attorney's fees had already been addressed and/or 
remedied. Therefore, ;SSU's motion for attorneys' fees based upon 
the intervenors' March 12, 1996, motion to dismiss and Citrus 
County's March 25, 1996, motion to dismiss shall also be denied. 

In conclusion, we do not find that any of the three motions at 
issue were filed for an improper or frivolous purpose in violation 
of Section 120.57 (1) (b)5., Florida Statutes. SSU's motion for 
costs and attorney's fees is denied in its entirety. 

V. DUALITY OF SERVICE 

As required by Rule 25-30.433 (1) , Florida Administrative Code, 
in evaluating quality of service we must consider the quality of 
the product, operational conditions, and customer satisfaction. We 
heard testimony and evidence from environmental and health 
department personnel, utility witnesses, and customers. We have 
reviewed the testimony from the customer service hearings in 
detail. 

Although the witnesses from the regulatory agencies 
essentially indicated compliance with standards and general 
satisfaction with the utility's efforts and achievements, customer 
testimony and exhibits presented at the service hearings and 
technical hearing indicate that water quality problems exist, 
primarily in the Jacksonville and Sebring areas. Operational 
conditions at the plants are overall satisfactory. However, the 
level of customer satisfaction is low. The utility must take 
corrective action as to specific operational problems and make 
improvements in the area of customer satisfaction. 

1. Quality of the Product and Operational Conditions 

The record shows! that the utility has worked to remain in 
compliance with DEP standards for all of its plants and service 
areas. It has pursued waivers and acceptances from DEP and 
instituted corrective measures to reach compliance. SSU completed 
some repairs that DEP personnel were not aware had been made and 
also resolved some problems on its own initiative. SSU is active 
in the area of reuse and has participated in rulemaking with the 
DEP on this topic. It operates a number of reuse systems, and has 
received first place in the 1994 David W. York Reuse Competition 
for excellence in the reuse area. 
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a. Consent Orderis 

The Burnt Store facility and several water plants in PUtnam 
County have outstanding consent orders with DEP. The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has issued an administrative 
order concerning the Woodmere facility. SSU Witness Raphael 
Terrero testified that. the utility expects to be in compliance with 
the specified time frames in those orders, except for Putnam 
County, where land acquisition is still at issue. 

b. Lead and Couuer Levels in the Jacksonville Area 

Witness Blanca Rodriguez from the DEP testified that the 
drinking water program in Duval County is delegated to the county 
health department. While chlorine residuals for these systems have 
been maintained, high chlorine complaints have been received by DEP 
or the Duval County Health Department. There are two other 
specific and significant areas of concern in the Jacksonville area: 
the Beacon Hills servi-ce area has exceeded acceptable lead levels, 
as set forth in Rule 162-551, Florida Administrative Code; and the 
Cobblestone service area has exceeded the copper action level. 
Public education measures must be taken when action levels of lead 
and copper are exceeded. Witness Terrero acknowledged that the 
utility was five months late in sending notice to its customers. 
The notice was sent 011 customers' bills, although Mr. Terrero was 
not certain that the notice was on all bills for the period. 

Mr. David Mynatt,. a customer of the Beacon Hills facility who 
testified at the beginning of the technical hearing in Tallahassee, 
was one of many customers who provided information about these 
service areas. Mr. Mynatt addressed the elevated levels of lead 
and copper, the noticing and information he received from SSU, DEP, 
and the Duval County Public Health Unit, the timing of notices, the 
results of a survey to his civic association members concerning 
notice from SSU about lead and copper, and test results for lead at 
homeowners' taps. He testified that the information received from 
SSU was not accurate, noticing to the customers was late, public 
service announcements were deficient, and that lead from the 
utility's distribution system was contributing to the lead levels 
at customer's homes. Mr. Mynatt voiced concern that lead is highly 
toxic. 

Many customers expressed similar concerns. Two customers 
presented pieces of pipe removed from their respective homes which 
indicated a considerable amount of obstruction or corrosion. 
Customers also stated that they had to engage in extensive repairs, 
or in some cases replace, plumbing systems, pipes, and water 
heaters. Many complained of excessive chlorine or other odors, 
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poor tasting water, a.nd stains on plumbing fixtures or bathroom 
tile. Several customers had installed water softeners or filters, 
or purchased bottled water. 

Since March of :L996, the utility has performed additional 
water testing on the I3eacon Hills and Cobblestone plants. Of the 
50 samples taken at Beacon Hills, seven exceeded the DEP lead 
action level. For Cobblestone, seven out of 43 samples exceeded 
the DEP copper action level. Action levels are triggered when an 
exceedence is found in ten percent of the samples taken. For the 
exceedences in March, 1996, notice was expected to be sent on the 
May 20th billing. Mr. Terrero contended that if the plants and 
distribution systems, which are interconnected, were combined for 
testing purposes, the exceedences in each category would be a 
smaller percentage and would not trigger the action levels and no 
noticing would be required. 

Mr. Terrero testified that to aid in resolving the exceedences 
of lead and copper, the utility has equipment in place to treat for 
these two metals. He further noted that SSU is not the only 
utility that has exceeded the action levels and that the utility 
has until 1997 to reach an optimal solution for the problem. In 
the future, samples taken at Beacon Hills and Cobblestone will be 
aggregated and tested as a group. If the action level is exceeded, 
customers of both plants will have to be notified. 

c. Corrective Measures for the Jacksonville Area 

The Jacksonville service areas have fluctuating and elevated 
chlorine levels, corrosive properties, staining tendencies, and 
lead and copper consistently above the action levels. We received 
considerable testimony regarding these problems, and the utility’s 
response in terms of customer education and corrective measures. 
It is apparent from customer testimony that customers are alarmed 
over the lead and copper concentrations, and the utility’s apparent 
lackadaisical attitude toward the problem. 

SSU’s testimony related to lead and copper at the Beacon Hills 
and Cobblestone servi.ce areas causes us particular concern. A 
utility witness stated that if the facilities’ samples were 
combined and tested, the number of samples exceeding the action 
level would be less than ten percent and, essentially would then be 
in compliance. While this might be acceptable under the letter of 
the law, this approach masks the problem and is simply not 
acceptable. Aggregating the samples as the utility proposed will 
not correct the problem, and is not appropriate in our view. 
Beacon Hills has elevated lead levels. Cobblestone has elevated 
copper levels. The correct approach is to provide treatment to the 
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water at each plant tc reduce the levels of these metals. Witness 
Terrero stated that the utility was now treating for lead and 
copper. Whatever method of treatment is selected, it must result in 
a reduction of lead and copper levels. 

SSU must continue with the improvements now in place, and 
continue testing samples from Beacon Hills and Cobblestone on a 
stand-alone basis, provided the utility meets the time periods 
specified for compliance in Chapter 62-551, Florida Administrative 
Code. If samples exceed the action levels, public notice shall be 
given promptly and in accordance with applicable rules. Mr. 
Terrero testified that the company has until 1997 to reach an 
optimal solution. We believe that the utility should not wait 
until 1997 to find this solution. 

d. Covered Bridse/Leisure Lakes 

SSU witness Denny testified that the water quality standards 
are being met at the Covered Bridge/Leisure Lakes facility in 
Highlands County. However, he testified that when an elevated 
chlorine residual of 1.0 mg/l is not maintained in the distribution 
network, elevated sulfides can result. Significant amounts of 
sulfides can also arise when homeowners are absent for a period of 
time. While Mr. Denny testified that the utility does and will 
continue to flush hydrants in the distribution network, he 
acknowledged that such flushing generally does not improve the 
water quality sitting in customer lines or in-home plumbing. Mr. 
Denny agreed that the installation of a chlorine pacing system at 
Covered Bridge could help to reduce sulfides and customer education 
regarding pipe flushing would also be appropriate. 

DEP’ s Drinking Water Compliance Inspection Report noted that 
the water treatment plant’s equipment is in fair to poor condition. 
Mr. Denny was not aware of any plans to improve the condition of 
the equipment. Although the utility has not inspected nor cleaned 
the storage tank, Mr. Denny testified that it would do so before 
the end of this year. With respect to other items noted in the 
report, the utility has or will undertake corrective action. We 
find that even though this facility is meeting the primary and 
secondary drinking wat.er standards, there is room for improvement. 

e. Corrective Measures for Covered Bridue/Leisure Lakes 

As to Covered Bridge/Leisure Lakes’s problems with sulfides, 
the utility is hereby directed to explore the installation of a 
chlorine pacing system so that the residual chlorine level can be 
better maintained at the level recommended by Mr. Denny. SSU shall 
also investigate other alternatives for chlorine monitoring and 
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feed implementation. Improvement of the overall condition of the 
water treatment plant: equipment must also be undertaken. The 
utility shall notify the Commission when it has completed the 
remaining corrective actions as noted in the DEP Drinking Water 
Compliance Inspection. Report. SSU shall also file quarterly 
reports with this Commission explaining the corrective measures 
taken, sampling conducted, and the results found. These reports 
shall be filed until problems are corrected. 

f. Customer Education Resardins Line Flushinq 

From the testimony of the customers in Highlands County, it 
appears that increased line flushing may improve water quality. 
Many customers of SSU facilities throughout the state have similar 
concerns over water quality, particularly those who receive water 
service on a seasonal basis. Education of all customers regarding 
in-house flushing may help alleviate many of these concerns. 
Therefore, SSU shall provide all of its customers with information 
regarding in-house flushing, preferably in the fall, when many of 
the seasonal customers return to Florida. 

g. Qualitv of the Product/ODerational Conditions: Conclusion 

Serious product quality problems appear to be confined to 
certain zones: Duval County (Beacon Hills, Cobblestone, Woodmere) 
and Sebring. Although the DEP witnesses essentially indicate 
compliance with standards, and general satisfaction with the 
utility's efforts and achievements, customer testimony and exhibits 
presented at the service hearings and technical hearing show water 
quality problems exist, primarily in Jacksonville and Sebring. 
Overall, operational conditions of the plants are satisfactory. 

2. Customer Satisfaction 

Customers who at.tended the service hearings were generally 
dissatisfied with the service received from the utility, and 
testified regarding numerous specific complaints. These problems 
are not confined to one particular area, nor are they found in 
every area. However, the number and level of complaints causes us 
significant concern. We recognize that customer dissatisfaction 
falls into two broad categories: complaints about the actual 
provision of water and wastewater service, and complaints about the 
company's interaction with its customers. 

a. Service Hearins Testimonv 

Customers from several regions in the state complained that 
the water is not potable. Others shared physical or medical 
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problems that apparently occurred from the water. Customers from 
numerous service areas complained about the strength or odor from 
chlorine disinfection. Customers also reported a sulphur or rotten 
egg odor. Some customers have purchased home purifying systems or 
filters because of odor, taste, or other reasons. Others stated 
that they purchase bottled water to drink. 

A number of custcmers in numerous service areas complained of 
water that stained tile and fixtures, and clogged pipes. Others 
spoke of corrosion and premature replacement of plumbing fixtures, 
and in some cases complete repiping of homes due to leaks caused by 
corrosive water. Some customers found the water pressure to be 
unacceptably low, whi1.e others stated that it was too high. A few 
customers complained of sewage odors, overflows, or backups. 

Customers expressed concern over the utility's failure to 
notify its customers of outages, or to notify them of the potential 
health or safety problems that might result from the outages. 
There was also general dissatisfaction with the utility's response 
to service calls or questions. Customers reported that the utility 
was slow to respond, or did not properly respond to water quality 
problems such as sedimentation, discoloration, or excessive lead 
levels. Incidents were reported where the company damaged 
customers' property and would not repair the damage. The utility 
took a long time to answer requests to have tests conducted. 

Customers presented a variety of complaints with billing. Two 
customers had problems with their meter readings. They either had 
not seen anyone read their meter, or could not obtain meter reading 
data from the utility. Others cited billing problems where SSU was 
not responsive, or gave an answer that did not aid in resolving the 
problem. 

b. Customer Comulaints and Corresvondence 

Our Division of Consumer Affairs interacts with utility 
customers in all industries. Staff witness Nancy Pruitt testified 
that the Commission logged 87 complaints regarding SSU in 1993, 77 
in 1994, and 86 in 1995. Utility witness Carla Teasley testified 
as to how few justifie,d complaints the Commission received in years 
1994 and 1995, noting that only 20 were received each year. She 
compared SSU favorab1.y to Florida Power & Light (FPL), and noted 
that SSU has experienced significant rate increases in 1993-1994, 
while FPL did not. We do not place significant weight on such 
comparisons between industries. Moreover, Ms. Pruitt also 
testified that 4,754 letters and petitions were sent to the 
Commission in this calse. The Division also received 2369 phone 
calls since June of 1995. 
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Billing problems will occur with all utility service. Our 
rules governing water and wastewater service are set forth in 
Chapter 25-30, Florida Administrative Code, specifying billing 
periods, payments by customers, reasons for discontinuance of 
service, and billing disputes. Several customers spoke of hardship 
cases. While these rules do not address this instance, the utility 
can arrange a special payment plan to accommodate a customer's 
needs. The utility, however, is under no obligation to do SO. 

c. Value and Oualitv of Service 

We have addressed both the value and quality of SSU's service. 
The testimony indicatmes that many of the utility's customers are 
very dissatisfied with the service they receive. There have been 
significant rate increases at several of SSU's facilities. 
Customers many times compared the service received to the rates 
they pay, and found a severe mismatch. 

The record indi'cates that the utility appeared generally 
unresponsive to customer inquiries and complaints. Noticing did 
not always occur for an interruption of service or where 
contamination may have occurred; the utility was not prompt when 
lead or copper exceeded DEP action levels; there were delays in 
drawing water from a customer's home for a test. Staining and 
corrosion of plumbing and fixtures occurred; and line flushing was 
insufficient. Inaccurate information was sometimes provided to 
customers by SSU personnel; and, there were numerous billing 
problems. 

As previously stated, many customers testified that they do 
not drink the water, and instead buy bottled water or have 
purchased a filtering or softening system. These items are usually 
a personal preference, but as mentioned above, many customers 
believed they had no ichoice but to take these steps. 

SSU stated that .it serves more than 100,000 customers a day. 
The utility assertedthat its customer service activities are above 
reproach, and that while it strives to attain this goal, it cannot 
be held to a standard of perfection. We do not agree with this 
assertion. The number of customers should have no bearing on the 
overall quality of service. More importantly, it appears that the 
utility has not recognized the very real problem of customer 
dissatisfaction. 

d. Qualitv of Service: Conclusion 

As stated earlier, witnesses testifying on behalf of 
regulatory agencies stated that SSU' s water quality and wastewater 
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treatment are meeting applicable standards, and that the utility 
has worked diligently to achieve compliance with regulations. The 
water quality and operational conditions at Covered Bridge and 
Leisure Lakes, and lead and copper exceedences in the Jacksonville 
area have caused us particular concern, and we have ordered the 
utility to make the corrective actions listed above. In addition 
to these operational problems, improvements must be made in the 
area of customer service and response. While some of these 
difficulties may stem from recent rate increases and the changes in 
rate structure, we find that the utility must improve its overall 
service, interaction and responsiveness to its customers. 

Despite these substantial concerns, we do not find that the 
value and quality of service is sufficiently deficient to warrant 
a conclusion that the overall quality of service is unsatisfactory. 
Instead, we find the value and quality of SSU's service to its 
customers to be marginally satisfactory. The utility is placed on 
notice that sanctions will be pursued in the utility's next rate 
case if the value and quality of service have not improved. 

VI. ADJUSTMENT TO SSU'S RETURN ON EOUITY 

Pursuant to Section 367.081 (2) (a), Florida Statutes, this 
Commission must consider the value and quality of the utility's 
service when fixing rates. While we have elected not to impose 
sanctions upon SSU foir its quality of service, we have considered 
whether SSU's return on equity should be adjusted. 

This Commission has the authority to reduce a utility's return 
on equity, and in ceirtain situations has done so. We begin by 
observing that, pursuant to Section 367.121(1) (g) , Florida 
Statutes, in the exercise of our jurisdiction, we are empowered to 
exercise all judicial powers, issue all writs, and do all things 
necessary or convenie:nt to the full and complete exercise of our 
jurisdiction and the enforcement of our orders and requirements. 

In Gulf Power Co. v. Wilson, 597 So. 2d 270 (Fla. 1992), we 
determined that Gulf E'ower's fair rate of return was between 11.75 
percent and 13.50 percent and set its rate of return at 12.55 
percent. Because of several years of corrupt practices such as 
theft and misuse of company property and inappropriate political 
contributions, we reduced Gulf Power's rate of return by 50 basis 
points to 12.05 percent. On appeal, the Supreme Court held that so 
long as the final number remains within the authorized range, the 
Commission could adjust the rate of return for mismanagement. The 
Supreme Court stated that what constitutes a fair rate of return 
for a utility depends upon the facts and circumstances of each 
utility, and that it has expressly recognized that the Commission 
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must be allowed broad discretion in setting a utility's appropriate 
rate of return. a. at 273. The Court held that the adjustment of 
Gulf Power's rate of return within the fair rate of return range 
falls within those powers expressly granted by statute or by 
necessary implication, and that inherent in the authority to adjust 
for management efficiency is the authority to reduce the rate of 
return for mismanagement, as long as the resulting rate of return 
falls within the reasonable range. 

In United Tel. Co. v. Mann, 403 So. 2d 962, 966 (Fla. 1981), 
the Supreme Court ruled that while a utility is entitled to a fair 
or reasonable rate of return, once this Commission establishes a 
rate of return, further adjustments may be made for areas such as 
accretion, attrition, inflation and management efficiency. 

We have reduced utilities' return on equity by up to 100 basis 
points for poor quality of service. In Docket No. 840267-WS, by 
Order No. 14931, issued September 11, 1985, we determined that 
Consolidated Utilities Company had a lack of concern for its 
customers' service problems, failed to properly respond to customer 
calls, and failed to maintain its books and records. The utility's 
return on equity was reduced by 100 basis points. In Docket No. 
850646-SU, we found that Ocean Reef Club, Inc.'s quality of service 
was only marginally satisfactory, and reduced the utility's return 
on equity by 50 basis points. See Order No. 17760, issued June 29, 
1987. This Commissicn has also imposed financial penalties for 
poor quality of service or failure to make necessary repair. We 
refer specifically to Pine Island Utility Corporation in Docket No. 
910276-WS, and Shady Oaks Mobile-Modular Estates in Docket No. 
900025-WS. Orders Nos. 24643 and PSC-92-0367-FOF-WS, issued 
June 10, 1991 and May 14, 1992, respectively. 

Two areas of SSU's operations are particularly troubling. As 
detailed above, the utility's service to its customers is only 
marginally satisfactory. We are also concerned about several 
aspects of the utility's management. 

1. Oualitv of Service 

OPC cited numerous customer complaints to support its 
contention that the value and quality of SSU's service was "wholly 
unsatisfactory" and that we should lower the rate setting point by 
100 basis points. OPC' cited the Gulf Power decision in support of 
its assertion. Nassau Associations and Marco agreed that SSU's 
return on equity should be reduced by at least 100 basis points for 
poor quality of service. 
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SSU argued that we should not reduce its return on equity and 
that there is no precedent for such a reduction. SSU cited its 
position regarding lead exceedences, its overall compliance with 
regulatory requirements, and the fact that it has brought many of 
its acquired facilities into compliance. The utility pointed to 
positive statements by several DEP witnesses regarding compliance 
and compared its compl.aint record to that of FP&L. SSU further 
stated that, given the size of the utility plant, it is impossible 
to be in compliance at all times. While the overall number of 
complaints may be compa.ratively low, given the size of the utility, 
each individual customer concern or facility-specific deficiency 
should not be ignored or minimized by pointing to an average or 
overall compliance. 

In SSU's last rate proceeding, we found compliance and service 
problems at numerous facilities. These problems were primarily of 
a technical nature, and were, for the most part, corrected by SSU. 
However, the record demonstrates, and we have concluded, that the 
value and quality of : 3SU ' s  water and wastewater service in this 
proceeding is marginally satisfactory. It is evident that SSU's 
customers are dissatisfied with the service provided. We have 
noted quality problems for some of SSU's service areas, and 
customer dissatisfaction with customer service and information 
provided by the utility to the customers. We have required 
remedial measures, quarterly reports and customer education for 
several specific situations. However, we find that the utility's 
less than satisfactory customer service also merits an adjustment 
in the utility's return on equity. Therefore, in addition to the 
corrective measures imposed upon the utility, we find it 
appropriate to make an adjustment to reduce the utility's return on 
equity by 25 basis points. 

2. Manasement Concerns 

The Commission Chairman received a letter from Lieutenant 
Governor MacKay dated December 21, 1995. Attached to that 
correspondence was a letter from Arend Sandbulte, Chairman and CEO 
of MP&L, to Governor Chiles dated November 21, 1995, and a "bullet 
sheet" entitled "Financial Impact of FPSC Order. '' The Chairman 
also received a letter from Charles Dusseau, Secretary of Commerce, 
dated January 2, 1996, written with reference to the same letter. 
Both letters addressed SSU's financial status, and requested 
information from the Commission regarding the financial and 
economic consequences that SSU faced. By memoranda dated December 
28, 1995, and January 3 ,  1996, the Chairman placed the letters in 
the record of this proceeding pursuant to Section 350.042, Florida 
Statutes. 
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In the letter to the Governor, Mr. Sandbulte complained 
strongly about this Commission's regulatory treatment of SSU, 
particularly, our decision by Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF-WS 
regarding the mandate of the First District Court of Appeal in 
Docket No. 920199-WS. Mr. Sandbulte testified that he was not 
addressing the pending proceeding in the letter and that he did not 
inform the Governor that SSU had a pending rate case before the 
Commission. 

Mr. Jeff Sharkey, employed by Capital Strategies, Inc., 
provided more information regarding these letters. He testified 
that his firm was retained by SSU for purposes of participating in 
the development of water policy in Florida. Mr. Sharkey testified 
that on December 13, 1995, he sent by facsimile a draft letter 
addressed to the Commission Chairman from the Lieutenant Governor 
to the Lieutenant Governor's Chief of Staff. Mr. Sharkey requested 
that the Lieutenant Governor send "a letter to this effect" to the 
Chairman. He testified that the draft letter was not written with 
respect to any issues in this proceeding, but was meant rather to 
elicit information from the Commission concerning S S U ' s  financial 
situation in order to :respond to Mr. Sandbulte. This draft letter 
became, in substantial part, the December 21, 1995, letter sent to 
the Chairman. 

Mr. Sharkey testified that on December 13, 1995, he 
transmitted a draft letter by facsimile to Secretary of Commerce 
Dusseau, addressed to the Chairman over the Secretary's signature, 
asking the Secretary if he would send it to the Chairman. Mr. 
Sharkey characterized the financial situation of SSU as "critical. '' 
He later discussed SSU's situation with the Secretary, pointing out 
MP&L's "major" investment in Florida, S S U ' s  intention to provide 
quality wastewater and water service, and SSU's financial problems, 
which might cause MP&L to withdraw its investment from the state. 
As noted herein, the Secretary sent a letter to the Chairman dated 
January 2, 1996, with language considerably revised from that 
proposed by Mr. Sharkey. 

Mr. Sharkey furt.her testified that the draft letter for 
Secretary Dusseau was not sent in connection with the present 
proceeding. Instead, IYr. Sharkey was concerned with the company's 
earnings level and wh.ether this Commission had been adequately 
apprised by its staff of the economic impact of their decisions 
involving SSU. Mr. Sharkey testified that he did not know that we 
were to decide SSU's second interim rate request in this proceeding 
at the January 4 ,  1996 Agenda Conference, but he acknowledged that 
the facsimile cover sheet message forwarding a revised version of 
the letter to Secretary Dusseau contained the notation "Deadline is 
Jan. 3rd." Secretary Dusseau's executive secretary, Stephanie 
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Smith, testified that Mr. Sharkey's o fice advised her that the 
letter had to be sent by January 3 ,  1996, and that she then made 
the notation on the document. 

Mr. Sharkey also arranged an August 30, 1995, meeting with 
several of SSu's executive officers, the Lieutenant Governor and 
members of his and the Governor's staff. Mr. Sharkey did not 
recall whether SSU' s present rate proceeding was discussed in this 
meeting; however, he w a s  aware that SSU had a pending rate case. 

SSU employee Tracy Smith testified that he had asked several 
members of the Legislature to contact the Commission regarding 
uniform rates since S S U ' s  filing of this rate case. Mr. Smith 
testified that he contacted Representatives Smith, Couch, and 
Kelly, and Senator Johnson. He drafted a letter for Representative 
Couch and Senator Johnson, and furnished background information to 
Representative Smith. Mr. Smith testified that he thought Senator 
Johnson had not used khe draft letter, and that he did not know 
whether Representative Couch had used the draft letter. Mr. Smith 
testified that he approached these legislators in connection with 
the Commission's mandate compliance order in Docket No. 920199-WS. 
He acknowledged that the question of uniform rates was pending in 
the remand docket, as well as in the pending rate case. 

Section 120.66(1), Florida Statutes, provides that in any 
proceeding under Sectj.on 120.57, Florida Statutes, "no ex parte 
communication relative to the merits . . .  shall be made . . .  to the 
hearing officer by . . . a party to the proceeding. I' While the 
communications at issue cannot be said to have been literally made 
by a party to this proceeding, the record supports the conclusion 
that SSU actively solicited the communications to the Commission 
Chairman from Lieuten,ant Governor MacKay and Secretary Dusseau 
through the efforts of its agent, Mr. Sharkey. The communications 
were made on the instigation of SSU. It is also clear from the 
record that Mr. Smith actively, although apparently unsuccessfully, 
solicited similar communications from members of the Legislature. 
The letters do relate to the merits of both pending proceedings. 
Section 350.042, Florida Statutes, provides that the remedy for ex 
parte communications is withdrawal of the affected Commissioners. 
However, that is not the relief sought in this instance. 

The record is clear that Messers. Sandbulte, Sharkey, and 
Smith knew that SSU had a pending rate case which involved a 
uniform rate structure issue. The record is also clear that they 
had knowledge that the remand decision was pending which also 
involved a uniform rate structure issue. It does not matter if the 
letters drafted for and sent by the Lieutenant Governor and 
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Secretary Dusseau relalted to Docket No. 920199-WS, because both 
dockets were pending. 

These letters had no impact upon our decision as to interim 
rates. Nevertheless, we find that SSU's actions reflect 
inefficient management. The utility ought to have made it 
perfectly clear to those whom it solicited that the Commission had 
pending before it the utility's application for a rate increase. 
The utility's failure to disclose that information reflects poor 
judgement by SSU. 

The timing of these letters also causes us concern. The 
letters were drafted by Mr. Sharkey's office and ultimately sent 
very close to the date that we were to make our decision on the 
utility's interim rate request. There was not enough time for 
parties to respond to these letters once they were disclosed. 
Although the letter drafted for Senator Johnson was not sent to the 
Chairman, it also demonstrates SSU's poor judgment and inefficient 
management. All of iche letters are "symptoms" of inefficient 
management. 

The utility's conduct with regard to these letters and 
communications is but one example of its overall unsatisfactory and 
less than efficient management. In addition to the utility's 
conduct detailed above, we have also observed several significant 
deficiencies: SSU's absence of an acquisition policy, the lack of 
consideration given to the Commission's used and useful policy and 
other regulatory concerns when making acquisition decisions, the 
confusing information given to customers, and lack of consideration 
in terms of cost containment and minimizing customers' bills. It 
is evident that these two areas of concern overlapped, as the 
utility's management decisions have impacted the quality of its 
service. These drawb.acks also directly affected the day-to-day 
service that SSU's customers received. We do note that it appears 
that the utility has made recent efforts to improve management 
efficiency. 

The intervenors 'contended that the solicitation of the ex 
parte letters constituted misconduct and/or mismanagement by SSU, 
for which dismissal of the case is warranted. As support therefor, 
intervenors cited Section 367.121(1) (g) , Florida Statutes, and Gulf 
Power. OPC alleged that SSU's solicitation of the MacKay letter 
was tantamount to an attempt to influence the deliberations of a 
civil jury through the jurors' employers and that such conduct 
cannot be tolerated. OPC additionally argued that certain actions 
and statements made by SSU were unwarranted interferences with the 
supplemental service hearing notices and the customers' access to 
representation. 
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Marco asserted that pursuant to Section 367.121 (1) (g) , Florida 
Statutes, this Commission is authorized to dismiss the rate case 
upon a finding of misconduct, and that, further, on the authority 
of Gulf Power Co. v. Wilson, 597 So. 2d 270 (Fla. 1992), we may 
reduce the utility's authorized rate of return. In the event that 
we do not dismiss the rate case, Marco urged that the Commission 
reduce the utility's au.thorized rate of return by 100 basis points. 
The Nassau Associations argued that SSU's actions in soliciting 
letters from legislators, Secretary Dusseau and the Lieutenant 
Governor, were clearly acts of misconduct and SSU should be 
penalized by dismissal of the case. 

SSU contended that the letters from the Lieutenant Governor 
and Secretary Dusseau to the Chairman do not comment on the merits 
of this proceeding, and therefore, are not ex Darte communications. 
Further, SSU argued that if the letters are ex 
communications, the remedy provided by Section 350.042 Cl)T Florida 
Statutes, is the withdrawal of a commissioner. 

We do not find it appropriate to dismiss this proceeding 
because of the utility's mismanagement or our concern over the 
marginal quality of service. However, our review of the record 
indicated that the utility has exercised less than efficient 
management. Therefore, we find it appropriate to reduce SSU's 
return on equity by 25 basis points for its inefficient management. 

3. Adjustment to Return on Eauitv: Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, and based upon our review of the 
evidence, the Gulf POWEZ case, and Commission precedent, we find it 
appropriate to adjust SSU's return on equity by 25 basis points for 
less than efficient management, and an additional 25 basis points 
for the utility's marginally satisfactory quality of service. 
These adjustments, wh.ich total a reduction of 50 basis points, 
shall be in effect for two years. The adjustment to the utility's 
return on equity will still permit the utility the opportunity to 
earn a reasonable rate of return. On our own motion, we 
reconsidered this determination at our August 15, 1996, Agenda 
Conference, and hereby affirm the conditions and duration of the 
adjustment to SSU's return on equity. 

VII. RATE BASE 

Our calculations of the appropriate rate bases for the purpose 
of this proceeding are depicted on Schedules Nos. 3-A for water and 
3-B for wastewater. Our adjustments are itemized on Schedule No. 
3-C. All of the foregoing schedules are grouped by facility, in 
alphabetical order. Those adjustments which are self-explanatory 
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or which are essentially mechanical in nature are reflected on 
those schedules without further discussion in the body of this 
Order. Our determination on rate base issues and the major 
adjustments are discussed below. 

1. EnterDrise Facilitv 

SSU included the Enterprise facility, which it operates as a 
receiver, in its filing. SSU witnesses Teasley and Terrero 
testified that the facility is interconnected with SSU's Deltona 
Lakes facilities and is a part of SSU's single system. They 
contended that Enterprise requires expensive rehabilitation, which 
would cause rate shock if it were excluded from this docket and 
treated on a stand-alone basis. 

SSU does not own the Enterprise facilities and could 
relinquish the receivership. In fact, the utility stated that it 
is in the process of preparing the necessary documents to transfer 
the receivership of Enterprise. Because the utility does not own 
the facility, and appears ready to relinquish its receivership, we 
find it appropriate to remove the Enterprise facility from this 
docket. We note that Enterprise is a Class C utility and as such 
can file for a Staff Assisted Rate Case (SARC) at a later date. 

a. Lehish Parcels, 

The utility inclumded $414,605 in 1995 land additions for four 
parcels of property related to its Lehigh facilities. The parties 
stipulated that parcels 1, 2, and 3 are classified as plant held 
for future use, with $120,840 and $260,562 removed from rate base 
for water and wastewater, respectively. Utility witness Judith 
Kimball testified that the remaining $33,204 pertained to land in 
the water account in parcel 4, which was divided into $22,723 for 
tract C and $10,480 for tract D. Utility witness Kimball 
testified, and we agrese, that tract C is non-used and useful. Ms. 
Kimball stated that tract D should be included in rate base because 
construction was in progress, if not already complete. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that the cost of tract 
D should be reduced by 60 percent, consistent with our decision in 
Lehigh's last rate proceeding, Docket No. 911188-WS. In that case, 
SSU argued that the difference in Topeka's purchase price of the 
Lehigh consortium of companies should be applied to 100 percent of 
the unregulated operations, including a company which owned a 
substantial amount of land. The discount was 60 percent below the 
book value. Because WE: attributed no discount to Lehigh Utilities, 
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Ms. Dismukes contended that the cost of subsequent land sales to 
the utility should be accordingly reduced. Ms. Dismukes stated 
that SSU did not provide information regarding the value of the 
land. She recommended that the value of tract D be written down by 
$11,561. 

SSU witness Scott Vierima testified that SSU ensures that all 
of its inter-affiliate transactions are at arms-length and fair 
market values. Mr. Vierima explained that Lehigh Corporation is 
only obligated to sell real estate to SSU at fair market value and 
that SSU took prudent steps to ensure that prices were competitive. 
In her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Kimball proposed that if the cost of 
tract D is reduced by 60 percent, the reduction should only be made 
to the direct cost of the land and not the costs associated with 
the land acquisition. 

It is the utility's burden to prove that its purchase price is 
reasonable. Florida Power CorDoration v. Cresse, 413 So. 2d 1187, 
1191 (Fla. 1982). This burden is even greater when the purchase is 
between related parties. In GTE Florida v. Deason, 642 So. 2d 545 
(Fla. 1994) , the Court. established that where evidence indicates 
that a utility's related party costs were no greater than they 
would have been had it purchased services and supplies elsewhere, 
a standard should be set to determine whether the transactions 
exceeded the going mark:et rate or were otherwise inherently unfair. 

This situation differs from the standard established in the 
GTE Florida case. The record must show that the utility's purchase 
price was more or less than what an arms-length transaction would 
have been. Other than Mr. Vierima's general statement, SSU did not 
provide any documentation surrounding the book value of the land on 
Lehigh Corporation's books or any other competent evidence in 
support of the market value. The utility has essentially failed to 
prove the prudence of the purchase price paid for this land. 

We could fully disallow this cost. However, Ms. Dismukes' 
position which recognizes the 60 percent discount on S S U ' s  purchase 
of the Lehigh consortium is also reasonable. As previously 
indicated, in Docket No. 911188-WS, we found that the non-utility 
assets would receive the discount. It is logical that the discount 
follows subsequent sales of land, especially because the utility 
assets received no discount from the sale. Accordingly, we find 
that it is reasonable to reduce the purchase price of the tract D 
land purchased from Lehigh Corporation by 60 percent, or $6,288. 
We disagree with Ms. ICimball that only the direct purchase costs 
should be reduced. Had SSU paid less, then according to S S U ' s  
overhead policy, the total indirect costs applied would be 
accordingly reduced. 'Thus, an adjustment of $22,723 shall be made 
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to remove the cost of parcel 4, tract C from rate base as plant- 
held-for-future-use. 

Ms. Dismukes also recommended that the remaining land held for 
future use (parcels 1, 2 and 3 )  should be reduced by $229,558. 
This proposed adjustment would not have an effect on the current 
revenue requirement, but would prevent SSU from moving the purchase 
price of this land into rate base in the future. While the value 
of unsupported related party transactions should be written down, 
in this matter we have only addressed parcel 4, tract D, as that is 
the only parcel included in rate base at this time. Any new land 
purchases would be reviewed in a future rate proceeding when they 
would be moved into rate base. 

b. Overhead for Acquisition of the Collier Provertv 

In early 1994, ssu entered into a condemnation proceeding with 
the Barron Collier family for the rights to land referred to as the 
Collier property. In April 1995, the parties entered into a 
settlement for the purchase of the land for $8,000,000. SSU 
incurred $436,845 in professional fees, including legal and 
engineering costs, resulting in a total actual cost of $8,436,845. 
The utility also included $763,073 for overhead related to this 
purchase in its MFRs. 

OPC witnesses Hugh Larkin and Donna Deronne testified that 
because the purchase consisted only of land, not constructed 
assets, the amount of overhead SSU allocated to the purchase of the 
Collier property should be removed. OPC argued that this treatment 
appears consistent wit.h SSU' s own capitalization policies, which 
included overhead for constructed assets, but not purchased ones. 
OPC contends that the purchase of land should fall into the 
purchased asset category, not the constructed asset category. 

Utility witness Bencini rebutted OPC's contentions regarding 
SSU's policy. Mr. E:encini stated that SSU's policy includes 
administrative overhead on all capital projects, operational as 
well as administrative. In a detailed annual study, the utility 
considers all capital projects, whether constructed or purchased, 
to determine overhead rates, which are based upon the estimated 
work to be performed. He further stated that technically all of 
SSU's assets are "purchased", and that it is administratively 
impossible to track the administrative support for each capital 
project individually. Therefore, a composite rate is applied to 
all projects based upon the total overhead pool. Mr. Bencini 
argued that if the Collier water supply source should not have 
overhead applied to j.t, then the pool must be applied over a 
smaller base number of direct capital dollars, which in turn 
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results in higher ove:chead rates. Total overhead pool must be 
applied to the capital program because they are prudent costs. He 
added that a decrease in overhead to one project must be offset by 
an increase in overhead applied to all other capital projects. 
Moreover, Mr. Bencini testified that since the initial filing, the 
project cost increased by $1,063,182 to reflect the final payment 
of legal fees. SSU requested that this additional investment be 
considered as a set-off against any reductions. 

While OPC raised a plausible concern in respect to overhead 
being applied to purchased assets, the utility has demonstrated 
that administrative overhead is applied to all capital projects, 
operational as well as administrative. We find this methodology to 
be reasonable and will. not make the adjustment proposed by OPC. 
Because we have not made an adjustment, we will not address Mr. 
Bencini's testimony regarding offsetting the reduction. 

c. Classification of the Collier ProDertv 

The Collier property consists of 56.29 acres of lakes, 71.28 
acres of wetlands, and 84.93 acres of uplands, totalling 
approximately 212 acres. Staff auditor Robert Dodrill testified 
that his review of five appraisals of the Collier property 
indicated that a portion of the property will not be used as a 
water source. He recommended that we reduce the land account by 
reclassifying that portion of land to non-utility property. OPC 
agreed with Mr. Dodrill that because not all of the land will be 
fully utilized in the provision of water service, a portion should 
be allocated to non-utility property, based on either the direct 
acreage method or the lump sum purchase method. 

SSU contended that: the purchase of this land was the least 
cost alternative available; the purchase of any less of the 
property would have cost more; the entire property was required to 
ensure that the supply source was protected; the property was 
strategically located as a water source, the Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery (ASR) project will be located there; the site is 
strategically located in conjunction with supplies from a 160-acre 
site; and, it was not possible to use the property for commercial 
or residential development. SSU contended that the staff witness 
did not consider these and other factors in rendering his 
testimony. 

SSU's position is not completely supported. The utility 
claimed that DEP required a 500-foot setback from the wetted 
perimeter. However, the rule cited by the utility, Chapter 62-521, 
Florida Administrative Code, pertains to wellhead protection, not 
surface water supplies, and is therefore not applicable. In fact, 
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SSU witnesses Terrero aind Dilg testified there are no surface water 
protection setbacks. SSU's argument that it does not believe it 
possible to develop the property for commercial or residential uses 
is also not supported. The utility did not introduce evidence 
supporting its claim regarding the prior owners' inability to 
develop this property. 

While the staff auditor raised valid concerns in his 
recommendation to reclassify portions of the land to non-utility 
property, we do not find it appropriate to remove any of the land 
from rate base at this time. The purchase of this amount of land 
incorporates less acreage than what the utility was previously 
leasing from the Colliers for the same purpose. Further, the 
utility's anticipated construction of an ASR well on this site 
could leave the utility vulnerable to unauthorized users of its 
stored water if it did not have control over that surface land 
covering the higher concentrations of the stored water. Finally, 
this site is indeed strategic in that SSU plans to develop a 
wellfield on Section 35. In addition to the lakes, the Collier 
property contains ground storage to hold water when that wellfield 
begins producing. 

Based on the evidence presented, we will consider all 212 
acres of the Collier property as utility land. However, should the 
non-development status of this property ever change, SSU shall file 
a notice with this Commission to that effect. If such a change 
does occur, land size and cost shall be examined and made an issue 
in the next future rate proceeding which includes the Marco Island 
facility. 

d. Classification of Section 35 ProDertv 

SSU advocated moving $220,855 of land referred to as Section 
35, from plant-held-for-future-use into plant-in-service. This 
land has been identifi.ed as a raw water supply for Marco Island. 
SSU witness Terrero te:stified that Section 35 was acquired in 1984 
as a source of supply to meet future demand and that SSU has not 
obtained any return on this investment even though this site was 
used to store sludge from the lime softening treatment plant. SSU 
does not have an easement to lay the raw water main. Mr. Terrero 
testified that while the project will probably be started in 1996, 
it will not be completed until 1997 or 1998. He further stated 
that the project will actually be bringing water to Marco Island in 
18 months, which by our calculations indicates that it will not 
begin production until late 1997. SSU argued that excluding 
Section 35 from rate base would be contrary to common sense and to 
law. 
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OPC, Marco et. al, and the Nassau Associations all favor not 
including this site as utility land in service due to the 
improbability of const,ruction being completed by the end of the 
test year. We agree. This land has previously been booked as 
plant-held-for-future-use, and will likely not be used and useful 
to SSU customers until. late 1997 or 1998. We do not take issue 
with the prudence of such investment, which can be realized through 
AFPI. However, to include this land in rate base at this time is 
inappropriate and contrary to our prior practice. 

SSU cited several cases in its brief in which this Commission 
allowed land held for future use to be included in rate base. Four 
of the cases cited pertained to electric utilities and the fifth 
case pertained to a telephone proceeding. Order No. PSC-93-1070- 
FOF-WS, at page 14, issued in the prior Marco Island rate 
proceeding, sets forth the more appropriate approach. When 
property is not in use, and its actual date of implementation is 
unclear or speculative,, it is not appropriate to move that property 
into plant-in-service. 

Based on the util.ity's testimony that this land will not be 
producing until late 1997, coupled with the fact that the utility 
had not obtained the :necessary easements, we will not allow the 
utility to transfer this land from plant-held-for-future-use to 
plant-in-service. 

e. Classification of Deltona Lakes Land 

By Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS we did not allow land 
associated with the Deltona Lakes facility to be included in rate 
base because there wa.s no evidence that the property would be 
developed within five years. Utility witness Kimball testified 
that the site should now be considered used and useful and proposed 
to transfer $33,000 firom plant-held-for-future-use to the land 
account in the 1996 rate base. 

Mr. Terrero testified that the facility was designed in 1967 
and has a well and distribution system on site, and therefore, 
should be included in rate base. Although the site is now ready to 
provide service, SSU does not know when it will need the water from 
the site. When asked whether the wells would be used and useful by 
the end of 1996, Mr. Terrero hesitated and said it "could be, yes." 
OPC witnesses Larkin and DeRonne testified that the site should be 
removed from rate base because SSU did not know when service would 
be required from the Deltona Lakes site. 

There is conflicting evidence as to whether the Deltona Lakes 
site will be used to provide water service in 1996. According to 
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OPC, SSU initially stated that the land's placement in service was 
unknown. Moreover, Mr. Terrero's testimony at hearing did not 
adequately state that the land would be placed in service, only 
that it could be. SSU has not adequately supported its argument 
that this land is in fact used and useful. Therefore the $33,000 
associated with this site shall be removed from rate base as land 
held for future use. 

3. Plant-in-Service 

a. Buenaventura Lakes Rate Base 

By Order PSC-95-1325-FOF-WS, issued October 31, 1995, we 
approved the transfer of Orange Osceola Utilities, Inc. (OOU,) 
which served the Buenaventura Lakes (BVL) area, to SSU and made 
adjustments to reduce water and wastewater rate base by $298,190 
and $930,777, respectively. On November 21, 1995, OOU protested 
this order, limited to our disallowance of capitalized interest in 
rate base. Pursuant t.o Order No. PSC-96-0411-S-WS, issued March 
25, 1996, OOU and SSU agreed to stipulate all adjustments reflected 
in Order No. PSC-95-1325-FOF-WS, with the exception of the 
adjustments related to AFUDC and capitalized interest. Order No. 
PSC-96-0411-S-WS also included adjustments to correct accumulated 
depreciation. This adjustment decreased water and wastewater 
accumulated depreciation by $6,381 and $233,895, respectively. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that rate base should 
be reduced by $298,1908 for water and $930,770 for wastewater, to 
reflect the adjustments approved in the transfer order. She also 
included a corresponding adjustment to reduce depreciation expense 
by $2,261 for water and $22,173 for wastewater. 

Utility witness Kimball agreed that the adjustments proposed 
by Ms. Dismukes were consistent with those found in Order No. PSC- 
95-1325-FOF-WS. However, she argued that MS. Dismukes' adjustments 
did not reflect the correct adjustments that should be made in this 
docket. The adjustments in Docket No. 941151-WS were as of 
December 31, 1994, and this rate case has a December 31, 1996 test 
year. Ms. Kimball proposed adjustments to reduce rate base by 
$88,355 and $456,350, for water and wastewater, respectively. She 
testified that she included the adjustments in a late-filed 
deposition exhibit that was never entered into the record. 

In its brief, SSU argued that the adjustments for the 
Buenaventura Lakes rate base approved in Order No. PSC-96-0413-S-WS 
had already been reflected in the MFRs. Considering the fact that 
the utility's official date of filing was August 2, 1995, and the 
transfer order was not issued until March 25, 1996, it is highly 
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unlikely that the utility could have known to include these 
adjustments in its MFRt;. Additionally, that argument was not part 
of the record. 

We agree that rate base should be adjusted to reflect the test 
year. Because the support for Ms. Kimball's adjustments was not in 
the record, these suggested adjustments could not be made. However, 
pursuant to Order NO. PSC-96-0413-S-WS, rate base should be 
reduced. The following adjustments shall be made and the utility 
is hereby ordered to correct its books accordingly. 

Plant in Service 
Land 
Accumulated 
Depreciation 

WATER 

$ 31,494 
0 

(290,368) 

CIAC (126,635) 
CIAC Amortization 87,319 

TOTAL $ (298,190) 

WASTEWATER 

$(284,536) 

(538) 
(605,930) 

(285,489) 
245,723 

$(930,770) 

A corresponding adjustment shall also be made to decrease 
depreciation expense for water and wastewater by $2,217 and 
$18,982, respectively. Accumulated depreciation shall be reduced 
to reflect the adjustment approved in Order No. PSC-96-0413-S-WS, 
by $6,381 and $233,895, for water and wastewater, respectively. 

b. Project Slippase Adjustment 

The utility projected capital additions of $27,015,825 for 
1995 and $16,710,620 for the 1996 test year. These amounts 
represent the water, wastewater, and general plant additions to 
plant-in-service for the service areas under our jurisdiction. 

OPC witnesses Larkin and DeRonne testified that as of August 
31, 1995, SSU had experienced significant slippage in its capital 
project schedule. Based on an analysis of the utility's project 
status report, Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeRonne calculated that SSU was 
behind schedule on 69 projects. By comparing the difference 
between the budgeted and actual in-service dates for all projects 
scheduled to be in-service by August 31, 1996, they also determined 
that SSU was approximately two months behind schedule, on average. 
Consequently, Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeRonne testified that S S U ' s  
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projected plant in service balance used to calculate the 13-month 
average balance as of December 31, 1996, is overstated, because 
this calculation includes the balance as of December 31, 1995. 

Based on the results of their analysis, Mr. Larkin and MS. 
DeRonne concluded that SSU's 13-month average plant-in-service 
balance for the projected test year should be recalculated for the 
period October 31, 1995 through October 31, 1996. As they 
testified, this adjustment should be made in order to reflect that 
the utility's projects are, on average, two months behind schedule. 
Therefore, in order to account for project slippage, Mr. Larkin and 
Ms. DeRonne proposed that SSU's test year plant-in-service should 
be reduced by $1,973,372 for water and $372,937 wastewater, 
subsequent to OPC' s recommended non-used and useful adjustments. 
Corresponding adjustments were also proposed to reduce test year 
accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense by $73,212 and 
$14,955, for water and wastewater, respectively. 

In response to these proposed adjustments, SSU witness Kimball 
presented an updated project status report as of December 31, 1995, 
as well as a summary of budget versus actual comparisons based on 
this updated report. Similar project status reports were provided 
on a regional basis by SSU witnesses Westrick, Goucher, Bailey, and 
Paster. Based on this summary schedule, Ms. Kimball testified 
that, on a year-end basis, total 1995 capital additions in the MFRs 
were overstated by $1,5875,277, or 6.43 percent excluding the Lehigh 
lines. Further, Ms. Kimball claimed that a $190,579, or 2.52 
percent, positive variance exists between actual additions and the 
amount included in the MFRs, based on a 13-month average 
calculation. Ms. Kimball summarized that based on the above, a 
project slippage adjustment was not warranted. 

In its brief, OPC argued that the rebuttal testimony provided 
by the utility supports the assertions of Mr. Larkin and Ms. 
DeRonne that SSU's forecasted capital project additions are behind 
schedule. On cross-examination, Mr. Westrick agreed that out of 
164 projects, 117 were completed after the projected in-service 
date. In addition, OlPC argued that information provided by Mr. 
Goucher, Mr. Bailey, and Mr. Paster indicated a similar pattern 
with respect to projects not being completed on time. 

Ms. Kimball agreed that when calculating a typical 13-month 
average, 13 months of data are divided by 13. However, based on 
statements made at the hearing, it appears that SSU attempted to 
calculate some type of weighted average budget-to-actual comparison 
using only 12 months of data. Ms. Kimball stated that SSU was 
trying to demonstrate a comparison of 1995 actual plant additions 
versus what was filed in the utility's MFRs. However, this 
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calculation should not have been labeled a 13-month average, simply 
because 12 months of plant data were divided by 13. The utility's 
suggestion of a posit:tve variance for its 1995 budget-to-actual 
plant additions is hereby disregarded, as it relies on an 
inappropriate calculation of a 13-month average. 

The utility's statements regarding several projects also 
raised concern. Uti11.t~ witness Sandbulte stated that the rate 
structure has an impact on whether capital expenditures are made. 
Mr. Terrero testified that some of the projects budgeted for 1996 
probably would not occur if stand-alone rates were imposed. 
However, he could not specify which projects would be eliminated, 
other than to say one project would be in the Enterprise service 
area. However, accord:tng to the utility's filing, only $3,848 has 
been budgeted for the Enterprise facility in 1996 which is due to 
allocated projects, that is, projects not specifically designated 
to benefit Enterprise. These statements caused us concern with the 
utility's projected 1996 capital expenditures. The total 1996 
budget reflects $16.7 million to be expended for PSC-regulated 
plants. There is no way to know which projects, if any, the utility 
intends to eliminate in the event that stand-alone rates are 
imposed instead of uniform rates. This concern strengthens OPC's 
argument to impose an adjustment due to project slippage. 

The record supports an adjustment to the projected test year 
capital additions. Using the updated project status report 
provided by Ms.  Kimball, we compared the differences between the 
budgeted and actual in--service dates for all projects scheduled to 
be completed by December 31, 1995. This analysis is similar to the 
evaluation performed by Mr. Larkin and Ms.  DeRonne, but has been 
updated through year-end 1995. It appears that SSU's capital 
projects are still approximately two months behind schedule. There 
were a number of projects listed on the updated project status 
report that were either booked as an expense or cancelled. While 
these projects were not factored into the analysis of the budget- 
versus-actual comparison of in-service dates, this fact also 
supports an overall adjustment to plant-in-service. 

Based on the above, with the exception of one plant addition 
discussed below, we find OPC's proposed project slippage adjustment 
to be appropriate. Consistent with OPC's analysis, we have not 
made adjustments based on the utility's actual plant additions. On 
the contrary, we are merely recognizing that the utility's 
projections for 1995 were not accurate. Therefore, based on the 
testimony provided by Mr. Larkin and MS. DeRonne, we have reflected 
the overstatement of project additions as of December 31, 1995, 
within the 13-month average calculation for the test year ending 
December 31, 1996. Thus, plant-in-service shall be reduced by 
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$2,398,545 for water and $464,915 for wastewater in order to 
account for project slippage. Corresponding adjustments shall also 
be made to reduce accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense 
by $87,834 and $17,562 for water and wastewater, respectively. 
These plant in service. adjustments are prior to any non-used and 
useful adjustments. 

c. Imperial Mobile Terrace Well 

SSU included an expenditure of $175,192 for a new well at 
Imperial Mobile Terrace in its projected capital projects for 1996. 
This facility, which currently has only one well, must have a back- 
up source of supply due to its size, as required by Rule 62- 
555.315 (1) , Florida Administrative Code. However, it appears that 
the new well might not be constructed as planned. SSU witness 
Paster indicated that the most efficient alternative to building a 
second well would be to interconnect with the City of Tavares. He 
indicated that the utility was in negotiations with the City at 
that time, and that tlne utility would proceed with the new well 
only if the negotiations were unsuccessful. Even if the 
negotiations with the City do not succeed, the likelihood of the 
well being completed in 1996 is low. 

In consideration of the record, we find it appropriate to 
eliminate this project from the 1996 budget. Therefore, $80,858 
shall be removed from the Imperial Mobile Terrace plant schedules 
to reflect the 13-m0nt.h average balance as of December 31, 1996, 
included in plant-in-service. Corresponding adjustments shall also 
be made to reduce accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense 
by $2,700. 

d. Double Bookinus and Overaccruals 

In addition to the adjustments based on project slippage, 
historical plant in service must be adjusted to remove 
overstatements due to various double bookings. Exhibit 243 
identified overstatements totaling $520,079, in the MFRs, due to 
double bookings and reversals of accruals, which affect various 
water and wastewater plants. On cross-examination, SSU witness 
Judith Kimball added that since then, the utility had discovered an 
additional $330,000 in underaccruals. Ms. Kimball contended that 
this amount should be offset against the $520,079 overstatement. 
The utility did not provide any documentation supporting the dollar 
amounts, nor any indication of what plant balances were actually 
understated. Consequently, there is insufficient evidence in the 
record to support the utility’s assertion that these underaccruals 
exist. Therefore, plant-in-service shall be decreased by $520,079 
to remove overstatements due to double bookings and overaccruals. 
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Corresponding adjustments shall also be made to decrease 
accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense by $57,428 and 
$28,736, respectively. 

e. Allocation of Marco Island Percolation Ponds 
to Marco Shores 

One final adjustment to plant-in-service relates to an 
allocation of the Marco Island Percolation Ponds to Marco Shores. 
Marco Shores almost exclusively uses the Marco Island percolation 
ponds which are located on the mainland. The percolation ponds 
serve as a back-up and a last resort for effluent disposal for the 
Marco Island wastewater plant. However, according to the utility's 
summary of capital additions, no portion of the investment in these 
percolation ponds has been allocated to Marco Shores. We believe 
that a portion of ths utility's investment in the percolation 
ponds, which was $4,333,994, should be allocated to the Marco 
Shores customers, based on their use of this disposal facility. 
The capacity of these ponds is 3.5 million gallons, and according 
to the record, Marco Shores disposed of an average of approximately 
45,000 gallons per day in 1995. The current capacity of the Marco 
Shores wastewater treatment plant is 90,000 gallons per day. 
Therefore, an allocation in the ratio of 90,000 to 3,500,000 must 
be made. Applying the ratio of 2.57 percent to $4,333,994, results 
in $111,384, which sha:ll be removed from account 380.4 under Marco 
Island, and moved to this same account under Marco Shores. 

4. Classification of ExDenditures 

SSU classified it;s projects by five different priority codes: 
Safety, Regulatory Mandate, Growth, Quality of Service, and General 
Improvement. Mr. Hansen, a customer of Sugarmill Woods and a 
witness for Marco, testified that SSU's expenditures, particularly 
those in the environmental category, were over-stated and 
misclassified. 

SSU argued that this issue has no impact on revenue 
requirements and that these priorities are a judgement call. SSU 
witness Dennis Westrick admitted that the company claimed that 
anything it does to provide uninterrupted service is claimed to be 
a requirement of a relgulatory mandate, OPC suggested that this 
causes the classification of regulatory mandate to lose 
credibility. Both Marco and Nassau contended that these 
classifications gave t:he false impression that the money was being 
spent in conformance with environmental regulations. SSU pointed 
out in its brief that while engineers and operators may differ 
concerning the priority code to attach to a particular project, no 
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party presented any evidence that any of the projects were 
imprudent or unreasonable in cost. 

SSU's classifications of expenditures have no revenue impact. 
The prudency of an expenditure is far more important than the 
classification category. Although some projects might have been 
classified under a different code, each project was evaluated to 
determine if it was a prudent investment and, as such, a legitimate 
rate base component. Therefore, we will make no adjustment in this 
regard. 

5. Used and Useful 

a. Marcrin Reserve 

Margin reserve is that capacity or investment needed to meet 
changing demands of exi.sting customers and the demands of potential 
customers within a reasonable time and in an economic manner. SSU 
witnesses stated that margin reserve refers to the plant capacity 
necessary to meet daily and seasonal variations in demand and to 
accommodate a reasonable allowance for growth. They also contended 
that margin reserve must be included in rate base to reduce costs 
to customers, comply with environmental regulations, protect the 
public health, preserve the environment, promote administrative 
efficiency, and to take advantage of economies of scale. 

OPC witness Biddy, on the other hand, testified that a well- 
planned phased development of distribution and collection lines and 
phased treatment plant expansions can reduce or eventually 
eliminate the need for a margin reserve. He also stated that the 
cost to support prudently constructed reserve capacity should be 
paid for by future customers. Mr. Biddy further stated that "all 
margin reserve should be eliminated from used and useful 
calculations, therefore, forcing utilities to do real world 
projections of utility-need growth. I' However, he acknowledged 
that economy of scale is a material consideration to be weighed 
very carefully by the utility or developer. While Mr. Biddy agreed 
that the utility needs; a cushion, a safety factor in design, he 
testified that these factors should be recovered from the future 
customers. 

We do not disagree that well-planned phased expansions could 
reduce and eventually eliminate the need for a margin reserve, but 
this expectation is unrealistic. A utility would be asked to 
forecast when and where development might take place and then to 
incrementally build just the exact amount of plant to serve the new 
development just in time to serve the new customers, 
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Section 367.111 ( 1 )  Florida Statutes, provides that '' [el ach 
utility shall provide service to the area described in its 
certificate of authorization within a reasonable time. I' We 
recognize that for a utility to meet its statutory responsibility, 
it must have sufficient capacity and investment to meet the 
existing and changing demands of present customers and the demands 
of potential customers. We have consistently recognized margin 
reserve as an element in used and useful plant calculations. See, 
e.q., Order No. 22844, issued March 23, 1990; Order No. PSC-92- 
0594-FOF-SU, issued July 1, 1992; and Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS, 
issued March 22, 1993. Based on the above, we find it appropriate 
in this instance to include a margin reserve in calculations for 
used and useful plant for the following facilities: 

Water: 

Amelia Island 
Buenaventura Lakes 
Citrus Springs 
Deep Creek 
Fishermans Haven 
Gospel Island 
Interlachen 
Lehigh 
Oak Forest 
Pine Ridge 
Pomona Park 
Remington Forest 
Spring Gardens 
Sugarmill Woods 
Venetian Village 
Wootens 

Wastewater: 

Amelia Island 
Burnt Store 
Deep Creek 
Lehigh 
Palm Port 
Point 0' Woods 
Sugar Mill 
Sunshine Parkway 
Venetian Village 

Bay Lake Estates 
Burnt Store 
Chuluota 
Deltona Lakes 
Fountains 
Hobby Hills 
Keystone Club 
Marco Shores 
Palisades 
Piney Woods 
Postmaster Village 
Rosemont 

Beacon Hills 
Carlton Village 
Crystal River 
Enterprise 
Geneva Lake Estates 
Intercession City 
Lakeside 
Marion Oaks 
Palm Port 
Point 0' Woods 
Ouail Ridae 
Silver Lazes Estates 

St. Johns Highlands Sugar Mill 
Sunshine Parkway University Shores 
Welaka Woodmere 

Beacon Hills 
Chuluot a 
Deltona Lakes 
Marco Shores 
Palm Terrace 
South Forty 
Sugarmill Woods 
Tropical Isle 
Woodmere 

Buenaventura Lakes 
Citrus Springs 
Fla. Central CommercePark 
Marion Oaks 
Park Manor 
Spring Gardens 
Sunny Hills 
University Shores 

Many of the facilities considered in this rate proceeding are 
built-out or have no excess capacity with which to serve additional 
growth without constructing additional plant. Therefore, no margin 
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reserve need be considlered for these facilities when calculating 
used and useful plant. 

b. Marqin Reserve Periods 

Several witnesses, including present and former DEP employees, 
offered testimony in support of five, seven, and ten year periods 
for calculating a margin reserve. Witnesses Harvey and Sowerby 
stated that Rule 62-600.405, Florida Administrative Code, requires 
the Commission to adopt a five-year margin reserve for wastewater 
treatment facilities. However, after hearing their testimony, it 
became apparent that these witnesses were actually advocating 
reserve capacity and not margin reserve. Reserve capacity is an 
engineering design consideration that insures that a system will 
have sufficient capacity to meet unexpected demands, while margin 
reserve is an economic: consideration used when determining rates 
for existing customers. Mr. Harvey acknowledged that Rule 62- 
600.405 does not require a reserve capacity for wastewater 
treatment of any period of time. OPC witness Biddy stated that 
Rule 62-600.405 merely requires utilities to submit capacity 
analysis reports to DEP under various conditions and to prepare 
plans for possible future expansion. We find that reserve capacity 
is a legitimate capacity consideration clearly within DEP 
jurisdiction, and that margin reserve is a different consideration, 
employed in ratemaking, and clearly within our jurisdiction. 

SSU offered further testimony in support of margin reserve 
periods greater than those we have allowed in the past. SSU 
witness Hartman testified that economies of scale and threshold 
facility sizing are essential considerations in plant design. Rule 
62-600.405, Florida Administrative Code, requires wastewater 
utilities to plan and construct a system of sufficient capacity to 
meet future demands. It "forces" utilities to act, as present 
capacity is utilized, with sufficient leadtime to put new capacity 
(reserve capacity) in place when needed. 

However, we are not persuaded that margin reserve periods 
greater than those we have allowed in the past have been justified 
by the testimony in this proceeding. The margin reserve periods we 
have allowed appropriately allocate the cost burden of plant 
capacity to existing and future customers of the utility. Although 
we recognize that Rule 62-600.405 requires utilities to commence 
planning for new capacity at an earlier time, the margin reserve 
periods we have allowed in the past are effectively representative 
of the construction periods for new plant, periods during which the 
utilities typically incur most of the project costs. Existing 
customers are not unreasonably burdened with the costs of plant 
essentially beneficial only to future customers. Therefore, we 
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find it appropriate to authorize in the instant proceeding a 
twelve-month margin reserve for water transmission and distribution 
facilities and wastewater collection facilities, and an eighteen- 
month margin reserve period for source of supply and pumping, water 
treatment and storage facilities, high-service pumping, and 
wastewater treatment facilities. 

c. Hvdraulic Anal- 

SSU requested the use of hydraulic analysis to determine used 
and useful distribution lines for the Citrus Springs, Marion Oaks, 
Pine Ridge and Sunny Hills service areas. SSU stated that it chose 
these areas because of the substantial investment in distribution 
lines that would be considered non-used and useful under the lot 
count method. The difference in the amount of investment in water 
mains found used and useful between the lot count methodology and 
the hydraulic analysis methodology for all four facilities is 
approximately $6.9 million. 

SSU relied principally on the common use of hydraulic analysis 
for design of water transmission and distribution systems and the 
need to recover investment in lines providing fire flows. SSU 
witness Edmunds stated that a hydraulic network is a unique 
organism. Each pipe, if it were removed and placed in another 
hydraulic organism, ccsuld function at a different capacity. OPC 
witness Biddy stated that while hydraulic analysis modeling is 
appropriate for design, it does not necessarily follow that it is 
appropriate and applicable in economic regulation. In Mr. Biddy's 
opinion, the use of hydraulic modeling to determine used and useful 
investment shifts the majority of investment recovery onto existing 
customers. We agree. 

We find that S S U  has not persuasively demonstrated the 
necessity or appropriateness for utilizing hydraulic analysis for 
distribution line used and useful determinations in this 
proceeding. SSU's witnesses supported hydraulic analysis modeling 
in a general sense as an engineering technique, but did not 
specifically analyze and support the hydraulic analysis results for 
used and useful purposes for the four service areas in question. 

OPC contended that. hydraulic analysis modeling is unreasonably 
complex for used and useful purposes. SSU witness Edmunds agreed 
that it is complicated when compared to the lot count method, but 
stated that the intervenors could have determined whether SSU 
conducted the hydraulic analyses properly with the help of an 
expert. SSU witness E:lliott, however, did not believe hydraulic 
modeling to be unduly complicated. We do not find the methodology 
to be unduly complicated. However, depending on how the service 
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area is modeled and the number of iterations, the outputs can be 
unduly burdensome for analysis. 

Our principal concern is that the modeling's outputs are 
susceptible to inflation by varying inputs such as customer demands 
and adding fire flows, as well as by modeling all or parts of the 
transmission and distribution system. For example, SSU compared 
the flows in the pipes1 today supplied by today's water supply to 
the flows in the pipes at build-out supplied by today's water 
supply. The utility did not clearly explain how in a given 
instance a build-out flow of 4,300 gpm achieved through modeling 
could be supported by a current supply of 500 gpm. A s  supply is 
added to a facility, the hydraulics change. Therefore, we cannot 
accept the utility's explanation that for used and useful purposes 
the supply component should be separated from the transmission and 
distribution component, offered by Mr. Edmunds. One component 
drives the other component. The hydraulic modelling methodology 
should be generically studied in order to develop guidelines that 
would transform it into a methodology truly competitive with the 
lot count methodology, facilitating its use generally. 

A unique feature of hydraulic modeling is the ability to 
incorporate fire flow demands on the transmission and distribution 
system. SSU did this by applying a 500 gpm demand at each hydrant. 
The significance of this demand is clear when compared to the 0.9 
gpm demand assumed for each customer connection. The lot count 
methodology does not al.low fire flows to be considered in this way, 
and in this respect, significant differences are produced. 
However, we are troubled that the effect of incorporating fire flow 
demands through hydraulic modeling is to shift the majority of 
investment to the current customers, which we would find unfair 
unless the transmission and distribution system is at or 
approaching build-out. 

SSU witness Bliss testified that the build-out iterations 
utilized the same demand per customer of 0.9 gpm, even though in 
reality a lesser demand is appropriate. He further made the point 
that this tends to understate used and useful. This may be true, 
although it was not shown to be. It does, however, illustrate the 
model's sensitivity to input assumptions. Mr. Elliott stated that 
flows are determined more by the type of customer, personal water 
consuming habits or needs, irrigation requirements, household 
populations and other factors than from a simplistic determination 
of lots platted versus lots connected. While hydraulic modelling 
may be very useful for design, we do not find that trying to 
economically distribute the hydraulic requirements of each customer 
is a simple matter. 
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We are concerned with the need for calibration to test the 
validity of hydraulic analyses. When a transmission and 
distribution system is modeled, it may be important to verify that 
the model truly reflects the system in place in the field. Mr. 
Edmunds testified that the utility performed a field calibration on 
the Pine Ridge facility that confirmed the validity of the model of 
the east part of the facility. With air release valves installed, 
he said the utility planned to also calibrate the west part. Mr. 
Edmunds stated that full calibration is expensive, ranging from 
$25,000 to $60,000 for each service area. 

SSU believed that the lot count methodology does not 
necessarily consider those mains used for looping in the network. 
We do not agree. If the looped mains also add lots to the service 
territory, then those lots are taken into consideration. If those 
looped mains do not add lots, the same used and useful percentage 
is applied to the total investment, which does incorporate the 
looped mains. 

Mr. Edmunds also testified that the lot count methodology does 
not take into account. the entire distribution system until it 
approaches build-out. He testified that it always projects under- 
utilization. On the other hand, Marco witness Hansen asked whether 
SSU would increase its line capacity to serve more customers 
because the Pine Ridge transmission and distribution facility was 
considered 100 percent used and useful through hydraulic modeling. 
Our review of the number of lots available at Pine Ridge indicates 
that would not be necessary. The lot count methodology with a one- 
year margin reserve achieves 23.3 percent used and useful. Mr. 
Elliott stated that Mr. Hansen's question illustrates the 
distortion produced by the lot-count methodology viewed as a crude 
point-in-time measuring stick instead of an evaluation of needs and 
uses. We think, however, that for rate setting purposes, some 
point-in-time determinant is essential. The question Mr. Hansen 
asked underscores why we are unwilling to authorize 100 percent 
used and useful on a distribution system investment of $3,485,998 
in Pine Ridge when only 892 lots are projected to be connected in 
1997 of the 3,828 lots available on lines. 

Developers should bear the risk of investment in place and 
beneficial to customers yet to come, not present customers. The 
utility asserted that prudence is not at issue in this proceeding 
in determining the appropriate used and useful methodology to use 
on transmission and distribution and wastewater collection lines. 
SSU did know the developed status at the time of purchase of each 
of the four facilities here in question. Thus, we do not find it 
appropriate to compensate the utility by authorizing a used and 
useful methodology other than the lot count methodology. 
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We do not find that hydraulic modeling is an appropriate tool 
for rate setting at this time. Mr. Edmunds stated his opinion that 
the methodology does not create an inequitable distribution of 
costs between present and future customers in the context of a 
uniform rate structure. However, he acknowledged that in the 
context of a .stand-alone rate structure, there would be that 
potential. As we have noted, hydraulic modeling yields some 
significant benefits. One, it is commonly the basis for the design 
of transmission and distribution systems. Two, it easily allows 
the addition of fire flows to customer demands on transmission and 
distribution. But its manipulability is at the same time a 
strength and a weakness; assumptions and input data must be 
thoroughly evaluated .in order to determine the validity of the 
analysis. We are charged with setting rates that are just, 
reasonable, compensatory and not unfairly discriminatory. We find 
that the lot count methodology permits us to do this at this time 
more readily than does hydraulic modeling. 

Our used and useful methodology has been an evolving one. We 
have encouraged the development of methodologies superior to the 
ones currently in use. However, a change of this kind must be 
meticulously and compirehensively studied, and its ramifications 
fully assessed, before it is adopted. When unreasonable results 
are produced, as for the Pine Ridge service area, we must question 
the validity of the methodology. Further, we find that there is a 
direct correlation between lines installed to those lots they are 
intended to serve, w:hich is to say, water lines are usually 
installed where there are lots to be served. Therefore, we reject 
SSU' s request to employ hydraulic modeling analysis to determine 
used and useful transmission and distribution for the four former 
Deltona service areas here in question. Rather, we find it 
appropriate that the transmission and distribution systems for 
Sunny Hills, Citrus Springs, Marion Oaks, and Pine Ridge be 
calculated on a lots connected to lots available basis. 

d. In-Place But Unconnected Mains 

Both SSU and OPC agreed that any water mains constructed in 
place but not connected to the existing distribution system should 
be considered non-used and useful plant-in-service held for future 
use. SSU witness Bliss stated that these lines should be 
considered prudently installed investment, recoverable through 
AFPI, and not included in rate base. We find these to be 
appropriate considerations. Therefore, we find that SSU's 
investment in water mains constructed in place but not connected to 
the existing distribution system shall be considered prudent but 
non-used and useful plant-in-service and not included in rate base. 
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e. Fire Flow 

There are two principal concerns regarding fire flows: one, 
that there be fire hydrants available from which fire flows can be 
provided, and, two, that requested flows actually be available. 
ssu contended that if fire flow is part of the design criteria, it 
must be acknowledged in the used and useful consideration. SSU 
witness Bliss stated that there has been no instance where SSU was 
unable to meet a demand for fire flow, nor any instance where SSU 
was unable to supply enough water to put out fires. He further 
stated that the utility has been complimented for providing more 
than adequate fire flows at one of the former Deltona service 
areas. Mr. Bliss, however, did not directly address the 
availability of fire hydrants with adequate flows. 

OPC witness Biddy testified that fire flow should not be 
applied to high service pumps, finished water storage or water 
supply wells unless the fire fighting capability of each system is 
confirmed. He stated that installing a fire hydrant does not 
guarantee the required fire flow. This Commission does not test 
fire hydrants nor do we in general require proof that hydrants are 
functional or capable of the flows requested. We have allowed pro 
forma investment in plant in order to achieve requested fire flows 
when problems have been noted. See Order No. PSC-95-1376-FOF-WS. 

We have reviewed the utility's filing, comparing requested 
fire flows to source of supply flows or storage available, and in 
some instances those flows do not appear available. We do not in 
this proceeding examine whether requested fire flows, or any 
portion of them, are indeed available at each and every fire 
hydrant. However, we note that no specific fire flow problems have 
come to our attention. The only service area whose current ability 
to provide fire flow was questioned was Pine Ridge. There, the 
total well capacity is 1,150 gpm while the requested fire flows are 
1,500 gpm, and there is no storage. Mr. Bliss believed that the 
utility nevertheless could obtain those flows. 

SSU contended that: its requested allowances for fire flows are 
consistent with Commission precedent. We allowed fire flows in 
SSU's last rate proceeding, and the most recent Lehigh and Marco 
Island rate proceedings, S S U  witness Hartman acknowledged that 
there should be some means of actually providing fire flows in 
order for the utility to receive the requested used and useful 
allowance. 

SSU witness Terrero stated that an allowance for fire flows 
should be included in used and useful determinations even if 
hydrants have not been installed, if the design of the system 
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included fire flows. He further stated that existing used and 
useful rules do not encourage a utility to provide the excess 
capacity required for fire flow since it is not known when fire 
hydrants will be added to the distribution system. However, we 
have rejected hydraulic modeling for purposes of determining used 
and useful for transmission and distribution systems, and fire 
flows cannot be specifically considered in the lot count 
methodology we have approved. 

Mr. Biddy proposed allowing fire flows only for the seven 
service areas for which SSU supplied test records. Mr. Terrero 
stated that some small facilities either without storage or with 
inadequate storage can provide fire flows, such as Point O'Woods 
and Fox Run. We concur. Indeed, we allow requested fire flows 
where fire hydrants exist in the service area. We include fire 
flows in the demands for source of supply and water treatment plant 
for those facilities without storage, and in storage and high 
service pumping for those facilities with storage. Because high 
service pumps are designed to handle maximum day demands plus fire 
flow or peak hourly demands, whichever is greater, we authorize the 
higher of the two used and useful percentages resulting from these 
criteria. For this, we rely, as did Mr. Biddy, in part on =A 
Manual M31, which states: "Design flow should be based on the peak 
hourly demand or the peak daily demand plus the fire flow 
requirement, whichever is greater." 

In summary, we find it appropriate to include fire flows in 
calculating used and useful for certain components, when fire flows 
are requested and required, and some means exists for actually 
providing fire flows. We will include fire flows in source of 
supply and water treatment plant for service areas without storage 
and in storage and high service pumping for service areas with 
storage. Further, we will include fire flows for high service 
pumping only with maximum day demands, not with peak hour demands. 
We find that peak hour demand encompasses fire flow. 

f. Maximum Day Flow 

It has been our practice to use the average of the usages of 
the five highest-usage days in the maximum-usage month to determine 
the highest demand on water plant components. By averaging in this 
way, the effects of spiking anomalies such as line breaks, 
extensive flushing, or other unusual usages are minimized. In this 
proceeding, we have departed from this practice and approve the use 
of a singular maximum day flow to reflect the highest demand on 
water plant components. 
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In OPC's view, the single maximum day flow may include 
undetected or unrecorded leaks, flushing and unusual usage, in 
addition to allowable unaccounted-for-water. Theref ore, OPC 
supported the use of the average of the five highest days in the 
maximum month, as has been our practice. However, SSU contended 
that the singular maxi.mum day, with known anomalies such as main 
breaks, line flushing, and major leaks excluded, should be used to 
calculate used and useful for all water plant components, except 
storage. In addition, it proposed eight hours of the singular 
maximum day demand as peak hour demand for calculating storage. 

SSU witness Hartman stated the single maximum day is used as 
the basis for designing water facilities. He noted that Rule 62-  
555.330, Florida Administrative Code, incorporates by reference 
sections of Ten States' Standards and the Water Treatment Plant 
Desisn Manual that require that criterion, and that, in his 
opinion, it is the correct criterion to be applied. He further 
stated that various components of the water delivery system are 
subjected to different demands, pointing out that storage and high 
service pumping must meet peak hour demands while other components 
need to meet maximum day demands. 

Upon consideration, we find it appropriate in this proceeding 
to use a singular maximum day demand, exclusive of any abnormal 
events such as fire flows and line breaks, when calculating used 
and useful for water plant components. The utility has correctly 
purged the analysis of abnormal events. Until now, we have not 
used a singular maximum day demand, because it could have reflected 
an abnormal event. __ See Order No. PSC-93-1070-FOF-WS. We have 
opted for this method because of its leveling effect, which Mr. 
Hartman recognized. Furthermore, we find it appropriate to approve 
peak hour demand for calculating storage used and useful as eight 
hours of the singular maximum day demand. 

g. Firm Reliable CaDacitv 

Firm reliable capacity is the total capacity of supply wells, 
high service pumps, fi-lters, or other treatment plant facilities 
with the largest unit out of service for routine maintenance or 
emergency repair. Wit.h multiple wells, two of the largest wells 
need to be considered unavailable. When units are removed for 
purposes of calculating used and useful, higher used and useful 
percentages result. However, with only one component, that 
component is considered 100 percent used and useful. 

SSU pointed out that in its last rate case, Docket No. 920199- 
WS, we calculated used and useful on the basis of firm reliable 
capacities. We have more typically in past cases simply calculated 
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used and useful for water plant as a whole, with lines calculated 
separately. In those cases, firm reliable capacity was not an 
appropriate consideration. However, in this proceeding, we find it 
appropriate to address used and useful on a components basis. 

Removing the largest unit or units is conservative in terms of 
safety. It enables the utility to determine whether under those 
circumstances it can meet demand. OPC witness Biddy testified that 
a design engineer should be conservative, building every recognized 
safety factor into all engineering designs. However, he contended 
that it is not economically feasible to use firm reliable capacity 
on more than one component, where the word component is broadly 
used to mean source of supply, pumping, or treatment. Thus, if OPC 
were to apply firm reliable capacity to wells, for example, it 
would not apply firm reliable capacity at the same time to high 
service pumping, reasoning that it would be unlikely that two such 
components would be scheduled for service or would break down at 
the same time. However, SSU witness Terrero stated that mechanical 
equipment will fail at the worst possible time and this cannot be 
limited to one component, of whatever sort. 

Rule 62-555.315 (l), Florida Administrative Code, requires a 
back-up well for 150 or more connections. Therefore, removing the 
largest well from used and useful considerations would be 
appropriate. The Manual M-31 states: "The reliability of a 
water supply system is dependent on the reliability of all the 
system components within that system." We find that the use of 
firm reliable capacities in the used and useful calculations for 
wells, high service pumps, and water treatment components is 
appropriate, because it provides utilities with an economic 
incentive to construct redundancy consistent with safety standards. 

Mr. Biddy also stated that when a facility only has wells and 
no storage or high service pumps, the use of firm reliable capacity 
is appropriate. However, when storage or high service pumps are 
available, he stated that firm reliable capacity for wells is not 
applicable. For this, he relied on Recommended Standards for Water 
Works, which requires that the groundwater source shall equal or 
exceed maximum day demand and equal or exceed average day demand 
with the largest producing well out of service. 

OPC's concerns are valid. However, we find that by 
recognizing firm reliable capacities for wells, water treatment 
components, and high service pumping, we are appropriately 
encouraging utilities to provide safe, efficient, and sufficient 
service in accordance with Section 367.111 (1) (21, Florida Statutes. 
Therefore, we reject OPC's approach to firm reliable capacity and 
authorize the use of firm reliable capacity in each of the 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 59 

calculations of used and useful for source of supply, high service 
pumping, and water treatment components. 

h. Emergency S t o r e  

Emergency storage is defined in AWWA Manual M-32 as follows: 
"Emergency storage provides water during emergency situations, such 
as pipeline failures, major trunk main failures, equipment failures 
(such as high service or booster pumps), electrical-power outages, 
water treatment facility failures, raw-water supply contamination, 
or natural disasters." The amount of emergency storage is an 
owner's choice, based on risk and desired degree of system 
dependability. SSU requested emergency storage only for its larger 
service areas, i.e., 1.0 mgd or greater. We find that it is 
reasonable to have emergency storage for the large service areas, 
above and beyond equalization storage to meet peak demands and 
storage for fire flow. The larger the customer base and the 
service area, the more the potential for mechanical problems and 
the lesser the economic burden on the customers. However, we note 
that emergency storage results in increased used and useful for 
storage investment. 

SSU underscored its view that emergency storage was necessary 
by pointing to its USE! during the last hurricane on Marco Island 
and in fighting a recent forest fire at one of the former Deltona 
sites. SSU witness Hartman explained that fire flow storage, in 
addition to emergency storage, is designed for use on residential 
or commercial fires. SSU witness Terrero stated that emergency 
storage was used when a water main supplying raw water to the Marco 
Island lime softening plant broke. Lastly, SSU pointed out that in 
Lehigh's rate case, Docket No. 911188-WS, we recognized emergency 
storage in calculating used and useful. Lehigh is one of SSU's 
large service areas, and therefore, SSU's request in this 
proceeding is consistent with the allowance of emergency storage in 
the Lehigh proceeding. 

OPC witness Biddy contended that emergency storage for any 
facility should not bme allowed if it were not included in the 
original design criteria. Moreover, he stated that emergency 
storage is not a desi-gn criterion in Recommended Standards for 
Water Works, and that it is seldom included in designs because of 
cost. However, we note that there are tremendous economies of 
scale associated with ground storage tanks. 

Upon consideraticsn, we find it appropriate to approve SSU's 
request for recognition of an allowance for emergency storage of 
eight hours of average annual daily flow for its large service 
areas, namely, Amelia Island, Beacon Hills, Buenaventura Lakes, 
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Burnt Store, Citrus Springs, Deltona Lakes, Lehigh, Marco Island, 
Marco Shores, Marion Oaks, Sugarmill Woods, University Shores, and 
Woodmere. Although Burnt Store and Marco Shores do not meet the 
criteria of 1 mgd, we find that these service areas nonetheless 
have a need for emergency storage. Burnt Store is a reverse 
osmosis plant with complex water treatment and emergency storage 
would benefit the customers. Marco Shores is entirely dependent 
upon Marco Island fox its raw water, and therefore emergency 
storage is also reasonable for this facility. SSU requested 
emergency storage for Chuluota, Sugar Mill, and Sunshine Parkway, 
but we find these service areas neither meet the size criterion nor 
present other justification for emergency storage. The emergency 
storage allowance is applied as a factor in the numerator in the 
used and useful calculation for storage for large facilities. 

i. Peakins Factor 

One of the purposes of storage is to meet peak demands. If a 
utility records its flows from storage on a diurnal basis, then the 
data to determine peak demands can be obtained. In the absence of 
such data, as with SSU, peak demands must be estimated. AwwA 
Manual M-32 permits peak demands to be estimated by applying an 
appropriate peaking factor to the maximum day demand. 

OPC witness Biddy noted that AWWA Manual M-32 recognizes a 
range of peaking factors to be applied to maximum day demands, and 
urged the minimum of the range, which is 1.3. SSU contended that 
a peaking factor of 2.0, the range maximum, reflects reality and 
sound engineering design. Mr. Biddy acknowledged that for a 
facility serving approximately 10,000 people he had used a peaking 
factor of 2.0. SSU witness Hartman stated that in general the 
smaller the system, the larger the peaking factor needed. He noted 
that Melrose, which ]ne considered to be very similar to SSU 
facilities, had a peaking factor of 2.9. He agreed that the peak 
demand could be determined on a plant-by-plant basis and then 
averaged, but he did not support that approach. 

We do not find t.hat SSU's filing in any case permits the 
approach advocated by Mr. Biddy, because it contains only data 
recorded approximately once every 24 hours, that is, daily, not 
instantaneous, demand. We instead approve the use of a peaking 
factor of 2.0 applied to the maximum day demand of each of SSU's 
service areas to determine peak hour demands. 

j. Dead Storase Allowance 

Dead storage is that capacity of a ground storage tank which 
is not drained out during normal use, since the centerline of the 
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pumping unit is above tihe bottom of the tank. Dead storage is not 
considered in elevated storage tanks since the pumps or drains can 
be placed at the lowest part of the tank. OPC witness Biddy 
testified that the min:tmum operating level of ground storage tanks 
should be determinable from as-built drawings. He did not examine 
as-built drawings or other relevant data, and, therefore, made no 
dead storage allowance in his used and useful calculations. SSU 
witness Hartman pointed out that as-built drawings are not always 
reliable for dead storage determination. Dead storage is a 
function of the net positive suction head (NPSH) of the installed 
pumps and if one changes a pump, the NPSH and the dead storage will 
change. Mr. Biddy acknowledged that the NPSH may affect the 
storage capacity of ground storage tanks. 

We have recognized dead storage as a consideration when 
calculating ground storage tank capacity. The DEP recognizes dead 
storage when issuing permits. Mr. Hartman conceded that not all 
ground storage tanks halve 10 percent dead storage, but offered that 
it was a useful average. We find it appropriate to approve an 
allowance of 10 percent of storage capacity as dead storage when 
calculating the used and useful capacity of ground storage tanks, 
but no such allowance when evaluating elevated storage tanks. 

k. Hish Service Pumoins Peak Demand 

Only SSU's water plants that have finished water storage, 
exclusive of hydropneumatic tanks, have high service pumps. SSU 
contended that plants for which it requested fire flow peak demand 
should be peak hour plus fire flow for plants with less than 1 mgd 
capacity, and maximum day demand plus fire flow for plants with 
more than 1 mgd capacity. Where no fire flow was requested, SSU 
contended that peak demand should be peak hour demand. 

SSU described itis formula for high service pump used and 
useful calculations as comparing the maximum day demand, projected 
for growth, with the a.ddition of fire flow, to the firm reliable 
pump capacity, without mention of a peaking factor. However, we 
note it applied a peakitng factor in its calculations. The utility 
relied upon Rule 62-555.320, Florida Administrative Code, which, in 
pertinent part, provides that: 

High service pumping and distribution facilities shall be 
designed to provide maximum hourly system demand without 
either development of a distribution pressure lower than 
20 psi or other health hazards. Elevated storage with 
appropriate hydradic characteristics may be combined 
with service pumping units or distribution components to 
meet this system demand. 
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This rule does not app'ear to require the utility's approach, that 
is, that peak demand be determined as peak hour demand plus fire 
flows. Moreover, we note that SSU has only two facilities with 
elevated storage. 

SSU calculated peak hour demand as two times the maximum day 
demand and added to this the required fire flow to determine the 
total demand made upon. high service pumps. Further, the utility 
used the firm reliable capacity of these pumps in its calculations. 
SSU's approach, the result of which is higher used and useful 
determinations, is very conservative in terms of safety. Although 
we allowed the utility to use peak hour demands plus fire flow in 
Docket No. 920199-WS, we are now persuaded that that was not an 
optimal approach. 

In OPC's view, high service pumps are normally designed to 
handle maximum daily :Elows and any demands beyond maximum daily 
flows should be met by distribution storage tanks. We note, 
however, that since on:Ly those SSU service areas with storage have 
high service pumps, the demands on the high service pumps will 
include maximum daily flow and fire flows, when needed. OPC 
witness Biddy stated t.hat without elevated storage, high service 
pumps need to operate :in a higher and wider range of pumping head, 
which results in higher capital costs and less operating 
efficiency. However, OPC recognized that the use of maximum day 
demand plus fire flow or, when fire flow is not incorporated in the 
design of a facility, peak hour demand, is appropriate for 
calculating used and useful for high service pumps. 

SSU witness Hartinan testified that in small service areas 
small pumps are used to meet peak flows and that a single fire 
rated pump may be used for fire flow requirements. Mr. Hartman 
also asserted that "when distribution storage is not available and 
fire flow service is available, the standard design condition 
according to the Insurance Services Office in Jacksonville, many of 
the county codes, city codes and related standards, is the single 
maximum day plus fire flows or peak hourly demand whichever is 
greater." We agree wit.h this, even when storage is available. Mr. 
Biddy stated that 'I [i:] f fire flows are provided by distribution 
storage, no fire flow should be included in high service pump used 
and useful calculations. 'I AWWA Manual M-32 provides that: 
"According to the Insurance Services Office, fire-flow demands 
should be superimposed on the average demand of the maximum day." 
Further, AWWA Manual M - 2 ,  following a discussion of rates of water 
use, provides that: "Design flow should be based on the peak 
hourly demand or the peak daily demand plus the fire flow 
requirement, whichever is greater." 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-IFOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 6 3  

Thus, we conclude that in determining used and useful for high 
service pumps, the pea.k demand to be used is the greater of the 
maximum day demand plus fire flows or the peak hour demand. 

1. Facility Lands, Hydropneumatic Tanks, and Auxiliary Power 

SSU witness Terrero stated that hydropneumatic tanks should be 
100 percent used and useful because they are installed for surge 
suppression. He further stated that standby power is required by 
regulatory agencies and that the power equipment is designed to 
provide the least amount of power required to meet the needs of 
each plant. SSU witness Hartman stated that to consider facility 
lands, hydropneumatic tanks and auxiliary power to be anything less 
than 100 percent used and useful would result in significantly more 
expense to existing customers because a phasing-in process would be 
required by that method. In OPC’s view, 100 percent used and 
useful percentages should not be applied to facility lands, 
hydropneumatic tanks or auxiliary power, unless justified through 
analysis. 

We find that in those situations where a utility has clearly 
oversized land, analysis should be conducted, but we do not find 
this to be the case in any situation in this proceeding. On the 
other hand, we find that hydropneumatic tanks and auxiliary power 
need not be analyzed in order to determine used and useful. They 
are often unavailable in capacities consistent with immediate 
demand, and, moreover, though perhaps initially oversized, they are 
often later transferred temporarily or permanently to other plants 
where they may be more consistent with demands. Thus, we find it 
appropriate that in this proceeding, SSU’s facility land, 
hydropneumatic tanks, and auxiliary power shall be considered 100 
percent used and useful. 

m. Wastewater Treatment Plant and Effluent Disvosal Flows 

SSU witness Hartman testified that most if not all 
calculations for wastewater treatment plants are based on the 
maximum month utilization, meaning the average of the days of the 
maximum month. The Ten States Standards also states that the 
design maximum day flow shall be used as a basis for design for 
sewers, lift stations, wastewater treatment plants, treatment units 
and other wastewater handling facilities. Where the utility’s DEP 
operating permits for wastewater treatment plants show the flow 
upon which the capacity is based, we find that that flow should be 
used in used and useful calculations. This is the case for Beacon 
Hills, Buenaventura Lak.es, Citrus Park, Holiday Haven, Jungle Den, 
Leisure Lakes, Marco Island and Marco Shores, whose permits specify 
annual average daily fltows. 
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It has been our practice to rely on flow data in the most 
recent DEP operating permit to calculate used and useful 
percentages. Therefore, we find it appropriate to continue with 
the use of the flow upon which the DEP operating permit is based as 
the appropriate flow for used and useful purposes for wastewater 
treatment plant and effluent disposal. We note that the most 
recently-issued DEP operating permits contain information 
describing the flows upon which operating capacity is based. 
However, when such information is not available, we conclude that 
average daily flow in the maximum month, contained in the monthly 
operating reports submitted to the DEP, shall be used. 

n. Iron filtraticg 

The parties are in agreement that iron filtration equipment 
should be considered a water treatment component for used and 
useful purposes. We find it appropriate to authorize used and 
useful plant for ssu's service areas employing iron filtration 
equipment as 56.78 percent for Apache Shores, and 100 percent for 
Crystal River, Fox Run, Gospel Island, Lakeside, Palms Mobile Home 
Park, and Point O'Woocls. 

We have based calculations for all water treatment facilities 
on the maximum day demand, adjusted for growth, minus unaccounted 
for water, divided by the firm reliable capacity. Thus, we find it 
appropriate to treat i.ron filtration equipment as water treatment 
plant, and to determine the used and useful percentage for such 
equipment in the same manner as other water treatment plant on a 
service area by service area basis. Further, we find it 
appropriate that those service areas with iron filtration equipment 
have a separate used and useful percentage calculated as water 
treatment equipment, consistent with used and useful treatment for 
other water treatment processes such as reverse osmosis and lime 
softening facilities. We note that because the utility did not 
request separate consideration for source of supply and treatment, 
the used and useful percentage we authorize for Crystal River is 
greater than the utili-ty's request. 

0 .  Transmission, Distribution and Collection Lines 

SSU proposed a methodology for calculating ERCs for 
determining used and useful on mains based upon a lots connected to 
lots available comparison that entails taking the average number of 
ERCs, multiplying it by the "ratio of customers" to ERCs, adding 
margin reserve, and then dividing this total by the number of lots 
with lines in front of' them. To obtain the "ratio of customers," 
the utility compared the historical number of meters in service to 
the historical number 3f ERCs, yielding a ratio of lots (meters) to 
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ERCs. This ratio was then applied to the projected number of ERCs 
to yield a projected "number of lots" (meters) connected to the 
mains. This methodology was advanced by the utility apparently to 
be applied when the actual number of connected lots is not known or 
cannot be determined except by unreasonably laborious methods. 

Nevertheless, SSU contended that it should be allowed the used 
and useful percentages authorized in the last rate proceeding for 
lines; and for the f0u.r Deltona facilities, those used and useful 
percentages achieved tlnrough hydraulic analysis. In OPC' s view, in 
order to compare "app:les with apples, '' the actual connected lots 
should be compared to the actual lots available. As we discuss 
fully below, we find :it appropriate to authorize for use in this 
proceeding the "converted-ERCs" methodology, advanced by SSU in 
this proceeding, to determine the used and useful percentages for 
the utility's investmsent in mains, lacking as we do the actual 
number of connected lots. 

In Docket No. 920199-WS, we approved a methodology proposed by 
SSU that compared unconverted ERCs with lots available. In many 
instances, that methodology resulted in the "number of lots" 
connected for SSU's facilities in excess of the actual number of 
lots available, thereby achieving a used and useful percentage 
greater than 100 percent. The potential mismatching effect of the 
unconverted ERCs methodology is graphic if one considers that a 
three inch meter is equivalent to 15 ERCs, giving a result, under 

acknowledged that the methodology it proposed in this proceeding is 
a better one than that. applied in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

that methodology, of 1,500 percent used and useful. ssu 

Using SSU's proposed lots connected to lots available 
methodology would result in many cases in a significantly lower 
used and useful percentage than that allowed in the utility's last 
rate case. For example, the used and useful percentage for mains 
at Druid Hills was 100 percent in Docket No. 920199-WS, but is 
7 3 . 3 3  percent applying the proposed methodology. However, the 
utility did not agree that the difference was significant. SSU 
requested 100 percent used and useful plant for Druid Hills again 
in this proceeding because it was authorized in the last rate 
proceeding and no less of a system could provide the service to the 
Druid Hills customers. Furthermore, the utility noted that the 
100% used and useful percentage requested for Druid Hills was based 
on customer density, pipe size and system layout. Indeed, SSU 
based its used and useful percentage requests for several 
facilities on "customer density. I' In our view, a "customer 
density" basis requiires careful examination. When a utility 
requests 100% used and useful on lines because of customer density, 
pipe sizes, and system layout, it is saying that the utility could 
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not have installed fever or smaller diameter lines to serve its 
entire customer base, and that the customers are located so close 
to one another as to create a high density. The problem with this 
analysis is that it is very subjective, while the lot count 
methodology is not. 

mother problem encountered in determining the appropriate 
methodology for determining used and useful percentages on mains 
becomes apparent when considering Marco Island's transmission and 
distribution facilities. That facility's transmission and 
distribution mains have been considered 100 percent used and useful 
at least since May 26, 1987. Order No. PSC-93-1070-FOF-WS. 
Yet, the utility even then projected water growth of 200 ERCs per 
year. With the lot count methodology we approve in this case, the 
used and useful percentage for mains is calculated as 44.1 percent. 

SSU stated that the focus of a proper used and useful analysis 
is the extent to which prudent investment is used and useful to 
existing customers, and argued that the prudence of S S U ' s  
investment in lines it: now owns and maintains is not at issue in 
this proceeding. It is of course true that investment may be 
prudent, but not used and useful, and recoverable through 
mechanisms other than through return on rate base. We find that it 
is a threshold questicin whether SSU's investments in the lines it 
now owns and maintains were prudent when made. In Order No. 22307, 
which approved Topeka Group, Inc.'s transfer of majority 
organizational control of Deltona Corporation's utility 
subsidiaries, issued December 12, 1989, we found that if an 
extension of service to a Deltona lot purchaser in accordance with 
the offering statements would result in an imprudent investment, 
either Deltona or Topelka would be liable for up-front costs. Thus, 
for the former Deltona service areas, we may appropriately 
determine whether lines installed in those service areas since the 
transfer to Topeka have been prudent investments, subject to used 
and useful analysis. 

To illustrate how a utility should be allowed to earn a return 
on its minimum required investment, SSU witness Hartman used an 
example of an eight-inch diameter sewer lateral compared to a ten- 
inch diameter sewer lateral, where the lateral serves one customer, 
and the eight-inch diameter pipe is the minimum needed to meet 
regulatory requirements. Noting that the capacity difference 
between the two pipes is 6 0  percent, he concluded that under used 
and useful analysis, the utility would be permitted to recover 60 
percent of the cost of the ten-inch diameter pipe installed, an 
amount a great deal less than the installed cost of the eight inch 
diameter pipe. We find the example is misleading because we do not 
consider the capacities of mains with the lot count methodology. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 67 

We understand that it may cost more to install ten-inch diameter 
mains than eight-inch diameter mains. However, the used and useful 
percentage calculated by the lot count method is applied to the 
total investment, regardless of main diameters. 

Mr. Hartman applied the same example to support the utility's 
threshold plant theory. If the utility installs the ten-inch 
diameter pipe, then, he contended, only the actual cost 
differential should be at risk. While we could agree with this, 
the utility would be required to submit data describing both the 
regulatory investment and the investment undertaken. 

In OPC's view, th.e lot count method allocates the water main 
costs fairly to all cu.stomers. Further, OPC witness Biddy stated 
that the lot count method does not fail to recognize the costs to 
accommodate fire flow and looped lines, because it allocates the 
total costs through used and useful percentages. We do not through 
the lot count methodology "penalize" the utility for installing 
larger diameter mains to meet fire flows. Thus, we find that the 
appropriate methodology to use for determining used and useful 
percentages for transmission, distribution and collection lines is 
to compare lots connected to lots available. To continue to allow 
the comparison of ERC!s connected to lots available methodology 
would invite skewed used and useful percentages. 

p. Reuse Comuoneru 

Two statutory provisions specifically concern the ratemaking 
treatment of reuse facilities. Section 367.0817(3) states that: 

A l l  urudent costs of a reuse project shall be 
recovered iin rates. The legislature finds 
that reuse 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 cusitomers or any combination thereof 
as deemed appropriate by the commission. 
(Emphasi s added) 

Section 403.064, Florida Statutes, sets forth DEP's purview 
over reuse projects. Subsection (10) however, specifically directs 
that this Commission: 

shall allow entities under its jurisdiction 
which conduct studies or implement reuse 
projects, including but not limited to, any 
study required by subsection (2) or facilities 
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used for reliability purposes for a reclaimed 
water reuse system, to recover the full, 
prudentlv incurred cost of such studies and 
facilities through their rate structure. 
(Emphasis added) 

SSU contended that the "clear intent of these laws is to 
encourage utilities to construct reuse facilities by ensuring that 
the full costs of such facilities will be recovered through rates." 
SSU witnesses Hartman and Harvey both testified that they construed 
Sections 367.0817 and 403.064 as mandating 100 percent used and 
useful for reuse facilities. Representatives of DEP and water 
management districts fiurther testified that 100 percent recovery 
was intended. ssu contended that if we do not consider reuse 
facilities to be 100 percent used and useful, such a decision would 
create a disincentive to implement reuse, and would run contrary to 
the memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the Commission and 
DEP, and the intent of the DEP's representatives. 

OPC, Nassau Associations and Marco contended that reuse 
facilities should only be considered 100 percent used and useful if 
the construction of the facilities is prudent, and if the 
facilities are specifically designed and used for effluent 
purposes. OPC further argued that existing customers should not 
pay for future customers, and that although reuse is encouraged by 
state agencies, all reuse facilities should not automatically be 
considered 100 percent used and useful. 

We have reviewed the record, the arguments made by the 
parties, and relevant case law. We find that SSU's interpretation 
of the statutory language is incorrect. This Commission is not 
required to treat reuse facilities as 100 percent used and useful 
for the purpose of ratemaking. 

The primary consideration is the statutory language itself. 
This Commission is charged with interpreting its own statutory 
provisions, and will not be overturned by a reviewing body unless 
clearly erroneous. Nassau Power Corw. v. Deason, 641 So.2d 396, 
398 (Fla. 19841, andTPW Ventures, Inc. v. Nichols 533 So.2d 281, 
283 (Fla. 1988). Whether a used and useful calculation should rely 
strictly upon engineering matters, or should address other factors 
is a policy consideration for which this Commission has been 
accorded particular responsibility. Citizens v. Florida Public 
Service Comm'n, 488 !;o.2d 112, 114 (Fla. 1st DCA 1986). See 
senerallv McDonald v. Dewartment of Bankins and Fin., 346 So.2d 569 
(Fla. 1st DCA 1977). As the MOU cited by SSU acknowledges, each 
agency is responsible for particular activities, and has agreed to 
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adopt and implement necessary policies. 
to exercise our ratemaking function. 

It is within our purview 

The statute at issue permits recovery through rates, and does 
not indicate any direction at all as to rate base or other 
ratemaking considerations. The term “used and useful“ is not 
mentioned in that statute or in Section 403.064, Florida Statutes. 
It is found instead in Section 367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes, 
which addresses the procedure for ratemaking. SSU‘s argument 
constructs an entirely different meaning - -  1 0 0  percent used and 
useful - -  to the term “all prudent costs . . .  recovered in rates.” 
”All prudent costs” does not equate to all costs, regardless of 
used and useful or other ratemaking considerations. 

Moreover, the prudency of a cost is a different consideration 
from the determination of which property is used and useful. To 
interpret “all prudent costs” as signifying the entire cost without 
considering other fun(3amental ratemaking considerations such as 
used and useful, CIAC, AFPI, or Plant Held for Future Use or other 
appropriate adjustments would remove our discretion and review of 
reuse projects outside of prudency. 

The determination that costs incurred were in fact prudent 
still does not necessarily equate to a finding that the facilities 
are 100 percent used arid useful. Section 403.064 permits a utility 
to recover the prudent cost of reuse facilities through rate 
structure. In determining what the appropriate structure would be, 
the Commission must also consider AFPI and Plant Held for Future 
Use, which are methods of recovering prudent investment from future 
customers when those investments, while prudent, are not used and 
useful for current customers. Rule 25-30.434 (11, Florida 
Administrative Code, defines AFPI as “a mechanism which allows a 
utility the opportunity to earn a fair rate of return on prudently 
constructed plant held for future use from the future customers to 
be served by that pltant in the form a charge paid by those 
customers. “ AFPI charges are calculated, in part, by addressing 
the dollar amount of the non-used and useful plant and the 
accumulated depreciation. While one witness acknowledged that AFPI 
is available to permit a utility to recover carrying costs, ssu’s 
witnesses on the subject of reuse primarily focused on used and 
useful as a mechanism for recovering the cost of reuse. They did 
not address any other mechanisms. 

It is within our purview to interpret these statutes. We find 
that Sections 367.0817 and 403.064 do not require reuse facilities 
to be considered 100 Fiercent used and useful. This conclusion is 
based upon principles of statutory interpretation, and the fact 
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that costs may be recovered through rate mechanisms other than a 
used and useful calculation. 

Because we have determined that reuse facilities shall not be 
automatically considered 100 percent used and useful, we next 
address which components are reuse, and what their treatment should 
be in rate base. SSU included several wastewater plant components 
that it believed to be considered reuse. With rare exception, all 
the items listed by SSU are considered to be standard for all 
wastewater treatment plants and are included in the 1990 edition of 
the Recommended Standards for Wastewater Facilities. 

Dr. David York, P.E., Reuse Coordinator for the Bureau of 
Wastewater Facilities at DEP, defined reuse as "the deliberate 
application of reclaimed water in concert with the department, as 
well as water management district rules, for a beneficial purpose" 
as contained in Chapter 62-610, Florida Administrative Code, 
Section 200. Dr. York. agreed that Chapter 3 6 7 ,  Florida Statutes, 
states that the utilities are to recover the full prudently 
incurred cost of such facilities as a condition to allowing 
recovery in rates. 

SSU witness Mark Farrell, Assistant Executive Director of 
SWFWMD, testified that ensuring adequate water supplies is central 
to the mission of Florida's water management districts. Mr. 
Farrell testified that, among other things, reuse of reclaimed 
water is an integral component of meeting the state's future water 
demands. He testified that the MOU between this Commission and 
Florida's five Water Management Districts indicate the common 
objective of fostering conservation and reducing the withdrawal of 
ground and surface wat.er. Dr. York also testified to the need to 
reduce the demand on water resources. 

Utilities are peirmitted to recover prudently invested costs 
involved with reuse of reclaimed water, as charged by Section 
367.0817, Florida Statutes. We have difficulty accepting some of 
the components identified as reuse by the utility's witnesses, such 
as, percolation/evaporation ponds and deep injection wells. Dr. 
York stated that the single pond system that is always wet has been 
specifically excluded from the definition of reuse. We do not see 
the logic that one percolation pond is effluent disposal and more 
than one is reuse simply because the aquifer is charged. Dr. York 
testified to the depletion of water resources despite the use of 
percolation ponds in several areas of the state, and that 
percolation ponds do not contribute to a customer reduction in 
demand for water. 
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Witness Hartman testified that if a pond is used for effluent 
disposal only, it is not reuse. SSU witness Denny testified that 
a wastewater treatment plant with one percolation pond will not 
cause a customer reduction in demand on the water source. He 
further testified that two or more would not contribute to a 
customer reduction in demand for water. Applying Dr. York's 
standard, the percolation ponds do not have a beneficial purpose. 
For example, the Marco Island percolation ponds provide backup for 
the irrigation system and injection well. There are no facilities 
available to pump the effluent from these ponds. Mr. Denny 
testified that holding ponds are completely different from 
percolation and evaporation ponds. He further testified that a 
holding pond cannot ble utilized as a percolation pond, and that 
percolation ponds do not contribute to customer reduction of demand 
for water. 

Deep injection wells are for effluent disposal only, because 
there is no way of retrieving the effluent to reuse it. The 
effluent does not recharge the aquifers because it is deposited far 
below their level. Dr. York stated that this type of deep well 
injects into a subsurface formation, rendering the water unusable 
due to saline and in essence eliminating it from the hydrologic 
cycle. The primary reason for encouraging reuse of reclaimed water 
is to reduce the demand for water from available water resources 
and that percolation ponds and deep injection wells do not 
contribute to reduction of customer demand for water. In fact, 
testimony demonstrated that injection wells exacerbate the water 
supply problem by eliminating water from the hydrologic system by 
pumping it into salt water and rendering it unusable. We find that 
anything that does not encourage reduction of demand or 
conservation will not be considered reuse. Moreover, many of the 
components used for reuse are standard to all wastewater treatment 
plants.From this perspective, percolation and evaporation ponds and 
deep well injection shall be eliminated from reuse consideration. 

The determination of used and useful for reuse facilities must 
be considered on a case by case basis. The approved used and 
useful calculations for reuse facilities were derived from total 
facility calculations and are contained in Attachment B of this 
Order. 

q. Plant-SDecific! Used and Useful Findinss 

Buenaventura Lakes Wetlands. According to Buenaventura Lakes' 
present domestic wastewater facility permit, the three-celled, 169- 
acre wetlands reuse system is permitted at .lo0 mgd. It is 
required to hold emergency discharge from the rapid exfiltration 
basins ( R E B s ) ,  storage during wet weather, and reuse water for 
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wetlands enhancement to maintain a productive wildlife habitat. 
The overall permitted disposal capacity of 1.930 mgd for the 
wastewater treatment facility includes the REBs at 1.330 mgd, the 
golf course at .SO0 mgd, and the wetlands system at .lo0 mgd. 

SSU contended that no non-used and useful adjustment should be 
made because the wetlands are required by permit as backup for 
Buenaventura Lakes' effluent disposal. SSU witness Terrero stated 
that the wetlands are an important part of the effluent disposal 
facilities for the wastewater treatment plant. The disposal 
capacity of the wetlands has been determined on the basis of an 
evaluation of several years of operating data. Mr. Terrero stated 
that without the wet1,ands as a source of overflow disposal, the 
environment and public health could be adversely affected because 
SSU would have no other source available for disposal. 

OPC contended that the Buenaventura Lakes rate base should be 
reduced by $1,019,119, with a depreciation expense reduction of 
$15,707. OPC asserted that the majority of the wetlands is not in 
use, and that SSU knew of the non-used and useful nature of the 
wetlands when it purchased Buenaventura Lakes. OPC witness Kim 
Dismukes testified that the 130 acres of the upper wetlands has not 
been used since 1989. However, she acknowledged that the 169-acre 
wetlands was part of the overall effluent disposal capacity for 
this service area. 

We are not persuaded by OPC's proposed rate base and expense 
adjustments. We further find that the wetlands are entirely 
included as part of tlhe permitted effluent disposal capacity for 
the Buenaventura Lakes wastewater treatment facility. It has been 
demonstrated to our satisfaction that the wetlands are a necessary 
part of Buenaventura Lakes' disposal capacity. That 
notwithstanding, we fiind that Buenaventura Lakes' effluent disposal 
used and useful is 82.87 percent. 

Burnt Store Water Plant CaDacitv. In its initial filing, SSU 
indicated a water capacity of 333 gpm. SSU witness Terrero first 
testified that he considered each of two membrane skids to have a 
capacity of 190 gpm, resulting in a total capacity of 380 gpm, but 
later revised his testimony to 367 gpm with 10 percent of that 
deleted for maintenance procedures, resulting in a net capacity of 

procedures on experience, but did not provide any other 
justification. OPC witness Biddy calculated the capacity as 378.6 
gpm, rounding up to 380 gpm. Upon consideration of the record, we 
are persuaded by Mr. Eliddy's calculation and find the appropriate 
capacity of the Burnt Store water plant to be 378 gpm. 

333 gpm. Mr. Terrsro based this reduction for maintenance 
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Lehish Non-Used and Useful Lines. In 1992, Lehigh Utilities, 
Inc. (hereinafter referred to as SSU or utility) and LAC executed 
a developers agreement which detailedthe construction of water and 
wastewater facilities that would be used to serve customers in 
Lehigh Acres. Under the agreement, LAC would construct utility 
assets, advance those assets to the utility, and subsequently be 
reimbursed by the utility as customers connect to the system. In 
1994, the terms of the agreement were enhanced, resulting in a 
modified developers agreement, pursuant to modified escrow 
agreements with the states of Michigan and New York, wherein LAC is 
permitted to withdraw escrowed funds to construct utility assets in 
the Lehigh service area. According to the terms of the new 
agreement, SSU will now record those assets constructed by LAC with 
an offsetting refundable advance to LAC. As future customers 
connect, SSU reimburses LAC for the connection charges. 

We note that we have referred to LAC as the party that 
constructed the non-used and useful lines. In fact, Lehigh 
Corporation (referred to as Lehigh throughout this Order) is the 
developer that constructed the lines. Lehigh is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of LAC. To remain consistent with the testimony 
provided, we utilized the "LAC" acronym throughout the discussion 
of this topic, keeping in mind that the entity that constructed the 
lines is actually Lehigh Corporation. 

Utility witness Judith Kimball addressed SSU's adjustment to 
UPIS for the cost of constructing lines in the Lehigh water and 
wastewater service areas. Ms. Kimball explained that the 
associated advances from LAC were reflected in the MFRs. The value 
of constructed facilities was not included in the 1995 and 1996 
capital budgets of SSU because they are not SSU-funded projects. 
Therefore, the utility made an adjustment to UPIS to offset the 
advances for construction shown in rate base for the same period or 
year. 

A review of the rate base impact of SSU's calculation of non- 
used and useful plant in relation to the appropriately recorded 
advances for construction indicates the positive impact on rate 
base of the non-used and useful amount in both the water and 
wastewater plants. Ms. Kimball explained that all utility assets 
constructed with advances are included in UPIS. A non-used and 
useful percentage is applied to this large UPIS balance, resulting 
in a non-used and useful amount smaller than any associated 
advances. 

OPC witness Dismukes contended that the utility did not 
properly calculate Lehigh non-used and useful plant. She testified 
that the utility incltuded substantial amounts of non-used and 
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useful assets constructed by LAC in rate base without the 
corresponding offset to refundable advances. She explained that 
the utility proposed certain dollar amounts of assets, related to 
LAC and the modified escrow agreement, to be included in water and 
wastewater rate base. However, according to the utility‘s response 
to discovery, of the proposed amounts, only a small portion related 
to customers which had already connected to the plant. 

MS. Dismukes noted that between 1994 and 1996 the non-used and 
useful percentage of transmission, distribution, and collection 
lines decreased, contrary to expectations when a utility projects 
positive customer growth. Ms. Dismukes further stated that the 
utility failed to add to the denominator of the used and useful 
calculation the increa,se in lots as a result of the addition of T&D 
and collection lines. This oversight was apparently clear when an 
analysis of the number of available lots for both the water and 
wastewater plants remained unchanged between 1994 and 1996. MS. 
Dismukes proposed adjustments to increase non-used and useful for 
both Lehigh plants. 

Utility witness :Kidall rebutted Ms. Dismukes’ analysis of 
Lehigh non-used and useful plant based on simple average versus an 
appropriate use of a 13-month average methodology. Ms. Kimball 
challenged Ms. Dismukss’ assertion that the utility‘s discovery 
response indicated that only a small portion of the proposed assets 
related to customers who have connected to the plant. While Ms. 
Dismukes may have inferred this from looking at the numbers alone, 
the rationale was not clear. Ms. Kimball accepted OPC’s assertion 
that the utility failed to calculate the appropriate non-used and 
useful percentage. She further stated that if a downward 
adjustment is made to Lehigh UPIS, the same adjustment should be 
made to the advances before a non-used and useful percentage is 
applied. Thus a zero rate base impact has no impact on the revenue 
requirement. 

The major points of contention are that SSU’s calculation of 
non-used and useful lines contained the wrong number of lots in the 
denominator of the formula, and the non-used and useful lines and 
advances do not reflect a zero rate base impact. Our analysis 
verified the inaccuracies in the lot counts as indicated by OPC 
witness Dismukes. The plant maps indicated actual lot counts to be 
9,607 and 5,992 for the water and wastewater plants, respectively. 
This resulted in non-used and useful calculation of 37.43 percent 
for water and 22.33 psrcent for wastewater. 

We arrived at a net non-used and useful adjustment to water 
transmission and distribution mains of $2,306,461. When compared 
to the associated advances of $1,903,990 reflected on the utility’s 
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water rate base schedule, it is clear that no adjustment to non- 
used and useful advances is necessary, as net non-used and useful 
lines more than offset advances. The net non-used and useful 
adjustment to wastewater collection lines amounts to $1,171,850. 
Compared to the associated advances of $1,595,969 reflected on the 
utility's wastewater rate base, it is apparent that a decrease of 
$424,119 must be made to non-used and useful wastewater advances to 
affect a zero rate base impact. 

We shall therefore decrease non-used and useful wastewater 
advances by $424,119. No adjustment shall be made to non-used and 
useful water advances. Based on the foregoing adjustments, the net 
non-used and useful adjustments shall be a decrease to water rate 
base of $670,056 and a decrease to wastewater rate base of 
$289,397. 

Marco Island Dee11 Well Iniection. In the last Marco Island 
rate proceeding, the utility's investment in the deep well was 
allocated between water and wastewater. &Order No. PSC-93-1070- 
FOF-WS, at 10. That order also implied that no non-used and useful 
adjustment was made to the deep well on the water side of the 
investment, and that the wastewater plant was 78 percent used and 
useful. We find it necessary to review each use of the well in 
terms of its used and usefulness to both water and wastewater 
customers in this proceeding. 

OPC witness Biddy calculated a 37.24 percent used and useful 
percentage based on the average daily flow in the maximum month, 
projected to 1996. This flow appropriately included both effluent 
from the wastewater plant and brine from the reverse osmosis water 
plant. We note that in their post-hearing filings, OPC and Marco 
relied upon several late filed deposition exhibits, only one of 
which was admitted into the record. 

SSU witnesses Hartman and Terrero testified that 100 percent 
of the well is needed for the reverse osmosis plant and as a back- 
up for effluent disposal/reuse. Mr. Hartman testified that no less 
of a facility could have been constructed to meet the present 
functions. SSU witness Terrero testified that effluent from the 
Marco Island wastewater plant goes first to irrigating golf courses 
then to the injection well. Because of the costs, the last 
disposal option is to transport effluent to the percolation ponds. 
Additionally, Mr. Tericero pointed out that the percolation ponds 
are needed as a back-up to the injection well. Based on this 
evidence, we conclude that the injection well is an integral 
component to both the reverse osmosis plant on the water side and 
to the wastewater treatment plant on the reuse side. 
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For the foregoing reasons, we will not make any adjustments to 
the utility's investment in the deep injection well other than 
applying 78 percent used and useful to wastewater treatment plant 
and effluent disposal. Our calculations as to all used and useful 
components are set forth in Attachment B, and discussed below. 
Because the investment in the deep well appears to have been 
allocated and booked to both the water and wastewater facilities, 
these used and useful adjustments will be applied to that 
investment based on its used and usefulness to both water and 
wastewater customers. 

Susarmill Woods W w y .  S S U 
witnesses Bliss and Goucher stated that the correct Sugarmill Woods 
wastewater treatment plant capacity is its permitted capacity, 
500,000 gpd. SSU witness Terrero stated that the plant's capacity 
is limited to 400,000 gpd by the clarifier, but that the utility 
does not object to recognizing the capacity to be 500,000 gpd. 

The utility was granted a construction permit by the DEP to 
enlarge the plant to 7800,000 gpd by re-rating the oxidation ditch, 
adding a second clarifier, dual chlorine contact chambers, and 
sludge holding pond. 130th Mr. Bliss and Mr. Goucher affirmed that 
the additional clarifier was not constructed. Mr. Goucher stated, 
furthermore, that the utility has no present plan to construct the 
second clarifier. Additionally, to re-rate the oxidation ditch to 
700,000 gpd, another rotor would be needed on the ditch. In 
consideration of this testimony, we find that the Sugarmill Woods 
wastewater treatment plant capacity is 500,000 gpd. 

r. Used and Useful Percentases Awwlied 

We do not agree with SSU that we may not authorize in this 
proceeding a used and useful percentage less than we authorized in 
an earlier proceeding. There are a variety of circumstances that 
can result in a decrease in used and useful plant. Utility witness 
Ludsen stated that SSU did not adjust used and useful levels to 
levels below those set forth in our order last establishing used 
and useful levels, in the absence of some modification of facility 
capacity. S S U  has addressed only one of these circumstances, a 
decrease in demand, in asserting that a decreased used and useful 
percentage would be confiscatory. We would not find it appropriate 
to decrease used and useful plant where that is indicated by a 
decline in demand, which, for example, might result from 
conservation measures. On the other hand, we do find it to be 
appropriate to authorize a new methodology we determine to be 
superior to the methodology we authorized in an earlier proceeding, 
even if the result is to decrease used and useful plant. 
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Thus, in summary, we find that the level of used and useful 
plant determined in an earlier proceeding shall not be decreased if 
used and useful plant is now less because of a decline in demand. 
Furthermore, we find it appropriate to authorize a decreased level 
of used and useful pl,mt where indicated by the addition of new 
plant. In addition, in this proceeding, we find it appropriate to 
authorize a decreased level of used and useful plant if that is 
indicated through the application of the lots connected-to-lots 
available methodology for transmission, distribution and collection 
lines, which methodology we have herein adopted. Lastly, it would 
be appropriate, depending upon the facts and circumstances, to 
correct for mistakes in earlier proceedings in calculations of used 
and useful plant. While we adopt these findings as a general 
statement of policy, we caution that we would find it appropriate, 
whenever used and useful in a current proceeding differs 
significantly from that found in a prior proceeding, to depart from 
this policy should we find that to be justified by equitable 
considerations. 

s .  General Adjustments to Used and Useful Calculations 

Wherever a used and useful percentage was calculated that was 
equal to or greater than 95 percent, we rounded the used and useful 
percentage to 100 percent However, we consider the number of ERCs 
involved in that rounding as margin reserve. In many instances, 
the used and useful percentages as calculated exceeded 100 percent. 
Although we show the actual calculation results in Attachment B in 
order to indicate the present need to increase capacity, we have 
applied only 100 percent in those cases. SSU provided different 
projections for ERCs for both Marco Shores and Burnt Store. 
However, not all of the data needed was included; therefore, we 
derived the linear equation based on the given data so that the 
missing data could be calculated. 

t. Swecific Adiustments to Used and Useful Calculations 

East Lake Harris and Friendly Center. We had calculated for 
these two service areas, which were stand-alone in the utility's 
last rate proceeding, used and useful of 100 percent for all 
components except for hydropneumatic tanks. In accord with our 
decision below, we find it appropriate to consider the 
hydropneumatic tanks to be 100 percent used and useful. These two 
service areas have been interconnected. Because we have found the 
water components for each to be 100 percent used and useful, we 
find that they are 100 percent used and useful as interconnected. 

We have removedthe projected second 
well for Imperial Mobile Terrace from the 1996 budget because the 

Imlserial Mobile Terrace. 
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utility did not adequately support its inclusion. Therefore, we 
have not added any capacity to source of supply. 

Sunnv Hills. S S U  calculated used and useful percentages 
separately for Sunny Hills' two service areas. However, the 
investment for these components is not segregated. Therefore, we 
have applied the used and useful percentages calculated for the 
larger service area to the total investment. 

Buenaventura Lakes. As stated herein, we have authorized used 
and useful percentages for wastewater plant and effluent disposal 
greater than the utility's request for Buenaventura Lakes. 
However, the utility appears to have erred in not including margin 
reserve in its calculation. 

Plant and effluent disDosa1. S S U  requested separate used and 
useful percentages for wastewater treatment plant and effluent 
disposal, and we performed such separate calculations. There are 
four instances, however, where the capacities are different for 
wastewater treatment plant and effluent disposal. However, NARUC 
account 380.4 is an aggregate of both treatment plant and effluent 
disposal investment, and the utility did not file a break-out of 
separate investment for all of the facilities in question. For 
Deltona Lakes and Lehigh, the break-out of investment was provided 
and the appropriate percentages were applied to the appropriate 
dollars. For Salt Spritngs and Zephyr Shores, it was not, and so we 
applied 100 percent used and useful to account 382.4, outfall sewer 
lines, while the treatment plant used and useful percentages were 
applied to account 380.4. 

Reduced wastewater treatment Dlant caDacities. Three of SSU's 
wastewater treatment plants have limited operating capacity because 
of effluent disposal capacity. For Citrus Park and Sunshine 
Parkway, DEP has note(5 the capacity limitation on the operating 
permits. The permit for South Forty has no such notation; however, 
for consistency, we have utilized the lower capacity as filed by 
ssu. 

Reduced demands. We note that demands on the wastewater 
facilities are lower in several service areas than those recognized 
in Docket N o .  92019'3-WS, including Chuluota, Leisure Lakes, 
Morningview, Salt Springs, and Zephyr Shores. Nevertheless, 
consistent with our finding above, we have authorized in this 
proceeding the used and useful percentages authorized in the 
earlier proceeding. 
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u .  Used and Useful: Conclusion 

The authorized us!ed and useful amounts on a component basis 
for SSU's facilities in this proceeding are illustrated in detail 
in Attachment B to this Order. These calculations reflect all of 
the findings made herein with regard to used and useful plant. 

6. Unaccounted-For-Watc 

Unaccounted for water (UFW) is non-revenue producing water 
which is not accounted for as sold or used for other purposes such 
as flushing, fire department, or plant use. In this proceeding, we 
took official recognition of Orders Nos. 23511, issued September 
18, 1990, and 24485 issued May 7, 1991. Those orders express, in 
part, our policy of allowing 10 percent of the water available 
(pumped or purchased) as an acceptable level of unaccounted for, 
non revenue producing water. 

Utility witness Denny, citing the American Water Works 
Association's Manual M&, testified that UFW in a particular system 
might range from as high as 35 percent to as little as five 
percent. Factors such as variable and or high system pressures, 
old piping, extensive piping and distribution systems which serve 
low-usage, residential1 customers can contribute to a high 
percentage. That manual further stated that an appropriate level 
of UFW could range from ten to 20 percent for fully metered systems 
with adequate meter maintenance and conditions of service. 

The utility claimed that the explanations and adjustments 
contained in its MFRs for each plant should be consolidated to 
produce a company-wide UFW level of 10.9 percent. The utility also 
proposed that no adjustments be made to operations and maintenance 
expense associated with UFW levels. 

SSU witness Denny testified that by looking at the percentage 
on a system-wide basis, the utility would be encouraged to lower an 
already acceptable percentage at a high-use facility. Mr. Denny 
stated that a one percent reduction to UFW in the high service area 
may represent a much greater water saving than a 10 percent 
reduction to UFW in a low use service area. However, Mr. Denny 
could not provide a specific example of this theory in relation to 
SSU's plants. 

OPC witness Biddy testified that this Commission should allow 
no more than 10 percent for each water system. Mr. Biddy further 
contended that we should evaluate the level of UFW on an 
individual, by-plant basis. The Nassau Associations and Marco, et 
al, agreed with OPC's position. 
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We find the position of OPC and its witness to be the 
appropriate methodology for determining UFW. The appropriate 
percentage of UFW in t.his proceeding is 10 percent. Moreover, a 
company-wide unaccounted for water percentage does not accurately 
depict a true picture of the utility's unaccounted for water, nor 
does it encourage a utility to address plant-specific problems. 
Therefore, we have evaluated each service area's UFW on an 
individual basis. Any facility with UFW of ten percent or above 
shall be considered excessive. Our calculations are set forth in 
Attachment A of this Order. 

In addition to used and useful adjustments to plant made 
herein, we traditionally adjust the chemical, purchased power and 
purchased water expenses where appropriate, such as in Orders Nos. 
23511 and 24485. This is done to compensate for the additional 
chemical, and purchased power required to treat the unaccounted 
for, non-revenue producing water. In the case of purchased water, 
the adjustment disallows expenses for excess water purchased by the 
utility and unaccountably lost. 

SSU contended that an UFW adjustment should not be made for 
several plants where specific meters were registering higher than 
true flows. Mr. Denny also provided specific explanations 
regarding those facilities. Meters have been replaced or 
recalibrated at Amelia Island, Woodmere, and Lehigh resulting in 
lower UFW percentages. At Beecher's Point, the UFW has decreased 
to 5.7 percent after the utility began purchasing water from the 
town of Welaka. At Valencia Terrace, upon acquiring facility in 
1995, the utility discovered several unmetered sites, and installed 
meters on those sites. We find that the utility has presented 
sufficient explanation of these UFW percentages, and we will not 
make any UFW adjustments for these plants. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified in support of a UFW 
adjustment of $67,121. However, Ms. Dismukes agreed that she had 
used the wrong column from the MFRs to calculate the excess UFW 
adjustment in her schedule. Using the proper column, we have 
recalculated the UFW a(3justment as $50,130. Then, subtracting the 
five excluded service areas listed above, we have arrived at a 
total adjustment of $122,774 for UFW. This amount represents an 
adjustment of $4,912 for purchased water, $13,750 for purchased 
power, and $4,112 for chemical expenses. 

7. Infiltration and/or Inflow 

For purposes of dstermining whether the level of infiltration 
and inflow in wastewater facilities is acceptable, SSU used the 
method set out in EPAhandbook Sewer Svstem Infrastructure Analvsis 
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and Rehabilitation (EPA/625/6-91/030) at page 7. This method 
provides that no further analysis is necessary if domestic 
wastewater plus non-excessive infiltration does not exceed 120 
gallons per capita per day (gpcd) during periods of high ground 
water. The flow rate of 120 gpcd consists of 80 gpcd domestic 
waste and 40 gpcd of non-excessive infiltration. On this basis, 
SSU presented an infilt:ration/inflow analysis of its 45 wastewater 
plants (five nonjurisdictional) that showed eight of them with 
infiltration/inflow in excess of allowance. To apply this method, 
SSU determined the populations for each of the related service 
areas using a factor of 2.7 persons per meter, even though the EPA 
method recognizes the use of a factor varying from 2.2 to 3.5. SSU 
stated that the use O E  this factor for service areas with large 
multi-family condominiums or apartments or commercial or industrial 
complexes, such as Amelia Island, Sunshine Parkway, South Forty, 
Florida Central Commerce Park, and Marc0 Island results in 
understatements of allowable infiltration and inflow. Moreover, 
SSU stated that for the company as a whole, the level of 
infiltration and inflow is well within EPA guidelines at 26.3 
percent under allowance. 

OPC witness Biddy proposed that the infiltration and inflow 
allowance be determined using a method set out in Ten States 
Standards, Recommended Standards for Wastewater Facilities. That 
method allows 200 gallons per inch of pipe diameter per mile per 
day as an acceptance guideline. Another allowance guideline is set 
out in Water Pollution Control Federation (WPCF) Manual of Practice 
No. 9 .  This guideline allows from 375 to 625 gallons per inch 
diameter of pipe per mile per day, depending on the type and the 
age of the collection system. Mr. Biddy acknowledged that the WPCF 
guideline is a more appropriate allowance for old systems, whereas 
the Ten States Standard guideline is a more appropriate guideline 
for new systems. 

We find that the EPA population method is appropriate when 
service area populations are known and do not vary seasonally. 
However, the use of the factor of 2.7 to normalize meter 
connections readily leads to overstatements of infiltration and 
inflow allowances in the service areas composed of retired single 
family and/or seasonal residents, as SSU witness Terrero and Mr. 
Biddy acknowledged. Of the 40 jurisdictional plants analyzed for 
infiltration and inflow in this proceeding, as many as eight 
infiltration and inflow allowances appear to be overstated. 

We find that the preferred method for determining the amount 
of infiltration and inflow is to subtract 80 percent of water sold 
from the wastewater flows measured at the treatment plant. This 
method is found at section 3.5.7.4.a in the aforementioned EPA 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 82 

handbook. Mr. Biddy stated that this would produce as accurate a 
measurement of infiltration and inflow as is possible. Thus, we 
find it appropriate to apply the method of determining infiltration 
and inflow by subtracting 8 0  percent of water sold from wastewater 
flows measured at the treatment plant to those plants where 
populations are not known with reasonable accuracy or vary 
significantly by season. This method is based on the physical 
attributes of the collection system, and does not require 
consideration of populations. Where populations are known with 
reasonable accuracy and do not vary seasonally, we find it 
appropriate to apply the EPA population method. Furthermore, we 
find it appropriate to apply the WPCF infiltration and inflow 
allowance of 3 7 5  to 625 gallons per inch diameter of pipe per mile 
per day, taking into account the type and age of the collection 
system, in the former case to determine whether the amount of 
infiltration and inflow is excessive. 

Based on the methodology of determining infiltration and 
inflow by subtracting 80 percent of water sold from wastewater 
flows measured at the treatment plant, four wastewater facilities 
have excessive infiltration and/or inflow: Burnt Store, Lehigh, 
Holiday Haven and Jung:Le Den. We have not required adjustments for 
the Burnt Store and Lehigh service areas, because SSU has begun 
corrective action for the infiltration problems in these service 
areas by inspecting collection lines with motorized TV cameras. 
The adjustments for Holiday Haven and Jungle Den were calculated 
first by estimating the infiltration amount as total wastewater 
flows minus 80 percent of potable water, and second by applying an 
allowance of 500 gallons per inch of pipe diameter per mile per 
day. 

Mr. Biddy testified that adjustments should be made for all 
wastewater facilities shown by SSU to have excessive infiltration 
and/or inflow, including Amelia Island, Sunshine Parkway, South 
Forty, Florida Central Commerce Park, Lelani Heights, Beecher's 
Point and Marco Island. SSU stated that the application of the EPA 
allowance of 40 gall.ons per capita per day had understated 
allowances for those seven service areas due to underestimated 
populations. Applying the methodology of subtracting 80 percent of 
water sold from wastewater flows measured at the treatment plant 
and allowing 500 gallons per inch of pipe diameter per mile per 
day, we find no adjustments necessary for these seven service 
areas. 

In support of SSU's methodology, Mr. Terrero testified that 
the selection of 2.7 from a permissible range of 2.2 to 3.5 persons 
per household represents a reasonable average to use for 
infiltration and/or inflow analysis, inasmuch as this range was 
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derived from nationwide studies. We find that if a single number 
were to be used it would be much closer to 2.2 because of the large 
number of retirees and part-time residents in Florida as compared 
with the nation as a whole. Also, this number could have easily 
been varied to better approximate populations in discrete service 
areas, rather than using one number for all service areas. 

In consideration of the above, we find it appropriate for 
Holiday Haven to adjust demand for purposes of used and useful 
plant calculations by 3,593.1 gpd and to adjust lift station power 
and plant operating expenses, power, and chemicals by 16.9 percent. 
With an infiltration and/or inflow allowance of 12.7 percent of 
wastewater flows, we find that Holiday Haven has an 
infiltration/inflow rate of 29.5 percent of total flows, or an 
excessive infiltration and/or inflow rate of 16.8 percent. Further 
we find it appropriate for Jungle Den to adjust demand for purposes 
of used and useful plant calculations by 7379.5 gpd and to adjust 
lift station power and plant operating expenses, power, and 
chemicals by 56.5 percent. With an allowance of 25.6 percent of 
wastewater flows, we find that Jungle Den has an 
infiltration/inflow rate of 82.1 percent of total flows, or an 
excessive infiltration and/or inflow rate of 56.5 percent. 

8. Accumulated Devreciation 

a. Devreciation on Non-Used and Useful Facilities 

SSU proposed to reduce the 1996 beginning balance of 
accumulated depreciation. SSU witness Kimball testified that the 
adjustment intended to address the cumulative effect of 
depreciation taken on non-useful assets for which there was no 
established AFPI tariff, following Dockets Nos. 920199-WS and 
920655-WS. The utility contended that this adjustment related to 
the time period prior to 1991, when no AFPI tariffs were in effect, 
and for non-used and useful water and wastewater mains at Deltona 
Lakes and Marco Island for 1992 through 1994. 

OPC witnesses Larkin and Deronne recommended a total 
disallowance of SSU's proposed adjustment, contending that the 
utility's adjustment was retroactive and inappropriate for 
determining a going-forward rate base. Mr. Larkin and MS. Deronne 
stated that SSU's adjustment seeks to reevaluate a past position 
and remedy the impact of that position by collecting revenues it 
could have collected previously. The OPC witnesses stated that SSU 
had offset depreciation expense associated with non-useful assets 
in those prior cases and could have requested similar treatment for 
accumulated depreciation. According to OPC, SSU should have known 
which plants had an authorized AFPI tariff . Because accumulated 
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depreciation is a derivative of depreciation expense calculations, 
any offset to accumulated depreciation should have been easily 
determined. The witnesses agreed that it would make no difference 
in determining if the adjustment was retroactive, if the assets in 
the instant case were non-used and useful and had never been 
included in rate base. 

Utility witness Bencini rebutted the testimony of OPC by 
stating that this was the first opportunity SSU had to correct 
errors in previous cases, and the adjustment was not a reevaluation 
of SSU's position. Because the plants did not have approved AFPI 
tariffs prior to Docket No. 920199-WS, an adjustment was necessary 
to reflect the depreciation taken on these assets since January 
1992, at which time the AFPI tariffs went into effect. Mr. Bencini 
explained that SSU had not reflected any non-used and useful 
related to Deltona Lakes and Marco Island and, therefore had not 
requested an AFPI tariff for these plants. 

Mr. Bencini testified that this Commission should have offered 
the utility a rate of return on the non-useful plant through an 
approved AFPI tariff. Mr. Bencini explained that because the 
assets involved in this issue are non-used and useful, thus never 
included in rate base for ratemaking purposes, the adjustment 
cannot be retroactive in nature. The adjustment, he believed, 
simply corrected the impact of prior period errors. Moreover, the 
utility requested that this Commission consider increasing the 
adjustment by $101,950 for depreciation expense related to the 
years 1995 and 1996 for the Deltona Lakes and Marco Island plants. 
Mr. Bencini explaine'd that the original proposed adjustment 
considered expense incurred through 1994 ; the requested AFPI 
tariffs in this proceeding will not be in effect until January 
1997, thus the additional requested amount. 

The utility contended that it was the Commission's error for 
not establishing an AFPI tariff on non-used and useful plant, even 
though the utility did not request approval of such a tariff. 
Also, we note that the utility did not request reconsideration or 
appeal our decisions in the dockets related to this issue. Mr. 
Bencini also stated that the utility had been working on proposed 
adjustments to accumulated depreciation prior to the end of 1994. 
The utility's support for those adjustments was not ready until 
this current filing. 

The length of time involved in reconciling prior Commission 
orders to rate base is completely irrelevant in our view. It was 
the utility's responsibility to recognize any non-used and useful 
adjustments made in Docket No. 920199-WS. In Order No. PSC-93- 
0423-FOF-WS, we stated: "In addition, we have only calculated AFPI 
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charges for those systems for which the utility requested an AFPI 
charge." Order at 107. By merely reading this portion of the 
Order, SSU had enough basis on which to file for reconsideration; 
there were no dollar amounts required to be calculated for the 
utility to take action. 

In Order No. PSC-95-1376-FOF-WS, issued November 6, 1995, in 
the application for aL rate increase by Ortega Utility Company 
(Ortega) , we denied Ortega's request for authority to reverse 
depreciation expense as a form of retroactive ratemaking. We found 
that the adjustment was not a prior period adjustment, because the 
service life of plant was not extended, nor did the adjustment 
correct an obvious error. We noted that whether the adjustment is 
titled a correction to accumulated depreciation or a correction to 
CIAC, the impact is the same: rate base is increased to eliminate 
a loss that has already been recorded. 

The utility's adjustment does not qualify as a prior period 
adjustment. Like Ortega, SSU requested that current customers pay 
for past losses or errors, however the adjustment might be defined. 
Contrary to SSU's argument in its brief, the fact that SSU's 
request relates to non-used and useful assets is irrelevant. 

We are not persuaded by SSU's argument that the proposed 
adjustment is consistent with the principles of equity and fairness 
of GTE Florida Inc. v. Clark, 668 So.2d 971 (Fla. 1996). In that 
decision, the Court found that the Commission had made an error on 
a prior remand decision. The circumstances are completely 
different in this current case. The decisions on the previous rate 
proceedings were not found to be in error on the issue of AFPI, nor 
has SSU demonstrated in this docket that Commission errors were 
made. 

We conclude that SSU's request constitutes retroactive 
treatment in that it seeks recovery for depreciation taken on non- 
used and useful plant for which SSU should have requested an AFPI 
tariff. The utility should have taken into account the possibility 
that plant would be found less than 100 percent used and useful. 
SSU had the opportunity to remedy any differences it may have had 
with Commission adjustments in the prior proceedings, either by 
requesting an AFPI tariff, or filing a motion for reconsideration 
once the Commission issued its final order in the prior rate 
proceedings. Therefore, the utility's adjustment is disallowed. 
We have reversed the utility's adjustments to accumulated 
depreciation for the respective plants, thereby increasing 
accumulated depreciation in total by $956,915 and $904,261 for 
water and wastewater, respectively. 
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b. Guideline Deureciation and Amortization Rates 

SSU requested an adjustment to reduce accumulated amortization 
of CIAC to correct what: it contended was an incorrect booking from 
two previous rate proceedings. 

Utility witness Kimball testified that for the 1991 test 
year's depreciation rates in Docket No. 920199-WS, the utility used 
the average life rates pursuant to Rule 25-30.140, Florida 
Administrative Code. While this is proper treatment, it should not 
be reflected on the company's books until the revenue associated 
with such expenses can be properly matched. The final rates in 
that docket did not go into effect until September, 1993. The 
utility's proposed adjustment in the current MFRs restates the 
accumulated depreciation beginning points to reflect the 2.5 
percentage rate for 1991 and continues through August, 1993 for all 
plants that had not already fallen under Rule 25-30.140, Florida 
Administrative Code. 

The utility also proposed a similar treatment for several of 
the Deltona plants, reverting back to 1989, and to the MFRs 
prepared for Docket No. 900329-WS, which was subsequently 
dismissed. The utility did not change the 1989 rates in keeping 
with new guideline rates; therefore, the MFR workpapers for the 
1991 test year were inaccurate. SSU's net adjustment due to 
changes in guideline depreciation rates decreases accumulated 
depreciation by $717,262, The impact on rate base would be an 
increase of $199,086 and $518,176 for water and wastewater, 
respectively. 

OPC objected to SSU's proposed adjustment. OPC witnesses 
Larkin and Deronne testified that SSU's proposal is a retroactive 
adjustment to its books for items it did not fully recover in rates 
in the past. Consequently, OPC recommended a complete disallowance 
of SSU's adjustment. 

In rebuttal, Ms. Kimball stated that the utility did not 
recover the new depreciation rates in the past. Although the new 
rates were used to calculate depreciation in prior MFRs, the 
accompanying revenues were not in place to recover that expense. 
Ms. Kimball further c'ontended that the utility's restatement of 
accumulated depreciation for the Deltona plants for 1989 and 1990 
was simply correction of an error based on incorrect depreciation 
rates. The error continued to be undiscovered after Docket No. 
900329-WS was dismissetd, and affected depreciation expense numbers 
through 1991 in Docket No. 920199-WS. Ms. Kimball also stated that 
while the adjustment to CIAC amortization is appropriate, the known 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 87 

downward adjustments should be offset against known upward 
adjustments. 

In support of its position, SSU cited Order No. PSC-95-1376- 
FOF-WS (Ortega order). A s  noted herein, by that order we reduced 
the company's reported. balances for accumulated depreciation and 
accumulated amortization of CIAC to reflect the increment of 
expense associated with guideline rates going into effect before 
the implementation of bcreased service rates. Similarly, in Order 
No. 20434, issued on December 8, 1988, regarding Orange-Osceola 
Utilities, we held that. the utility did not correctly implement the 
depreciation and amortization rates approved under a prior order, 
concluding that the depreciation rates should have been instituted 
when the final service rates became effective. 

We do not agree with OPC's assertion that SSU's adjustment is 
retroactive ratemaking, which results when a utility attempts to 
recover past losses firom current and future customers. In this 
instance, the utility'ii adjustment corrects an error that occurred 
when increased guideline depreciation rates were put into effect 
before the implementation of increased service rates, resulting in 
a mismatching of expenses with revenues. The higher depreciation 
expense is not actually being recovered, as it is being offset 
against the lower service rates. As demonstrated by the orders 
cited immediately above, such an adjustment is not retroactive 
ratemaking. 

Accordingly, we accept the utility's proposed adjustment to 
decrease accumulated depreciation by $199,086 and $518,176 for the 
water and wastewater plants, respectively. We will also make the 
necessary per plant adjustments to CIAC amortization. The 
cumulative decreases to CIAC amortization total $128,751 for water 
and $135,129 for wastewater. However, we disagree with Ms. 
Kimball's testimony that the known downward adjustments should be 
offset against known upward adjustments. 

9. Contributions-in-Aid-of-Construction (CIAC) 

a. ImDutation of CIAC Associated with Lehish Assets 

As previously stated, LAC is the sole stockholder of Lehigh, 
which is the developer of land owned in Lehigh Acres. TGI owns 100 
percent of the stock 'of SSU and approximately 80 percent of the 
stock of LAC. MP&L owns 100 percent of the stock of TGI. In other 
words, MP&L is in control of the regulated SSU and the nonregulated 
Lehigh. 
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We admitted into evidence a December, 1993, letter written by 
Ms. Laura Holquist of Lehigh, which detailed the company's 
accounting treatment for $5.2 million held in New York and Michigan 
escrowed cash accounts. These funds came from residents in New 
York and Michigan who had purchased lots in Lehigh, Florida, as 
early as 1973. The escrow accounts were established to ensure the 
availability of money for water and wastewater line installations 
at the time the lot owner builds on the property. Originally, it 
was thought that the fu.nds belonged to the lot purchasers; however, 
research performed in the spring of 1993 by Lehigh's law firm 
concluded that the fundls actually belonged to Lehigh. Additionally, 
by Order No. PSC-93-0301-FOF-WS, issued February 25, 1993, in the 
Lehigh Utilities, Inc. (LUI) rate docket, we concluded that LUI was 
not a party to the escrowed funds and had no access to the funds. 
Therefore, we made no adjustments to rate base related to the 
escrow accounts. LUI was subsequently merged into SSU. 

At the time of t:his letter, these funds still had not been 
recorded on the books of Lehigh, even given the legal opinion which 
concluded months earlier. Lehigh was undergoing extensive research 
and analysis regarding the accounting treatment for the escrowed 
monies. It seems that there was concern over the contingent 
liability attached to the funds when LAC acquired Lehigh (in 1991) 
since, at that time, it was believed that the funds belonged to lot 
purchasers. When it was discovered that the funds belonged to 
Lehigh, there was no I.onger a question of a contingency. It was 
concluded that Lehigh should report the escrowed monies in its 
financial statements. In fact, Lehigh recorded $5.2 million in 
restricted cash, offset by a $.7 million contingent future 
obligation, for a $4.5 million adjustment to net income. The 
contingent liability related to Lehigh management's intention to 
offer credit to New York and Michigan lot purchasers as part of 
Modified Escrow Agreements with these states. 

On March 31, 1994, Lehigh executed Modified Escrow Agreements 
with the states of New York and Michigan which gave Lehigh access 
to the escrowed funds. In turn, Lehigh agreed to grant a credit to 
each New York and Michigan purchaser based on the balance of the 
escrowed monies (including interest) at the modified contract date. 
The credit would be applied to service availability charges as New 
York and Michigan lot. purchasers hooked up to Ssu's water and 
wastewater plants at Lehigh Acres. Apparently, Lehigh's access to 
the escrow funds is restricted such that any funds drawn must be 
for the construction of major utility assets in the Lehigh Acres 
development. 

It appears that during the time that the escrow agreements 
were being modified, Lehigh was also entering into a Modified 
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Developer's Agreement with SSU. The modified agreement provided 
that Lehigh will construct major utility plant and advance these 
assets to SSU. In turn, SSU will reimburse Lehigh as customers 
connect to the plant. Essentially, Lehigh will be selling the 
facilities to SSU. The developer's agreement allows all advances 
to become contributed plant to SSU if not used and useful within 10 
years. 

the 
will 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes pointed out that as a result of 
Modified Escrow A(greements, New York and Michigan customers 
no longer earn interest, as of March 31, 1994, on funds that 

they paid to Lehigh to construct utility assets. She asserted that 
final treatment of the escrowed funds was structured so that the 
customers of SSU would receive no benefit, and consequently, all 
benefits would "inure to Minnesota Power's unregulated operations. 'I 

Ms. Dismukes argued that we should investigate whether this 
treatment is equitable to SSU's customers. Ms. Dismukes testified 
that MP&L recognized a $4.5 million windfall profit from Lehigh's 
recording of income related to the escrowed funds. She asserted 
that as Lehigh constructs assets in Lehigh Acres it will increase 
the value of the developer's lots. Further, Lehigh is reimbursed 
by ssu through SAC co:tlected from near term customers, for which 
the developer has contributed nothing to be rewarded this benefit. 

Ms. Dismukes proposed that we impute CIAC on all assets 
constructed by Lehigh, as each future customer connects to SSU 
facilities. For the projected test year ending 1996, SSU will have 
repaid Lehigh $769,000 for assets constructed by Lehigh. She added 
that these assets are used and useful in SSU's rate base. 

Ms. Dismukes stated that many of the assets being constructed 
by Lehigh are non-used and useful. She assumes a scenario in which 
Lehigh continues to construct water and wastewater treatment 
facilities to serve additional customers coming on-line. If Lehigh 
over-builds larger facilities with the argument that it is less 
expensive to do so now, rather than build several smaller plants 
over time, SSU will then likely contend that it was prudent to 
build a larger facility because of the economies of scale involved, 
and that the entire plant should be considered 100 percent used and 
useful. Ms. Dismukes (asserted that this is routinely a contention 
of S S U ' s  and that this Commission often adopts such logic. She 
stated that if this scanario should evolve and we find the plant to 
be 100 percent used and useful, that customers will be penalized by 
paying for plant that should be non-used and useful. Consequently, 
the entities benefiting would be SSU and Lehigh. Based on payments 
already made by SSU to Lehigh, as discussed above, Ms. Dismukes' 
proposed adjustment is to impute CIAC in the amount of $769,000. 
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In rebuttal, utility witness Scott Vierima stated that the 
escrow funds at issue are the same funds reviewed by the Commission 
in the 1993 LUI rate case. He contended that the Commission found 
the escrow funds to be unrelated to rate base since LUI was not a 
party to the agreements and did not have access to those monies. 
Ms. Dismukes did not point out that the assets are already offset 
in rate base calcula.tions either as refundable advances or, 
ultimately, as CIAC when the charges are collected from the 
customer and used to refund the developer. Additionally, he stated 
that any advances which remain unfunded at the end of the ten-year 
recoupment period automatically convert to CIAC. 

Mr. Vierima explained that assets are originally transferred 
to SSU as "non-used and useful property funded by "no cost" 
developer advances, which are then converted to either in-service 
assets funded by customer contributions, or remain unused assets 
funded by developer contributions. 'I He asserted that "at no point 
are the assets included in rate base without the offsetting no-cost 
funding, either CIAC or advances." 

Mr. Vierima emphasized that the New York and Michigan 
customers are not paying twice for utility extensions. When a New 
York or Michigan customer connects to assets constructed by Lehigh, 
a credit will ensue, as provided for in the Modified Escrow 
Agreements. Finally, Mr. Vierima rebutted Ms. Dismukes' Lehigh 
construction scenario as irrelevant. The sizing of plants and the 
additions to be included in used and useful is something that is 
thoroughly reviewed by qualified engineering experts in each rate 
proceeding. 

In its brief, SSU stated that Ms. Dismukes proposed the same 
adjustment in the LUI rate case and her adjustment was rejected. 
The utility contended that there is no basis in the current record 
to modify the past Commission decision. SSU explained that it is 
not a party to the escrow agreement and cannot access the funds in 
the escrow account. Facilities constructed by Lehigh Corporation 
which will be transferred to SSU (beginning in 1996) have no rate 
base impact as they are treated as refundable advances. Once a New 
York or Michigan customer pays the service availability charge, 
such advances are returned to Lehigh and the money paid by the 
customer is booked as CIAC. When a New York or Michigan customer 
requests service from SSU, the customer is given a credit against 
the service availability charge in the amount of the customer's 
individual escrow payment, plus interest, through March 31, 1994. 
Finally, the utility asserted that an imputation of CIAC on top of 
the service availability charge would result in a double counting 
of CIAC. 
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SSU refuted Ms. Dismukes' contention that by imputing CIAC, 
the customers will be left whole by the escrow agreements. SSU 
reiterated that the New York and Michigan residents are reimbursed 
escrow funds with interest. SSU contended that as the installation 
of facilities and the sale of lots in the future enhance growth, 
customers will benefit through the economies of scale. Secondly, 
SSU stated that Ms. Dismukes' proposal to adjust CIAC levels to 
compensate for the double collection of CIAC at the present would 
result in confiscation of the utility's rate base. Further, SSU 
argued that her recommendation has no basis or precedent in utility 
ratemaking and, accordingly, should be rejected. 

This very issue was brought forward by OPC in the last LUI 
rate case docket. Circumstances have not changed at all with 
respect to SSU's access to the escrow funds or SSU not being a 
party to the escrow agreements between Lehigh and the states of 
Michigan and New York. However, we are aware that SSU and Lehigh 
have a developer's agreement whereby utility assets are advanced to 
SSU, and Lehigh is subsequently reimbursed through customer 
connection charges. In this case, the information presented does 
illustrate that the business transactions are seemingly less than 
arm's length in nature. However, the fact remains that, with 
regard to the escrow agreements with the states of Michigan and New 
York, SSU is not a party. SSU does not have access to the escrow 
funds. We are persuaded by SSU's argument that such an adjustment 
would be a penalty by double counting CIAC. There has been no 
basis provided in the current record to modify our past decision. 
Therefore, we will make no adjustment to CIAC related to the escrow 
funds at issue. 

b. Adjustment for Non-Used and Useful Offsets to Plant 
Cauacitv Fees and Line/Main Extension Fees 

OPC witnesses Hugh Larkin and Donna DeRonne stated that SSU 
applied average non-used and useful percentages on a service area 
basis to certain CIAC classifications. SSU reduced the CIAC offset 
to rate base, in order to account for the fact that a portion of 
the assets being supported by the CIAC were removed from rate base 
via the non-used and useful calculations. The CIAC classifications 
affected are plant capacity fees, line and main extensions, 
contributed lines, and contributed property other than lines. Mr. 
Larkin and Ms. Deronns agreed that it was proper to offset CIAC 
associated with contributed lines and contributed property other 
than lines by a non-used and useful factor. Contributed property 
which is non-used and useful is removed from rate base; thereby, 
the portion removed does not earn a return on investment dollars. 
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However, these witnesses asserted that it was not appropriate 
to apply a non-used arid useful factor to plant capacity fees and 
line and main extension fees. They explained that plant capacity 
fees and line and main extension fees are typically cash provided 
by a utility's customers. ~t makes no difference where the funds 
are invested or if the funds actually go into plant that is non- 
used and useful; the entire amount of money received by the utility 
remains a cost free source of capital. Mr. Larkin and Ms. Deronne 
further stated that unl.ess the utility reimburses a portion of cash 
contributions to its customers for CIAC which may relate to non- 
used and useful assets, these customers should receive the benefit 
of their contribution by a complete offset to rate base. OPC 
proposed an adjustment to decrease rate base by $2,315,994 to 
remove SSU' s inappropriate non-used and useful off sets to plant 
capacity fees and line and main extension fees. 

In rebuttal, SSU witness Kimball stated that the OPC witnesses 
assumed that the plant. capacity fees and line and main extension 
fees represent cash provided by utility customers, and that SSU 
applied the non-used and useful percentages to CIAC in all service 
areas. Ms. Kimball contended that the only plants that have had 
non-used and useful applied to plant capacity fees and line and 
main extension fees are Burnt Store, Deep Creek, and Sugar Mill 
Woods. These plants are referred to as the PGI plants because they 
were acquired from Punta Gorda Isles, Inc. 

Ms. Kimball explained that SSU applied a non-used and useful 
percentage to these two categories of CIAC only for the PGI plants 
because non-used and useful existed at the time SSU acquired the 
plants. She asserted that the non-used and useful assets were 
funded by prepaid CIA(= advanced by the developer (1986/1987) in 
order to avoid the federal tax on CIAC, which was about to be 
passed into law. Ms. Kimball argued that SSU never acquired the 
cash, as it was spent to build lines prior to SSU ownership, and 
that prepaid CIAC should be fully offset against the non-used and 
useful assets. She further argued that SSU's treatment of prepaid 
CIAC was consistent with Docket No. 920199-WS for Burnt Store and 
Sugar Mill Woods, and the last rate proceeding before Charlotte 
County for Deep Creek. 

Ms. Kimball explained that the non-used and useful percentage 
applied to the CIAC dollars was the same percentage developed for 
the related plant in service non-used and useful calculations. In 
summary, the utility asserted that there should be no adjustment to 
remove the non-used aind useful CIAC related to prepaids, and no 
related adjustments to accumulated amortization of CIAC. 
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Ms. Kimball's point that SSU never acquired the cash because 
it was spent prior to SSU's ownership in the PGI plants was 
irrelevant, as this would have been taken into consideration in the 
acquisition adjustment. However, we are persuaded by the argument 
that prepaid CIAC should be fully offset against non-used and 
useful assets. The argument made by Mr. Larkin and Ms. Deronne 
with regard to the cash nature of plant capacity fees and line and 
main extension fees was not valid or supported by the record. In 
the instant case, the prepaid CIAC was not funded by the customers, 
but by the developer. SSU's treatment in the instant case was 
consistent with that followed in Docket No. 920199-WS. 
Accordingly, no adjustment shall be made for non-used and useful 
offsets to plant capacity fees or line and main extension fees as 
it relates to this issue. 

c. Marco Island ASR Droiect 

As a result of a cooperative agreement between SSU and the Big 
Cypress Basin Board, the utility received $225,100 for partial 
funding of the Marco Island ASR project. The utility did not 
include the contributed funds in its rate base, but did include the 
cost of the project. OPC witness Dismukes recommended an 
adjustment to increase CIAC by $225,100, thus reducing SSU's rate 
base by the same amount. 

Utility witness Bencini agreed with OPC's proposed adjustment, 
to the extent that related 1995 project costs would be included in 
rate base. In its post-hearing filing, SSU stated that actual 
total project costs through 1995 increased beyond the cost 
projected in the MFRs. SSU contended that the proposed adjustment 
to CIAC, without an adjustment to the utility's plant for increased 
costs, would be inequitable and should be rejected. 

The utility received contributions to fund the ASR project 
plant additions, but did not include the appropriate off-set to 
CIAC. Accordingly, we shall increase CIAC by $225,100, the amount 
of the cost share funds received. We will not grant SSU'S request 
to adjust for increased costs, as those costs were not part of the 
record. 

10. Imputation of CIAC to Offset Marcrin Reserve 

In its filing, the utility did not impute CIAC or service 
availability charges anticipated to be collected in the future to 
offset that portion of the plant investment designated as margin 
reserve. SSU witness Hugh Gower testified that the inclusion of 
the margin reserve plant investment in rate base without the offset 
of anticipated future post-test period collections of service 
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availability charges was the appr priate method to allow SSU a 
return on its investors' capital. Mr. Gower further stated that 
this method would not change the recovery of the capital, only 
provide the opportunity for a return. 

Mr. Gower contended that the imputation of CIAC against margin 
reserve, which this Commission has made in a number of previous 
cases, improperly insulated present customers completely from any 
responsibility whatsoever for return on investor capital which 
financed the plant. He further testified that this treatment is 
inconsistent with our treatment of electric, gas or telephone 
companies whose plant has the capacity to serve future increases in 
sales. 

OPC witnesses Larkin and DeRonne stated that if a margin 
reserve is included in the used and useful calculations, an amount 
of CIAC equivalent to the number of ERCs represented by the margin 
reserve should be reflected as a rate base offset to achieve proper 
matching. They testified that the application of the CIAC that 
will be collected from future customers would at least serve to 
partially offset, the impact on the existing customers resulting 
from their inappropriately allocated responsibility to pay for 
plant that will be utilized to serve future customers. 

Sugarmill Woods witness Hansen testified that there was no 
reason to change the standard practice of the PSC. If CIAC is not 
imputed, the existing customers are charged with paying for future 
growth which is contrary to County Comprehensive Plans in 
conformance with the Growth Management Act. 

SSU witness Hartman testified in rebuttal that approximately 
a decade ago margin reserves were considered on a case-by-case 
basis. He stated that imputation of CIAC on the margin reserve 
basically negates the margin reserve. Because a margin reserve 
covers a particular period of time, he testified that imputing the 
CIAC results in very little benefit from the margin reserve. 

In rebuttal, Mr. Gower stated that new customer connections do 
not decrease the margin reserve plant investment. As the number of 
customers increase, it: would be likely that the required margin 
reserve would increase. Mr. Gower testified that when new 
customers hook up, the plant which was previously considered margin 
reserve plant is committed to serving existing customers. The 
margin reserve plant is replaced by a plant which is either under 
construction or in the account called, "Plant Held for Future Use." 
Also, he stated that present customers benefit directly when margin 
reserve plant is available to meet their peak demands which they 
place on the facility. He testified that present customers also 
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benefit when new customers can be added without degrading the 
service to the existing customers. 

We find it appropriate to offset margin reserve to account for 
the anticipated collection of CIAC from future ratepayers. While 
the utility contended that imputation of CIAC against margin 
reserve negates the margin reserve and is counter to economic 
construction of facilities, the imputation recognizes that future 
customers will hook up to the facility with contributions in hand. 
We are not persuaded by the utility's arguments that our practice 
of imputing CIAC on margin reserve should be changed. Therefore, 
in those facilities where a margin reserve has been approved and 
the appropriate CIAC exists, an imputation of CIAC shall be made. 

However, we do find it appropriate to deviate from our long- 
standing policy of imputing the full amount of CIAC. We recognize 
that CIAC will be colltected evenly throughout the margin reserve 
period. Therefore, we find it appropriate to impute half of the 
associated CIAC. 

11. Acauisition Adjust- 

An acquisition adjustment represents the difference between 
the purchase price and the rate base at the time of purchase. 
Absent any extraordinary circumstances, a subsequent purchase of a 
utility facility at a premium or discount does not affect the rate 
base calculation. We have approved acquisition adjustments for 
twelve of SSU's water facilities and six of SSU's wastewater 
facilities in the past, resulting in net negative acquisition 
adjustments of ($64,578) for regulated water facilities, and 
($519,787) for regulated wastewater facilities. On cross- 
examination, OPC witness Donna DeRonne stated that SSU recorded 
approved net negative acquisition adjustments of $331,000 for the 
regulated facilities. Both Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeRonne agreed that 
$551,000 was the total company negative acquisition adjustment at 
the end of 1995. The MFRs reflected total net negative 
acquisition adjustments of $37,052 and $294,232 for water and 
wastewater, respectively. 

Mr. Larkin testified that all of the negative acquisition 
adjustments recorded ion SSU's books should be reflected in its 
filing. On a facility by facility basis, Mr. Larkin showed SSU's 
total negative acquisition adjustments to be $13,060,124. His 
schedule included previously approved acquisition adjustments and 
his proposed acquisition adjustments to the Lehigh and Deltona 
facilities. He stated that he disagreed with SSU's calculation of 
acquisition adjustments for those two purchases. The amortization 
of the additional acquisition adjustments would reflect an increase 
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to accumulated amortization of $2,240,626 and amortization expense 
of $327,051. 

a. Lehish 

Mr. Larkin testified that SSU/TGI purchased $99 million in 
Lehigh Acquisition Corporation (LAC) assets for $40 million, 
resulting in a potential negative acquisition adjustment of $59 
million or approximately a 60 percent discount. In Docket No. 
911188-WS, SSU took t.he position that the 60 percent discount 
related only to non-ut.ility assets. Mr. Larkin recommended that 
the discount in purchase price be applied to Lehigh's utility 
assets based on the percentage of LUI assets to total assets 
purchased. Multiplyin'g the $59 million total purchase acquisition 
adjustment times the 6.567 percent attributed to LUI's assets, Mr. 
Larkin calculated a $3,873,763 negative acquisition adjustment to 
LUI's rate base. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes stated that the reasons why 
LUI's purchase price was not discounted by 60 percent were unclear. 
She stated that TGI hired Raymond James & Associates, Inc. (RJA) to 
check the reasonableness of the allocation for the 60 percent 
discount only to the non-utility functions, using a review of 
recent comparable uti11.t~ purchases, relevant comparable valuations 
of other publicly traded companies, and other traditional utility 
company valuation benchmarks. The RJA report endorsed the 
allocation of the 60% discount to the non-utility functions and not 
LUI because MP&L agreed that it would have purchased LUI at book 
value and that there were numerous uncertainties and contingencies 
associated with the non-utility assets of LAC. As a result, Ms. 
Dismukes testified that the discount was associated with the non- 
utility operations in Docket No. 911188-WS. 

MS. Dismukes testified that the actual fair market value of 
the non-utility assets was $96 million instead of the discounted 
$34 million as originally argued by SSU. She explained that the 
1992 income tax returns of TGI included the TGI financial 
statements and accompanying notes. Specifically, Note 5 stated 
that the actual fair value of the net assets acquired by LAC 
exceeded the purchase price by $62 million. This $62 million above 
purchase price was assigned to various assets such as receivables, 
land and land improvements. During 1992, TGI/MP&L recognized $7 
million of this $62 million bargain purchase amount and will 
continue to recognize the $7 million per year until the amount is 
amortized. 

In addition, Ms. Dismukes discovered a draft of a due 
diligence study which compared the purchase price of Lakeside Golf, 
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Inc. to LUI. The draft showed that the Lakeside Golf purchase 
price was .41 times boc8k value while the LUI purchase price was .45 
times book value. Even though the final report had the reference 
to Lehigh removed, Ms. Dismukes contended that the Company showed 
that Lehigh was purchased at 45 percent of book value, not the 100 
percent of book value alleged in Docket No. 911188-WS. 

MS. Dismukes concluded that the support for the Commission's 
decision in Docket No. 911188-WS was either factually inaccurate, 
or the facts changed dramatically at about the time the decision 
was made in that docket. The differences between the facts as 
stated in Docket No, 9:L1188-WS and the actual fair market value of 
the non-utility assets was substantial and extraordinary. As such, 
she proposed that the issue of a negative acquisition adjustment 
for LUI should be reevaluated. She asserted that the facts today 
do not support the allocation of the full discount of the purchase 
price to the book value of the non-utility assets, and therefore, 
Ms. Dismukes supported Mr. Larkin's and Ms. DeRonne' s $3,873,763 
negative acquisition adjustment to Lehigh's rate base. 

On cross-examination, Ms. Dismukes testified that the 
Resolution Trust Corpoiration could have sold the real estate assets 
to others for more than the purchase price to MP&L. Ms. Dismukes 
then clarified her statement to admit that she did not know the 
exact details of the transaction, but she believed the transaction 
was a distress sale. She was unsure whether LAC, subsequent to 
the purchase, added any assets which might have raised the value of 
the net assets, but stated that such additions were irrelevant. 
Ms. Dismukes also acknowledged that the decision not to make an 
acquisition adjustment was because the purchase of Lehigh was a 
stock transfer. She further agreed that we have consistently not 
made acquisition adjustments when there was a stock transfer in the 
purchase of the utility. 

In opposing a nesgative acquisition adjustment for LUI, SSU 
witness Scott Vierima noted that Mr. Larkin had provided no 
evidence to support his presumption that all assets acquired in the 
purchase would command identical discounts or premiums, if 
purchased separately. Mr. Larkin's proposed negative acquisition 
adjustment methodology relied on the premise that all assets should 
have had identical adjustment. 

Mr. Vierima testified that, based on the following facts, the 
discount should not have been allocated evenly: an outside 
investment bank opinion was provided to the contrary; in Docket No. 
911188-WS the issue was thoroughly reviewed and no acquisition 
adjustment was made; the assets involved are from two totally 
different industries; this Commission's consistent acquisition 
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adjustment policy is to value assets at original cost; the 
acquisition of Lehigh was a stock transfer; and that no new 
evidence has been offered to prove that the facts have changed. 
Mr. Vierima questioned whether we would be addressing this issue if 
Lehigh was purchased at a premium. 

b. Deltona 

Mr. Larkin testified that there should be a $ 7 , 5 7 1 , 7 1 2  
negative acquisition to Deltona's rate base. Mr. Larkin removed 
$ 1 1 , 3 0 5 , 0 0 0  in non-cash outlays and organization costs, and $7 
million related to a lawsuit settlement from the $ 4 0 , 3 0 5 , 0 0 0  
purchase price. Because the acquisition consisted of a stock 
purchase, SSU assumed $30 million in debt. Mr. Larkin then added 
this to reflect a net purchase price of $52 million. The total 
assets at the time of purchase were $59 ,571 ,172  which resulted in 
a potential acquisition adjustment of $ 7 , 5 7 1 , 7 1 2 .  On cross- 
examination, Mr. Larkin admitted that the unpaid dividends on the 
Series A stock from 1 9 8 5  through 1989  exceeded the proposed 
negative acquisition adjustment. He also agreed that Deltona was 
required to pay the dividends on the Series A stock issued in 1 9 9 5 .  
Both Mr. Larkin and MS. DeRonne agreed that the accumulated 
dividends would exceed the negative acquisition adjustment. 

Mr. Vierima disagreed that a negative acquisition adjustment 
should be applied to Deltona because the removal of non-cash 
outlays from the purchase price was not appropriate. He explained 
that the value of the original investment, plus the liability of 
Deltona Corporation for accrued dividends payable at the time of 
stock conversion, was called the exchange value. The exchange 
value, along with the $7 million settlement payment and the 
assumption of $30 mill.ion in utility debt made up the underlying 
purchase price. The non-cash accrued dividends represented the 
time value of money for the four-year period prior to purchase. He 
stated that the transaction could have been structured for Deltona 
to have paid the divit3ends to Topeka at closing and then Topeka 
would have used the money to buy the utility stock, but the end 
result would have been the same. 

Mr. Vierima further disagreed with the removal of the $7 
million settlement payment from the purchase price. When TGI 
exercised its conversion rights, the purchase was challenged by the 
Deltona Corporation. The settlement agreement required the payment 
of $7 million as additional compensation for the utility purchase, 
including the real estate received by the utility from the 
purchase. After including the accrued dividends and the settlement 
payment in the purchase price, there would be no negative 
acquisition adjustment. Regardless, Mr. Vierima added that since 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 99 

Deltona was acquired through a stock transfer, no acquisition 
adjustment would be appropriate. 

c. Review of Our Acauisition POliCV 

OPC contended that the acquisition adjustment policy needs to 
be looked at on a comprehensive basis, and that this is the perfect 
opportunity for this Commission to address the issue of negative 
acquisition adjustments for SSU. 

Mr. Larkin argued that we should recognize negative 
acquisition adjustments in rate base because SSU chose to invest in 
these facilities, and in an arms-length transaction, was able to 
purchase these facilities at a price below depreciated original 
book cost. According to Mr. Larkin, this suggested that the true 
value of the assets acquired was less than the net book value. He 
contended that the investors will earn an overall rate of return on 
assets which are not supported by their actual investment. Mr. 
Larkin explained that the large level of increases requested by SSU 
justified consideration of these adjustments. Mr. Larkin further 
explained that utility assets generally sell for less than 
depreciated value either because the assets deteriorated through 
normal wear and tear at. a rate greater than indicated on the books, 
or because they were not properly maintained or installed because 
the original owner wished to keep rates low in order to sell lots. 

Based in part 011 the potential for future abuse by assets 
being artificially written up through utility transfers, Mr. Larkin 
testified that our positive acquisition policy should not be 
changed except where there are extraordinary circumstances. On 
cross-examination, Mr. Larkin stated that the ratepayers are 
entitled to the premium paid for the utility when those assets are 
sold. Further, a premium paid on non-utility assets should not 
increase the value of the utility and the cost of service should be 
based on the original icost of the plant when dedicated to service. 

Utility witness Vierima stated that SSU agreed with the 
current Commission policy. He believed that an acquisition policy 
should provide an inc'entive for larger, qualified utilities to 
purchase assets from less efficient and less capable owners. The 
acquiring company and the customers should not be adversely 
affected by the numerous factors that could produce a purchase 
price discount or premium in an arms-length transaction. Mr. 
Vierima pointed out that Mr. Larkin agreed that the SSU 
acquisitions were arms-length transactions. He pointed out that in 
Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS there were no extraordinary 
circumstances to support a further negative acquisition adjustment 
to rate base. 
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Mr. Vierima disagreed with Mr. Larkin's testimony that a large 
revenue requirement should justify the consideration of including 
a negative acquisition adjustment and Mr. Larkin's theory that poor 
maintenance of a utility would justify a negative acquisition 
adjustment. Mr. Vieirima stated that none of OPC's witnesses 
identified any facts showing that any of utilities that SSU 
purchased had negative acquisition adjustments because of these 
points. 

Mr. Vierima testified that the acquisition of small systems by 
larger utilities provides the following benefits: improved service, 
ability to attract capital at a lower cost, professional and 
experienced managerial, financial, technical and operational 
resources, and the ability to make improvements so that the utility 
is in compliance wit.h regulatory requirements. Mr. Vierima 
testified that there are a number of opportunities available to SSU 
and similarly situated utilities which offer a utility and its 
customers growth and benefits from such acquisitions. To impose 
negative acquisition adjustments would not promote regionalization 
or privatization of small utilities. 

Mr. Vierima pointed out that other jurisdictions have 
recognized similar benefits, and specifically referred to the New 
York Public Service Commission (NYPSC). The NYPSC originally did 
not allow positive acquisition adjustments and imposed negative 
acquisition adjustments. While the former policy was designed to 
protect the ratepayers from excessive charges, it had the effect of 
acting as a significant disincentive to small water company 
acquisitions. In order to develop policy to consolidate small 
water companies through acquisitions and mergers, the NYPSC 
investigated acquisition incentive mechanisms and issued a 
Statement of Policy on Acquisition Incentive Mechanisms For Small 
Water Companies, on August 8 ,  1994. 

Mr. Vierima testified that SSU did not receive a windfall of 
money because negative acquisition adjustments were not made. Each 
time SSU purchases a plant, the risks increase to SSU. The 
tightening water quality standards makes compliance more demanding 
and costly, adding the possibility of fines. The increased costs, 
and also the increased risk, must be borne by the stockholders 
until rate relief is obtained. 

Mr. Vierima stated that this Commission found that both the 
Lehigh and the Deltona acquisitions were in the public interest. 
We found that both acquisitions included certain amounts of non- 
used and useful assets and to the extent that these are funded by 
cost of capital, the cost of these non-used and useful assets can 
be viewed as further premiums paid by TGI for the utilities. 
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Therefore, a negative acquisition adjustment for the above reasons 
would be a "double hit" because then there would be a non-used and 
useful adjustment. 

This Commission has acknowledged that absent extraordinary 
circumstances, the purchase of a utility system at a premium or 
discount should not affect rate base. This has created an 
incentive for larger- utilities to acquire small, troubled 
utilities. In fact, many small utilities, have been acquired by 
larger utilities, and we have changed rate base in only a few 
instances. 

We examined acquisition adjustments in our Order No. 25729, 
issued February 17, 1992. We acknowledged that we had consistently 
interpreted the "investment of the utility" as contained in Section 
367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes, to be the original cost of the 
property when first dedicated to public service, and would not 
deviate from that interpretation. We held that the policy provided 
a much needed incentive for acquisitions. While the buyer earns a 
return on the purchase price and the entire rate base and receives 
the benefit of depreciation on the full rate base, without these 
benefits, large utilities would have no incentive to acquire small, 
troubled systems. The customers of the acquired utility are not 
harmed by this policy because, generally, rate base and rates do 
not change, so rates have not changed, and customers often receive 
a better quality of service. 

In addition, we find it important to recognize that the issue 
of acquisition adjustments for all of SSU's facilities have 
previously been addressed by this Commission in other proceedings. 
We do not find that, with respect to either the Lehigh or the 
Deltona purchases, circumstances have changed sufficient to warrant 
making a change in this docket. 

In Docket No. 911188-WS, we reviewed the issue of a negative 
acquisition adjustment for LUI for the second and third times. 
(The first time was in the transfer docket in Order No. 25391, 
issued on November 25, 1991). Order No. PSC-93-1023-FOF-WS, issued 
on July 12, 1993, described in detail the procedures on 
reconsideration that we undertook to make sure that the decision 
should be maintained. 

Ms. Dismukes' argument that the Commission's decision in the 
Lehigh rate case was factually inaccurate or that the facts have 
dramatically changed is not convincing. Ms. Dismukes contended 
that the fact that the fair market value of the non-utility assets 
was not what the utility purported it to be at the time of the our 
decision was substanti-a1 and extraordinary. However, the record 
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reflects that the RJA report indicated that SSU's utility assets 
should not be discounted by 60 percent. Regardless of the reason 
why the change occurred, the fair market value of non-utility 
assets is irrelevant to the decision of making an acquisition 
adjustment. 

Even if a write-down of utility assets were to occur, our 
policy is not to recognize negative acquisition adjustments unless 
extraordinary circumstances exist at the time of transfer. Even a 
possible showing that :LUI's assets were purchased at 45 percent of 
book value does not demonstrate that extraordinary conditions 
exist, or that we erred in not recognizing extraordinary 
circumstances in our prior decisions. 

With respect to the Deltona sale, we are persuaded by Mr. 
Vierima's argument that the purchase price should not be reduced by 
the non-cash items. The dividends payable were real obligations 
that either had to be adjusted in the purchase price or paid after 
the sale. The $7 million settlement was a real cost which had to 
be paid before the sale could be completed. To disallow non-cash 
items in the determination of purchase price would be illogical. 
To force an unnecessary cash transaction would most likely increase 
the ultimate cost for lboth buyer and seller for no gain. Further, 
Mr. Larkin agreed that if the dividends payable were added to his 
calculation of purchase price, no negative acquisition would 
result. Accordingly, the utility's calculation of the purchase 
price is accepted, resulting in no negative acquisition adjustment 
if one were to be calculated. 

The acquisition adjustment issue for all of SSU facilities has 
previously been addressed by this Commission in other proceedings. 
No new evidence has been presented in this case which demonstrated 
that we erred in those proceedings. Even if the issue were to be 
re-addressed, negativa acquisition adjustments for Lehigh and 
Deltona would not ba appropriate. The Lehigh and Deltona 
transactions were sales of stock, not assets; thus no acquisition 
adjustment would be warranted. 

12. Workins CaDital 

Pursuant to Rule 25-30.433, Florida Administrative Code, as a 
Class A utility, SSU utilized the balance sheet approach to 
calculate the working capital allowance. The utility requested a 
total company working capital allowance of $7,154,992, which 
reflects the 13-month average balance. According to Mr. Vierima, 
all accounts related to plant and cost of capital have been 
excluded from SSU's working capital calculation, as well as all 
deferred tax accounts, interest bearing assets and all non-utility 
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accounts. The remaining balance of accounts, assets net of 
liabilities, have been included as a rate base component. We find 
the balance sheet approach to be appropriate, but also find it 
necessary to make the adjustments set forth below. 

a. Adjustments to PS&I Account 

SSU included $2,737,272 in its working capital allowance for 
Preliminary Survey and Investigation (PS&I) charges for the 1996 
projected test year. Staff witness Charleston Winston indicated 
that the utility used internal projections to determine the 1995 
PS&I balance of $2,737,272, with no additional amounts projected 
for the 1996 test year. Mr. Winston's comparison of the actual and 
projected amounts for the 13-month average balance as of September, 
1995, revealed a variance of $1,849,076, indicating an error in the 
utility's projection. Mr. Winston testified that the utility's 
supporting documentation was internally generated without outside 
verification. Based on his audit analysis, Mr. Winston recommended 
that we reduce the utility's 1996 working capital allowance by 
$1,849,076. OPC, Marco, and Nassau Associations supported Mr. 
Winston's proposal. 

SSU did not provide any evidence on this point. However, in 
its brief, SSU pointed out that the MFRs only reflect the budgeted 
amounts of PS&Is for 1395, with no additional projected amount for 
spending in 1996. The utility argued that any variance in the 1995 
balance for PS&Is should be offset by the actual 1996 spending. 

Because of the wide variance in PS&I spending as of September, 
1995, and the lack of support regarding the utility's projections, 
we find it appropriate to reduce SSU's 1996 working capital 
allowance by $1,849,0'76. The utility provided no evidence that 
actual 1996 spending Levels will meet or even come close to the 
level projected in the MFRs. We hereby deny SSU's proposal to 
offset the variance by actual 1996 spending. 

b. Kevstone Heishts Aauifer Performance Test 

SSU recorded $75,000 in its 1995 budget for the cost of 
aquifer performance testing (APT) at Keystone Heights in Account 
No. 186.2 - Other Deferred Debits, which is included as a component 
of SSU's total company working capital calculation. The SJRMD 
required this testing in order to evaluate the ability of the 
Floridian aquifer to adequately supply the Keystone Heights service 
area to evaluate the potential for adverse impacts on the water 
resource. Utility witness Denny indicated at the technical hearing 
that the original budget amount of $75,000 was subsequently reduced 
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to $24,300 as a result of a change in the scope of tests to be 
performed. 

OPC witness Dismultes testified that test year expenses should 
be reduced by $3,214, based on a seven year amortization period, to 
reflect the reduced cost estimate. Ms. Dismukes' expense 
adjustment reflects a reduced budgeted cost of $30,000, based on 
SSU's budget variance comparison for the month of June 1995. Ms. 
Dismukes agreed that a more recent update, if available, should be 
used to calculate the adjustment, and that total company working 
capital should be ad:justed to reflect the revised unamortized 
balance, In its brief, OPC contended that SSU's total company 
working capital should be reduced by $43,454, and test year 
amortization expense for Keystone Heights should be reduced by 
$1,990. Marco and Nassau Associations adopted similar positions. 

In response to Ms. Dismukes' adjustment, SSU witness Bencini 
testified that it would be appropriate to make an adjustment, and 
he agreed with the monthly amortization amount of $357 calculated 
by Ms. Dismukes. However, he disagreed with the total expense 
reduction calculated by Ms. Dismukes. Mr. Bencini stated that Ms. 
Dismukes' adjustment of $3,214, only reflects six months of test 
year amortization expense. The six-month period Ms. Dismukes used 
to formulate her adjustment was the amortization expense included 
in the 1995 budget. Mr. Bencini testified that since the projected 
1996 test year was prepared by using the 1995 budget increased by 
the 1.95 percent escalation factor, without adjustments to 
annualize partial year expenses, the amortization expense for the 
APT test should be annualized to reflect twelve months of 
amortization expense in the test year. Consequently, based on the 
monthly amortization calculated by Ms. Dismukes, Mr. Bencini 
proposed that the appropriate amount of test year amortization 
expense should be $4,284, resulting in a decrease to test year 
expenses of $1,073. 

Based on the testimony of Mr. Denny and Ms. Dismukes, we find 
that any adjustment for the Keystone Heights APT test should be 
calculated based on the revised cost estimate of $24,300. We agree 
with SSU that the revised amortization expense for the APT test 
should be annualized to reflect twelve months of amortization 
expense in the test year. Using the utility's amortization period 
of seven years, the annual amortization based on the revised cost 
is $3,471. Therefore, total company working capital shall be 
reduced by $43,454. I11 addition, a corresponding adjustment shall 
be made to reduce test year amortization expense for Keystone 
Heights by $1,990. 
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c. Deferred Debits for SDrins Hill WWTP ExDansion 

Staff witness Winston testified that SSU recorded $55,361 in 
Account No. 186.2 for charges related to an abandoned 2 MGD 
addition at the Spring Hill Wastewater Treatment Plant. The 
utility subsequently began amortizing these costs over a four-year 
period to Account No. 731.5, Contractual Services - Engineering. 
The Spring Hill facility and related expenses are not included in 
this proceeding and have no impact on the revenue requirement. 
However, the unamortized balance related to this project is 
included in total company working capital, which is allocated to 
all plants. Mr. Winston concluded that the utility should be 
required to write of f  these costs to either Account No. 426, 
Miscellaneous Nonutility Expense, or Account No. 775, Miscellaneous 
Expenses. OPC, Marco, and Nassau Associations contended that SSU‘s 
total company working capital should be reduced by $17,615 in order 
to remove the deferred debits associated with the abandoned project 
at Spring Hill. 

SSU witness Bencini did not specifically address this point in 
his testimony, but contended that expenses related to abandoned 
PS&I projects should not be disallowed from rate recovery. Mr. 
Bencini contended that all of the studies and investigations which 
SSU undertakes are based upon “irrefutable and prudent assumptions” 
which should not be disallowed unless the staff auditors prove the 
project was imprudent. The utility also argued that we should not 
disallow these costs even though the Spring Hill facility is not 
included in these proceedings, because of the general corporate 
nature of these charges as reflected in SSU’s balance sheet. 

We first note that: contrary to Mr. Bencini‘s contention, it is 
the utility’s burden to prove that its investments and expenses are 
prudent and reasonable. However, we do agree with the utility that 
these costs should not be disallowed because of the jurisdictional 
status of the Spring Hill Plant, because total company working 
capital is allocated to all plants. 

While the four-year amortization period for these deferred 
debits began in September of 1993, no costs have been incurred 
since December of 1988. Moreover, all costs were incurred prior to 
SSU’s ownership of the Spring Hill facility. While SSU deemed the 
project abandoned in September of 1993, the utility provided no 
evidence to indicate why the project costs remained on the books 
for almost five years before the amortization period began. SSU 
has indicated that an abandonment of a project takes place only 
after it is determined to be no longer feasible. However, there is 
no evidence in the record to indicate that the utility attempted to 
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make this type of determination prior to the ultimate abandonment 
of the project. 

We therefore fin,3. that SSU inappropriately retained these 
project costs on its books before beginning the amortization 
period. The costs associated with this project should have been 
completely written off prior to the 1996 test year. Therefore, the 
utility's total company working capital shall be reduced by $17,615 
to remove the 13-month average unamortized balance of the Spring 
Hill deferred debits. 

d. Workins Cauital: Conclusion 

Based on the adjustments detailed above, as well as other 
adjustments and stipulations which have been approved herein, we 
find it appropriate t.o approve a working capital allowance of 
$4,702,087 allocated to the total company based on number of 
customers. This represents a decrease of $2,452,905 from the 
utility's original request. 

13. Deferred Debits for Marco Island Water Suuulv 

SSU witness Morris Bencini testified that since SSU acquired 
the Marco Island facility in 1989, the utility attempted to secure 
raw water from four separate sources. First it tried to 
renegotiate the lease for its raw water source of supply with the 
Barron Collier family (Collier Property), which expired on December 
31, 1994. These efforts proved unsuccessful through early 1994, at 
which time condemnation proceedings began. In 1995, a settlement 
price of $8,000,000 was reached. The utility deferred $59,639 in 
consultant and legal fees for that purchase. SSU then negotiated 
for a new water source with the Dude family (Dude Property). 
Several legal issues arose over the proposed purchase of that land, 
which was subsequently bought by another party. SSU deferred 
$886,409 in consultant and legal fees related to those acquisition 
efforts. Thirdly, the utility was involved in the design and 
permitting of a new wellfield. SSU deferred $30,279 relative to 
its efforts to permit and construct the wellfield. Finally, the 
utility began negotiations with the City of Naples in 1993, in 
order to interconnect to the City's raw water source. Late in 
1994, SSU realized that this alternative was not economically 
feasible and abandoned negotiations. Consultant and legal fees 
related to the project were deferred and totaled $489,481. 

Based upon these four situations, SSU deferred a total of 
$1,465,808 through December 31, 1994. The utility requested to 
defer these costs to be amortized over a five-year period, 
beginning January 1996. We have approved the deferral of three of 
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the four projects and find it appropriate to amortize these costs 
over ten years. However, we recognize that the amortization should 
begin at the conclusion of the projects, or at the time the 
projects were terminated. Because these projects were terminated 
as of December, 1994, the amortization shall begin January, 1995. 
Our analysis and findings are set forth below. 

a. Collier Proper- 

OPC witnesses Larkin and Deronne testified that SSU attempted 
to renegotiate the Collier lease prior to its expiration. It was 
after SSU determined that the Collier family would not renegotiate 
the lease that SSU attempted to purchase the Collier property. Mr. 
Larkin and Ms. Deronne argued that because the renegotiations 
failed, the costs should have been treated as an expense during the 
period the costs were incurred. The OPC witnesses contend that SSU 
had no basis for treating the lease renegotiation costs differently 
than it would treat any other costs incurred for legal matters. 

Witnesses Larkin and Deronne contend that SSU did not obtain 
specific Commission permission to defer these costs, which were 
incurred during 1992 and 1993. They maintain that it is 
inappropriate for SSU to begin to amortize these period costs in 
1996, over three years subsequent to when the actual costs were 
incurred. 

Utility witness Teasley stated that SSU's attempt to 
renegotiate the lease on the Collier property was initiated in 
1990, over four years before the lease was scheduled to expire. 
She contended that it would not have been prudent for SSU to 
attempt to acquire the property either through a negotiated 
purchase or through condemnation proceedings without first pursuing 
a long-term lease arrangement. Over the course of the next two 
years, SSU attempted t3 renegotiate the lease utilizing both short 
and long-term alternatives and a variety of terms, without success. 
Approximately $60,000 was incurred in these efforts, including 
expenses necessary to define the leased property, evaluate 
financial terms for the proposed lease, and draft and negotiate a 
lease agreement. MS. Teasley maintained all such costs were 
prudently incurred and could not have been avoided in attempting to 
find the least cost alternative to obtain a permanent water supply 
source for Marco Island. 

MS. Teasley further contended that although these negotiations 
were not successful, they were a necessary precursor to the 
ultimate acquisition of the Collier property. If the negotiations 
had been successful, a lease extension would likely have been the 
least cost alternative for Marco water supply, at least based upon 
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the terms proposed by SSU at the time. Therefore, expending such 
costs was clearly prudent and in the best interest of SSU's 
customers. Under these circumstances, she testified that it was 
not unreasonable for 51SU to defer such costs until obtaining the 
permanent water supply source and then request recovery of such 
expenses from its customers. 

Utility witness Morris Bencini rebutted OPC's claim that SSU 
did not obtain specific: Commission permission to defer these costs, 
by stating that no rule on this topic exists, nor was the utility 
aware any such request had been made in other instances. He 
contended that the amount of cost and administration would make 
this level of review non-economical. He testified that the 
deferral of these costs is consistent with SSU's policy of 
deferring and amortizing any non-recurring expense items which 
exceed $10,000 and do not recur for at least three years. 

Mr. Bencini testified that SSU considered capitalizing the 
costs to the Collier waiter supply purchase because the studies were 
all related to the ultimate water source for Marco Island. 
However, because the final resolution was to condemn the water 
supply source, and the fact that land was not depreciated and 
perpetually remained in rate base unless it was disposed of, SSU 
determined that a more prudent course would be to defer these costs 
and amortize them over the prescribed five year period. 

According to Mr. Bencini, due to the materiality of the 
project cost, it was determined that the costs should be included 
as an "other" rate base item for purpose of segregating the costs 
associated with service to Marco Island. He maintained that 
because SSU has propossd a separate reverse osmosis treatment rate 
for Marco Island customers and the cost associated with obtaining 
a water source for that class of customers should appropriately be 
borne by those customers. Mr. Bencini agreed that an alternative 
treatment would be to include this project as a deferred debit in 
Account No. 186.2 and amortize the project cost over a certain 
period of time. He asserted that SSU selected five years because 
it did not have a better position for amortization purposes. 
However, a longer amortization period could be used as long as the 
unamortized balance remains either in an other rate base category 
or in the working capital component. 

Marco Island Civic Association witness Woelffer, testified 
that the amortization period used by the utility would not result 
in fair and equitable rates for the customers. He argued that 
because SSU has expended funds developing the long term asset of a 
water supply, the costs attributed to the asset should be included 
in the total asset and depreciated over forty years. Mr. Bencini 
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agreed that rate base treatment may pose an equitable alternative 
rate treatment for both the utility and the Marco Island customers. 
He proposed that the project could be reclassified as intangible 
plant and amortized over twenty-five years. 

Based on Ms. Teasl.ey's testimony, we conclude that the utility 
acted prudently in its attempts to renegotiate the lease on the 
Collier property. A lease extension would have been the least 
costly alternative. Accordingly, the costs related to the attempts 
to renegotiate the lease on the Collier property shall be amortized 
above the line. We also accept the explanation of Ms. Teasley that 
it was not unreasonable to defer the costs related to the Collier 
Property lease until obtaining the permanent water supply source. 
Mr. Bencini correctly stated that we do not require a utility to 
request permission prior to deferring costs. 

We do not agree that it would be appropriate to change the 
treatment, used by the utility in its MFRs, to record these costs 
as an intangible asset.. As evidenced by the record, these costs 
reflect non-recurring charges and pursuant to Rule 25-30.433 (81 ,  
Florida Administrative Code, must be amortized. We find it to be 
more reasonable to amortize the costs over ten years, rather than 
the five year period proposed by the utility. We note that while 
the utility proposed a five year period, utility witness Bencini 
agreed that a longer period could be used, as long as the 
regulatory treatment remained the same. Therefore, we authorize 
the utility to amortize the $59,639 related to the attempts to 
renegotiate the Collier Property lease over a ten year period. 

b. Dude Property 

Mr. Larkin and Mc;. Deronne questioned the charges for Image 
Marketing Associates related to the Dude property. They argued 
that at the time the negotiations were in progress, the property 
was in foreclosure, with SSU required to pay half of the $180,000 
foreclosure charge. The charge was nonrefundable unless the 
property was actually purchased by SSU. The utility ended up 
paying the full amount contingent on future reimbursement from 
another party for the other $90,000. SSU included the total 
$180,000 in its deferral, which OPC contended should be disallowed. 

Mr. Bencini asserted that there is only one invoice included 
in the project from Imlage Marketing, totalling $3,053. He argued 
that any other services provided by Image Marketing were not 
included nor relevant to this project. Ms. Teasley testified that 
SSU pursued the use of this property from 1990 to 1994 for a water 
supply source for Marco Island. In August of 1990 an initial lease 
agreement was negotiated with Southfield Farms, the owner of the 
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property, to supplement other Marco water sources. During the 
remainder of 1990 and 1991, SSU conducted hydrogeological studies 
to support proposed water withdrawals, began preliminary design of 
pump structures and pipeline, and pursued acquisition of easements 
and permits for the project. Although SSU experienced some 
permitting delays in late 1991, it continued to receive necessary 
permitting approvals through April of 1992. The Collier County 
Commission declined to grant necessary conditional use permits for 
the property. This denial was issued despite the fact that all 
other permitting agencies had approved the project. 

During the pendency of Collier County hearings, May to August 
1992, SSU and Southfield Farms agreed to jointly defer a pending 
foreclosure action on the property by the payment of $180,000 to 
Barnett Bank. Pursuant to the agreement, SSU advanced $90,000 on 
behalf of Southfield F,arms to the Bank which was to be repaid at a 
later time. Although the foreclosure action was delayed until 
October 1992, SSU arid Southfield Farms were unsuccessful in 
obtaining the necessary permits from Collier County to use the 
property as a water supply source. A subsequent appeal of the 
County decision and related litigation with the adjacent 
agricultural property owners was likewise unsuccessful. The 
adjacent property owners eventually purchased the property from 
Barnett Bank and SSU entered into a settlement agreement with them 
by which SSU received certain easement rights over the property. 
In a separate action against Southfield Farms and its principal, 
Harold Dude, SSU has obtained a judgement for the $90,000 it paid 
to Barnett Bank on behalf of Southfield Farms and is attempting to 
collect on this debt. 

Ms. Teasley affirmed that all of SSU's activities to negotiate 
the Dude water purchass agreement, as well as to design and permit 
the project, were prudently incurred to obtain an additional water 
supply source for Marco Island. From project inception through the 
summer of 1992, SSU believed that the project was viable and cost- 
effective. Based on the perceived strength of SSU's legal 
position, the utility appealed the County Commission decision and 
pursued additional litigation with the property owners into 1994. 
However, when it became clear that SSU was going to be unsuccessful 
in any further attempts to utilize the property as a water supply 
source, it entered into a settlement agreement with the property 
owners. SSU did not voluntarily abandon the water supply project, 
but instead pursued it prudently to its logical conclusion. 

Ms. Teasley further testified that outside legal counsel 
advised SSU that relevant legal authority supported the position 
that SSU was entitled to receive permits for the project. Despite 
this, however, the opposition prevailed. It is Ms. Teasley's 
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contention that SSU should not now be denied recovery of the 
amounts prudently incurred because it was unsuccessful in 
permitting what appeared to be the most viable and cost-effective 
water supply project. Furthermore, the sums paid to Barnett Bank 
were necessary to retain SSU‘s interest in the property during the 
pendency of the Colltier County conditional use proceedings. 
Contrary to the testimony of witnesses Larkin and DeRonne, SSU did 
not and should not be expected to accept the risk that the Dude 
property would not be permitted as a water supply source and not be 
allowed to recover its costs which were prudently incurred. For 
the reasons stated above, Ms. Teasley stated that the utility 
believes it should be permitted to recover its costs associated 
with this project in current rates. 

Staff witness Dodirill proposed reclassifying the $886,409, the 
utility included in deferred debits for the Dude property, to 
“miscellaneous non-utility expense. ’‘ He maintained that an 
appraisal of the property stated that a portion of the property was 
available for pit mining. Additionally, other sources indicated 
that a portion of the water source was sold to a golf course. 
Because the golf course is out of the utility‘s service area, the 
revenue would be non-utility income. For these reasons, he 
recommended reclassifying the costs to non-utility expense. 

Ms. Teasley rebutted Mr. Dodrill’s testimony on this issue. 
She testified that the! agreement between SSU and Southfield Farms 
provided that Southfisld would conduct mining activities on the 
property and SSU would lease the property based on charges for the 
amount of water withdr(3wn. It was never anticipated that SSU would 
conduct or pay for any mining activities on the property, and none 
of the $886,409 expended by SSU related to studies, design or 
permitting activities for the proposed mining. In fact, all of the 
SSU expenditures related to obtaining permits and conducting 
related activities were to use the property for water supply. 
Southfield expended funds to permit the mining activities. She 
argued that any allocation and disallowance of SSU costs based on 
acres available for pit mining on the property is totally 
inappropriate. SSU did not stand to gain financially from any 
mining activities based on its agreement with Southfield Farms, and 
therefore, should not be denied recovery of its prudently incurred 
expenses because the owner had a proposed dual use for the 
property. 

Ms. Teasley disagreed with Mr. Dodrill’s proposed disallowance 
of costs related to a portion of the water from the Dude property 
to provide raw irrigation water to the Massachusetts Mutual Golf 
Course. She contended that it was not clear that if such water had 
been sold by SSU to the golf course that it would not have been 
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regulated by this Commission as a bulk sale and treated as utility 
income. Furthermore, the amount of water which was anticipated for 
sale to the golf course in the draft agreement, 350,000 gpd, was in 
fact less than nine percent of the 4,000,000 gpd that was estimated 
to be available from the Dude property. The balance of the water 
supply, or 94 percent of the water, would have been available as a 
water supply source for SSU's Marco Island customers. Therefore, 
disallowing SSU' s prudently incurred expenses to obtain this source 
of water for its customers, according to Ms. Teasley, would be 
inappropriate. 

The utility has presented sufficient evidence to support its 
argument that the costs should not be reclassified to non-utility 
expense. We accept MS. Teasley's explanation that it was never 
anticipated that SSU would conduct mining operations, it would only 
lease the property based on charges for the amount of water 
withdrawn. If the utility had received revenues from water sales 
to the golf course, it would have been appropriate to include the 
revenues in setting rates. 

Based on Ms. T'easley's testimony, that at the time the 
utility believed the Dude property was the most viable and cost 
effective alternative, we conclude that the utility acted prudently 
in its attempts to secure a raw water lease on this property. 
Therefore, the costs related to the attempts to secure a lease on 
the Dude property shall be amortized above the line. However, an 
adjustment will be made to remove the $90,000 foreclosure charge 
paid by the utility on. behalf of Southfield Farms, as the utility 
is attempting to collect the debt. Therefore, the deferred costs 
for the Dude property shall be reduced by $90,000, with the 
remaining $796,000 amortized over ten years. 

c. 

SSU also included $30,279 in costs associated with its design 
and permitting of a new wellfield on its 160 acre land parcel. Mr. 
Larkin and Ms. Deronne argued that these costs consisted primarily 
of charges for a raw water source alternative analysis conducted by 
Hartman and Associates during September 1992 through 1993. These 
witnesses contended the costs should have either been expensed 
during the period or should have continued to be deferred and 
ultimately charged to the new wellfield. In either case, OPC 
proposed removing $30,279 from amortization expenses. Utility 
witness Bencini agreed with this proposal. Therefore, we shall 
remove $30,279 in costs related to the design and permitting of a 
new wellfield. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-POF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 113 

d. City of Navles 

OPC witnesses Larkin and Deronne testified that SSU incurred 
legal and consulting costs of $489,482 associated with its 
attempted interconnection with the City of Naples' raw water supply 
source. The costs were incurred from October 1992 through December 
1994. They contended that SSU did not obtain specific Commission 
permission to defer these costs, nor did it present any evidence 
that these costs should be treated as anything other than normal 
period expenses. Accordingly, SSU should have charged the costs to 
expenses during 1992 through 1994 and not recover costs which it 
"arbitrarily" deferred to 1996. Further, SSU should not have 
allocated overhead costs to its attempted interconnection efforts. 

As stated above, we agree with the utility that it did not 
require our permission to defer the costs. Ms. Teasley argued that 
the OPC witnesses did not present any evidence that the costs 
related to the attempted interconnection with the City of Naples 
were not prudently incurred or were unreasonable in amount. She 
contended that the project was pursued in good faith. At the end 
of 1992, after the renegotiations with the Collier family failed, 
SSU pursued an interconnection with the City of Naples, as a 
prudent alternative to the uncertainties of condemnation. 
Preliminary indications in early 1993 were that adequate capacity 
was available from the city at a cost less than the expected 
outcome under the Collier condemnation proceedings. Additionally, 
SSU believed additional water for future needs could be obtained 
through the city due t.o its projected wellfield expansion. 

During 1993, a significant amount of work relating to studies, 
preliminary design, permitting and agreement negotiation with the 
city took place. Ms. 'Teasley contended that these activities were 
necessary to confirm available capacity, determine if necessary 
permits could be obtai-ned and to make final cost estimates. When 
the final studies were completed in December of 1993, it became 
clear that several variables made the interconnection a more costly 
alternative than costs associated with the Collier condemnation 
proceedings. 

Approximately $490,000 was spent to pursue the above- 
referenced activities relating to the project so that the 
interconnection would be able to provide water to Marco Island by 
January 1995. However, once the necessary studies were completed, 
and all the costs were fully explored, S S U  determined that the 
interconnection was not the least cost alternative available as was 
originally anticipated. According to MS. Teasley, it was no 
longer prudent to pursue this water supply alternative, and 
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preparations were made to pursue the acquisition or condemnation of 
the Collier property. 

Ms. Teasley argued that these costs were not "arbitrarily 
deferred" as stated by OPC. They were prudently incurred by SSU in 
seeking the lowest cost. alternative for a Marco Island water supply 
source. As soon as the necessary studies and negotiations were 
completed, Ssu discontinued this project and pursued another least 
cost alternative. She maintained that such costs should be borne 
by the ratepayers as part of the ultimate cost of securing a 
permanent water supply source for Marco Island. If the Naples 
interconnection project had been completed, such costs would 
certainly have been charged to the interconnection capital project 
and included for recovery in the current rate case. Therefore, 
these costs are properly includable in customer rates as part of 
this rate proceeding. 

Contrary to SSU's assertion, it is not OPC's burden to prove 
the costs were unreasonable. It is the utility's burden to 
demonstrate the costs were reasonable and prudent. We accept the 
explanation of Ms. Teasley that SSU acted prudently in that it 
sought the lowest cost alternative for a water source and as soon 
as the cost studies were complete, the utility abandoned the 
project for another least costly alternative. SSU has also 
justified its decision to defer the costs until the negotiations 
were complete and a water source had been obtained. Based on the 
above, the costs related to the attempts to secure a lease on the 
Dude property shall be amortized above the line for a period of ten 
years. 

e. Marco Island Cleferred Debits: Summary 

Based upon our findings, we have decreased the utility's test 
year amortization amount by $158,609 and decreased the unamortized 
amount included in rate base by $175,527. 

14. Total Test Year Rate Base 

Based upon 13-month average test year balances and the 
adjustments made herei:n, we find the appropriate rate base in total 
to be $78,916,790 for water and $50,440,146 for wastewater. The 
schedules for water and wastewater rate base are attached to this 
Order as Schedule Nos. 3-A and 3-B for each individual service area 
in alphabetical order. The schedules of adjustments to rate base 
are attached as Schedule No. 3-C following the rate base schedules. 
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VI11 . COST OF CAPITAL 

Our adjustments and calculation of the appropriate cost of 
capital are depicted on Schedule No. 1-A, attached to this Order. 
Those adjustments that are self-explanatory or which are 
essentially mechanical in nature are reflected on that schedule 
without further discussion in the body of this Order. The major 
adjustments are discussed below. 

1. Adjustments to EauiQ 

OPC witness Dismukes testified that SSU's common equity should 
be reduced by $4.8 million to reflect the reduction to 1996 net 
income caused by the refund mandated by Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF- 
WS, issued October 19, 1995 in Docket No. 920199-WS. SSU offered 
no argument in its brief regarding this specific adjustment. Order 
No. PSC-95-1292-FOF-WS: required SSU to refund approximately $8.2 
million, which would logically reduce net income and common equity 
during 1996. We have affirmed that order and continue to require 
the utility to make this refund. Accordingly, we find it 
appropriate to reduce SSU's common equity by $4.8 million. 

Ms. Dismukes advocated two other specific adjustments, which 
we reject. First, if we deny her primary recommendation that gains 
on sales of utilities be amortized above the line, she recommended 
that we reduce common (equity by $8,940,411 to reflect the gains as 
non-utility investment. We have determined in this Order that we 
will not amortize gains on sale of the Venice Gardens facility 
above the line. We typically remove non-utility investment from 
common equity because it is generally considered more risky than 
utility investment. Also, as SSU witness Gower suggested, a 
company's use of funds cannot be traced to a specific source such 
as common equity. 

Secondly, Ms Dismukes recommended that we reduce equity by 
$203,924 to reflect Ithe utility's investment in general plant 
associated with gas operations. Ms. Dismukes agreed that the 
general plant allocated to gas operations is no more risky than 
that allocated to water and wastewater operations, but argued that 
if the gas operations were on a stand-alone basis and had their own 
general plant it wou:td be removed from the capital structure. 
However, we find that the general plant does not carry greater 
risk. 

2. Cost of Common Eauib 

Pursuant to Section 367.081(4) (f), Florida Statutes, a utility 
may present evidence as to its appropriate rate of return on common 
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equity, or may request that we a jpt the reasonable range which we 
have established for that year by using a leverage formula. In 
this proceeding, SSU has elected to propose a rate of return on 
equity which differs from the established leverage formula rate. 
SSU, OPC and our staff presented considerable evidence on this 
subject. 

SSU witness Roger Morin testified that, under normal 
circumstances, he would employ several cost of equity models along 
with his assessment of SSU’s risk circumstances to estimate the 
return required by investors on equity capital. However, in this 
instance, he used our 1994 leverage formula, which was in effect at 
the time that his direct testimony was filed, and recommended 
modifications to it. 

The 1994 leverage formula was established by Order No. PSC-94- 
1051-FOF-WS, issued August 29, 1994. Mr. Morin believed that this 
formula was unresponsive to the risks faced by Florida water and 
wastewater (WAW) utilities. Mr. Morin stated that while the 1994 
leverage formula relied solely on the DCF model, the CAPM model 
would be more useful :tn quantifying risks faced by Florida water 
utilities. Mr. Morin Eurther proposed to modify the 1994 leverage 
formula to correct a minor “computational blemish“ or averaging 
error in the DCF model. He also proposed adding 30 to 35 basis 
points to the 1994 leverage formula‘s risk premium model because 
the model used natural gas companies, which Mr. Morin believes are 
less risky than water companies. 

The models in the 1994 formula used a national index of 
companies, but recognized the additional business risk faced by 
Florida water utilities by increasing the yield spread between Baa2 
rated bonds and A rated bonds. Witness Morin recommended widening 
this spread by using the spread between Baa3 rated bonds and A 
rated bonds. He also recommended the addition of 50 basis points 
as a liquidity premium since Florida water utilities have privately 
placed debt. Finally, Mr. Morin noted that the cost of debt in the 
1994 formula is constant over the range of equity ratios, from 40 
percent to 100 percent, and that the cost of debt should vary over 
this range. He also testified that the range of allowable equity 
ratios should be from 30 percent to 100 percent. 

Mr. Morin’s amended 1994 leverage formula yields a 12.58 
percent cost of equity at a 40.7 percent equity ratio. He 
testified that because SSU is somewhat less risky than other 
Florida water utilities, the liquidity adjustment should be reduced 
from 50 to 20 basis points. With rounding, this yields his 
recommended 12.25 percent cost of equity with the company-proposed 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 117 

weather normalization clause (WNC) and 12.50 percent without the 
WNC . 

Staff witness Andrew Maurey proposed using the 1995 leverage 
formula, which was in effect at the time of the filing of his 
prefiled testimony. We approved that leverage formula in Order NO. 
PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS, issued August 10, 1995. Using this 1995 
formula and the 40.7 percent equity ratio indicated in SSU's MFRs, 
witness Maurey recommeiids an 11.83 percent cost of equity for SSU, 
with a range of plus or minus 100 basis points. 

Mr. Maurey explained that the 1995 leverage formula has four 
parts. First, a 10.78 percent return on equity is derived from two 
DCF models, a risk premium model, and a CAPM analysis. Second, a 
bond yield differential of 51 basis points is added to reflect the 
difference in risk between the companies used in the four models 
and an average WAW utility in Florida. Third, a private placement 
premium of 25 basis points is added to recognize that Florida WAW 
utilities do not have access to the public capital markets. 
Finally, an adjustment of 34 basis points is added to reflect the 
required return on equity at a 40 percent equity ratio. 

Mr. Maurey testified that there were several differences 
between the 1994 and 1995 leverage formulas. The minor averaging 
error noted by witness Morin has been corrected in the new formula. 
The risk premium model uses an index of publicly-traded natural gas 
utilities. Because the index of WAW utilities is more risky than 
the index of natural gas utilities, a premium of 18 basis points is 
added to the risk premium model. Furthermore, the 1995 formula 
includes a prospective CAPM. 

OPC witness James Rothschild stated that the 1995 formula from 
Order No. PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS would suggest a cost of equity which 
is considerably higher than SSU's current cost of equity. Mr. 
Rothschild proposed 10.10 percent as the appropriate cost of equity 
for SSU. Mr. Rothschild based his recommendation on DCF models, 
using a risk premium model and a CAPM as a check of the DCF 
results. 

Mr. Rothschild employed a constant growth DCF model as his 
primary method, using a growth rate based on earnings retention. 
He used a two-stage DCF model, and the water and natural gas 
utilities reported in Value Line. His risk premium model used a 
group of electric uti1:tties. Mr. Rothschild had reservations about 
the risk premium model because it does not remain constant and can 
be affected by changes in the tax law. Though he presented a CAPM, 
he also had similar reservations about this method. Mr. Rothschild 
favored a geometric avsrage, rather than an arithmetic average, in 
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calculating historical returns that are an input for the CAPM. He 
found flaws with Mr. Morin's CAPM, his assessment of risk faced by 
Florida WAW utilities, his addition of a liquidity premium, and the 
weather normalization clause. He does not believe that market-to- 
book value ratios abov,e 1.0 hinder a DCF model. 

In rebuttal, Mr. Morin contended that Mr. Rothschild 
understated SSU's cost of equity and underestimated the risks faced 
by SSU and other water utilities. Specifically, he stated that 
OPC's witness inappropriately relied solely upon a DCF model using 
the "retention growth" method, and that the models do not have an 
allowance for flotati.on costs. In rebuttal to Mr. Maurey's 
testimony, Mr. Morin repeated his concern that the cost of debt 
should vary over a range of equity ratios and that the 40 percent 
floor on common equity ratios should be lowered to 30 percent. 

Our findings as to the individual elements of the formulas 
recommended by the witnesses are set forth below. 

a. Market Risk Premiums 

Mr. Morin employed historical and prospective market risk 
premiums in his recommended CAPM. The 1995 leverage formula 
includes a prospective CAPM. We agree with Mr. Maurey's testimony 
that realized returns can be substantially different from 
prospective returns. Therefore, the CAPM should not use 
historical, earned returns. Further, a prospective CAPM avoids the 
controversy over geometric versus arithmetic averaging raised by 
Mr. Rothschild. 

b. ComDarative Ri& 

A comparison of the financial statistics for water utilities 
and natural gas utilities shows that the latter is somewhat less 
risky. Though the benchmark Standard and Poor's interest coverage 
and equity ratios for an A rating are lower for water than for 
natural gas, the other financial statistics cited by witnesses 
Morin and Maurey suggest natural gas has lower risk. Mr. Maurey 
stated that the 1995 leverage formula has a premium of 18 basis 
points for this effect. We find that this amount is conservative 
and reasonable. 

c. Private Placement Premium 

The bond yield differential for the 1995 leverage formula is 
the spread between the yields on Al-rated bonds and Baa3-rated 
bonds. The 1995 leverage formula includes a private placement 
premium, or liquidity premium, of 25 basis points to recognize that 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 119 

Florida WAW utilities do not have access to the public debt and 
equity markets. Though this is less than the 50 basis points Mr. 
Morin recommends, it iti based on a survey of the private placement 
market. Mr. Rothschild believes this adjustment is inappropriate 
in this case because SSU is owned by MP&L. Mr. Morin rebuts this 
by stating that S S U  must be treated as a stand-alone entity and 
that it is intuitive that investors require a higher return from an 
illiquid investment. TJpon review of these considerations, we find 
that Florida WAW utilities do not have ready access to the public 
debt and equity market,s. Therefore, the private placement premium 
of 25 basis points is appropriate. 

d. Variable Cost of Debt 

Utility witness YIorin contended that the cost of debt should 
vary over a range of equity ratios. Staff witness Maurey stated 
that a variance in the cost of debt would be burdensome because it 
would require a recalculation of the leverage formula for various 
interest rates. Mr. Maurey also stated that the cost of debt will 
not vary up to the maximum debt ratio of 60 percent. Based on the 
evidence, we find that the assumption of a constant cost of debt is 
reasonable. 

e. Eauitv Floor 

Mr. Morin stated that there is "nothing magical" about the 40 
percent common equity floor in the 1995 leverage formula. He 
advocates a 30 percent floor as being prudent. Mr. Maurey stated 
that the average equity ratio for publicly traded WAW utilities is 
42 percent, and further noted that Florida WAW utilities are more 
risky than the publicly traded utilities. Moreover, the Standard 
& Poor's benchmark equity ratio for BBB-rated water utilities is 
approximately 40 perc:ent. For these reasons, we find the 40 
percent floor to be reasonable. 

f. Weather Normal.ization Clause 

Witness Morin testifies that a revenue adjustment mechanism, 
such as SSU's proposed weather normalization clause (WNC), reduces 
a utility's risk and, therefore, its cost of equity. We have 
disallowed the WNC, as detailed below, and therefore do not rule 
upon Mr. Morin's proposal. However, we note that even if the WNC 
had been approved, a review of the record does not support adequate 
evidence for an adjustment. 
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g. Cost of Euuitv: Conclusion 

The 1995 leverage formula incorporates several but not all the 
modifications that Mr. Morin recommends. It also partially 
addresses Mr. Rothschi.ld's concern that the leverage formula has 
only a prospective CAPE4 and a liquidity premium of 25 instead of 50 
basis points. We agree with Mr. Morin that Mr. Rothschild's 
testimony relies too heavily on a DCF model with an earnings 
retention growth rate. Therefore, we conclude that the 1995 
leverage formula set forth in Order No. PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS is the 
appropriate method for determining SSU's cost of equity. 

We have adjusted SSU's common equity, resulting in an equity 
ratio of 39.24 percent. With this equity ratio and the 1995 
leverage formula, the resulting cost of equity is 11.88 percent. 
Allowing a range of reasonableness, we find that the appropriate 
return on equity for SSU is 11.88 percent, with a range of plus or 
minus 100 basis points,. We note that elsewhere in this Order, we 
have adjusted SSU's return on equity by 50 basis points for a 
period of two years. During that two year period, SSU's adjusted 
return on equity will be 11.38 percent, with the range remaining 
from 10.88 percent to 12.88 percent. 

3. Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes 

SSU identified total company debit accumulated deferred income 
taxes (ADITS) of $4,784,352. In preparing its MFRs, SSU made 
numerous additions and adjustments to its rate base, several of 
which had ADIT consequences. These adjustments and additions 
included a correction to depreciation expense, Lehigh lines, 1995 
plant interconnections, and unclaimed CIAC gross-up. Our review of 
related documents indicated that SSU did not reflect the 
appropriate ADIT consequences in the MFRs. SSU witness Bruce 
Gangnon agreed with this finding. Therefore, we find it 
appropriate to reduce the total company debit ADITs by $287,390 to 
$4,496,962 to properly reflect the ADIT consequences. 

In addition to making an adjustment to the ADIT amount, we 
found it necessary to review the utility's allocation methods. We 
find that the allocation methods are reasonable, with one 
exception: the allocation of CIAC-related ADITs in Account 190 on 
the basis of 1996 C1A.C activity. A comparison of the cumulative 
CIAC activity by plant in Exhibit 125 to the 1996 CIAC activity by 
plant in the relevant MFR schedule indicates a significant 
variation. In 1986, :Section l18(b) of the Internal Revenue Code 
(IRC) was amended to make all CIAC taxable. We find that the CIAC- 
related ADITs in Account 190 should be allocated to the individual 
plants on the basis of the test year average balance of taxable 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 121 

CIAC activity since 1986. This method more closely aligns the CIAC 
ADITS with the CIAC that created the CIAC-related ADITS. This 
method is consistent with the method authorized in SSU's previous 
rate proceeding. Witness Kimball acknowledged that she saw no 
reason for departure from the decision in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

Therefore, we find it appropriate to approve SSU's allocation 
methods as filed in its MFRs, with the exception of the CIAC- 
related deferred taxes, which should be allocated to the plants on 
the basis of the average 1996 balance of the 1987 through the 1996 
projected CIAC activity, rather than on the basis of 1996 CIAC 
activity. The debit deferred taxes are reflected for individual 
rate bases on Schedules Nos. 3-A and 3-B. 

4. Investment Tax Credits 

In calculating the revenue requirement in this proceeding, SSU 
used total company Investment Tax Credits (ITCs) prior to 
reconciliation to rate base of $1,335,813, whereas SSU's income tax 
calculation used the "per books" and "utility adjusted" ITC 
amortization of $78,697. According to SSU witness Gangnon, this 
mismatch occurred because the ITC amortization in its income tax 
expense calculation is based upon the carry-forward of the MFRs of 
rate proceedings held prior to MP&L's acquisition of the Deltona 
entities. However, SSU's capital structure ITC is based upon what 
is actually recorded on SSU's books and ledgers. In the capital 
structure, SSU used the ITCs that it has been able to use to offset 
its currently payable taxes. 

Based on the utility's assertion regarding the Deltona 
adjustment, we find the "Per Rate Purposes" amortization to be 
appropriate. Furthermore, because SSU used the "Per Rate Purposes" 
ITC amortization of $78,697 as a reduction to its cost of service 
income tax expense, "Fer Rate Purposes" ITCs of $1,933,972 should 
have been used in its capital structure. This results in 
consistent treatment of the ITCs in the capital structure with the 
ITC amortization included in income tax expense and recognizes past 
Commission-ordered adjustments, which have been carried forward. 
Therefore, unamortized ITCs shall be increased by $598,159, from 
$1,335,813 to $1,933,972. 

5. Weighted Average Cost Rate of ITCs 

Pursuant to Section 46(f) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code 
(IRC), an Option 1 utility assigns a cost rate of zero for ITCs in 
its capital structure and reflects the amortization of the ITCs 
below-the-line for ratesetting purposes. AII Option 2 utility 
pursuant to Section 46 (f) (2), IRC, assigns the weighted cost of 
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investor sources of capital as the cost rate for ITCs in the 
capital structure and reflects the amortization of the ITCs as a 
reduction to above-the-.line income tax expense. A utility's option 
status is usually not at issue. However, because SSU has purchased 
Option 1 facilities, we must address whether Option 1 should be 
used for ratesetting purposes for those facilities. 

In Docket No. 9280199-WS, SSU proposed to treat all of its 
facilities as Option 2. However, by Order No. PSC-93-0424-FOF-WS, 
we approved a mix of Option 1 and Option 2 in the consolidated 
capital structure, resulting in a 2.22 percent cost rate. In this 
proceeding, SSU's has assumed Option 2 status for all facilities, 
resulting in a calculated cost of ITCs in its capital structure of 
9.68 percent. 

ssu acknowledged that its proposed treatment is inconsistent 
with Docket No. 920199-WS. However, Mr. Gangnon testified that a 
company should have only one method of accounting for an item. 
When two companies with different methods of accounting are merged, 
a choice must be mads as to the appropriate method on a going 
forward basis. This is normally the accounting method followed by 
the dominant company. Mr. Gangon stated that, based on this 
technique, each time a company is merged with SSU, Option 2 status 
should be applied. To further support its position, SSU submitted 
IRS Regulation 1.381(c) (4)-l(c) ( 2 )  and several IRS letter rulings. 
Mr. Gangnon stated that while he could not cite a specific 
statement in the letter rulings which would require the use of 
Option 2, he believed that the Commission should use a consistent 
method. 

Our review of the IRS documentation did not reveal language 
that mandates Option 2 treatment for all companies for ratesetting 
purposes. We agree with SSU that it is preferable for the book and 
the ratesetting treatment to be consistent. For the reasons stated 
herein, and based upon the evidence presented, we find ssu's 
proposed Option 2 approach, wherein all ITCs are treated in 
accordance with Section 46(f) (2) of the IRC, to be reasonable and 
acceptable. Based on our adjustments to rate base and capital 
structure, the weighted average cost of the ITCs is 9.97 percent, 
using an 11.38 percent return on equity and 10.17 percent, using an 
11.88 percent return cln equity. 

6. Overall Cost of Car- 

Through witness Vierima, SSU presents a consolidated capital 
structure as the basis for its proposed 10.32 percent overall rate 
of return. In recent SSU rate applications, we have approved the 
use of a consolidated capital structure. Mr. Vierima testified 
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that, with the exception of the Marco Island Industrial Development 
Bonds and the Hernando and Volusia Private Activity Bonds, the 
majority of SSU's debt and all of its equity financing are done on 
a utility-wide basis. SSU's cost of debt is significantly lower on 
a consolidated basis. Tax-exempt financing, market recognition, 
administration of fund,s, access to credit support, availability of 
longer maturities, less restrictive loan covenants, and access to 
public and private markets also benefit from unified financing 
programs. 

Marco Witness Woelffer contended that the debt attributable to 
the Marco Island facilities should be calculated separately to 
match the source of long-term debt with specific assets, resulting 
in 10.11 percent cost of capital. Otherwise, those customers pay 
higher rates and subsidize other customers. Mr. Woelffer also 
noted that SSU has tax-exempt bonds associated with Collier, Lee, 
and Volusia counties. 

In rebuttal, Mr. Vierima testified that although private 
activity bonds such as the Collier County bonds are related to a 
specific project, SSU's creditors look to the entire company and 
its parent when deciding to lend funds. Mr. Vierima opined that 
Marco Island could not obtain the terms and rates that SSU got for 
the Collier County bonds on its own. 

We agree that S S U ' s  entire company is considered as legal 
obligor for credit rating purposes, and that SSU can obtain debt at 
a lower cost on a consolidated basis. Therefore, we find it 
appropriate to calculate one overall cost of capital for SSU based 
on its consolidated capital structure. Based upon our adjustments 
and findings herein, we find the appropriate cost of capital to be 
10.13 percent, based on an 11.88 percent return on equity as 
discussed herein. We have adjusted SSU's return on equity to 11.38 
percent, based upon our review of the company's quality of service 
and management. With the adjustment to an 11.38 percent return on 
equity, the resulting overall cost of capital is 9.94 percent. 

IX. NET OPERATING INCOME 

Our calculations of net operating income are depicted on 
Schedules Nos. 4-A for water and on Schedules Nos. 4-B for 
wastewater. Our adjustments are itemized on Schedule No. 4-C. 
These schedules are grouped by system, in alphabetical order. 
Those adjustments which are self -explanatory or which are 
essentially mechanicalt in nature are reflected on that schedule 
without further discussion in the body of this Order. The major 
adjustments are discusised below. 
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1. Oweratinq Revenues 

The utility and other parties proposed several adjustments to 
the calculation of operating revenues. These adjustments included 
weather normalization, repression adjustments, adjustments for the 
effects of conservation, billing and consumptions adjustments, and 
adjustment to specific plant revenue amounts. We have addressed 
each in detail below. 

a. Prouosed Normalization Adjustments Based on 
Weather/Rainf& 

SSU projected its 1996 water consumption and bills by first 
taking the average of the consumption experienced at each plant 
during the years 1991 through 1994, then applying a plant-specific 
compound growth rate for the 1991-1994 period to estimate bills and 
gallons for 1995 and 1996. The utility’s projections for 1996 
wastewater consumption were calculated in a slightly different 
manner, by taking the actual 1994 bills and gallons multiplied by 
the plant-specific four-year compound growth rate for 1995 and 
1996. SSU used the four-year average consumption method not only 
to normalize consumption variations due to weather, but also to 
normalize consumption variations due to elasticities of demand and 
the Company’s conservation efforts. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that the utility’s 
proposal understated projected test year consumption and revenue. 
She stated that the primary flaw in SSU’s methodology was the 
failure to take into consideration the effect of weather, in 
particular, rainfall. She found SSU’s management reports to be 
replete with references to the abnormal level of rainfall 
depressing 1994 revenue. She also pointed out that the MFRs 
indicated the costs for several systems were either higher or lower 
due to the heavy rainfall experienced during the 1994 historical 
test year. 

Ms. Dismukes analyzed rainfall data for the period of 1960 to 
1994. H e r  analysis revealed that in almost all of SSU’s service 
areas, the rainfall experienced in 1991 and 1994 was abnormally 
high, and in several instances the rainfall experienced in 1992 was 
unusually high as well. Ms. Dismukes recommended that the 
Commission reject SSU‘s method of projecting its 1995 and 1996 
billing determinants and projected test year revenue. Rather, Ms. 
Dismukes advocated weather normalizing the billing data for 
residential customers for 1996. This method would produce an 
increase in projected 1996 residential consumption of 1,227,876,000 
gallons, and an increase in test year revenues of $1,937,947. The 
associated expense adjustment to account for the increased 
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consumption and related costs would be an increase of $515,332. At 
the hearing, Ms. Dismukes corrected the test year revenue figure to 
$1,189,444. 

If her weather normalizing method were not accepted, Ms. 
Dismukes recommended i.n the alternative to exclude 1991 and 1994 
data from the calculations, using instead only 1992 and 1993 data. 
Based on this data, she recommended an increase in total 
consumption of 318,515,813 gallons and a test year revenue increase 
of $428,398, with a corresponding increase to expenses of $130,000. 

SSU witness Morris Bencini stated that projected 1995 
consumption was 3.2 percent greater than actual 1995 consumption in 
the MFRs. He also stated that SSU's projections were conservative 
and resulted in an under-projection of 1995 revenues by $1,053,802. 
Further, he asserted that had actual 1995 consumption been taken 
into account as part of the five-year average, projected 
consumption would have been even lower than that reflected for 1996 
in the MFRs. 

SSU witness Whitcomb testified in rebuttal that Ms. Dismukes 
had an incomplete view of how weather affects water use because she 
ignored evapotranspiration (ET), a measure of the water evaporated 
and transpired from a vegetative surface such as turf grass. 
Witness Whitcomb explained that the net effect from weather can be 
calculated using a net irrigation requirement (NIR) variable, 
defined as ET minus effective rainfall (ER). He further argued 
that Ms. Dismukes ignored the water price elasticity repression 
caused by the 1991 rate case in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

In its brief, OPC argued that we should ignore any suggestion 
that SSU's methodology was appropriate because 1995 actual billing 
units were close to the utility's projections. OPC stated that 
1995 was not only a wetter year than 1994, it was one of the 
wettest of the five-year period. To include 1995 in the projection 
averaging pot would further exacerbate the understatement of 
consumption due to abnormally high levels of rainfall. Further, 
OPC argued that while NIR was an interesting statistic, we should 
reject any conclusions drawn from it because SSU did not provide 
the information to evailuate Dr. Whitcomb's calculations, and that 
NIR measures how much irrigation is required, not how much 
customers actually irrigate. 

SSU argued in its brief that the rate level and rate structure 
adjustments in the utility's prior cases most directly caused the 
reduction in 1994 water use levels, not the level of rainfall in 
1994 as claimed by ME:. Dismukes. SSU pointed to Ms. Dismukes' 
previous support of the five-year average approach advocated by an 
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OPC witness in Docket No. 920655-WS. SSU also criticized the 
alternative approach pxoposed by MS. Dismukes as simply a method to 
increase SSU' s project.ed revenues by eliminating the consumption 
numbers from 1991 and 1994, the two years in the 1991-1994 time 
period with the lowest consumption. 

We are not persuaded that there is a direct correlation 
between rainfall and consumption. The weather normalizing method 
advocated by Ms, Dismukes compared the average rainfall in SSU's 
service areas during the 1991-1994 period to the average rainfall 
in the service areas during the 1960-1990 period. The four-year 
average rainfall in the service areas during 1991-1994 was 
approximately 14.85 percent greater than the average for the period 
1960-1990. The average rainfall factor was apparently applied to 
SSU's calculated average consumption per bill for the service areas 
resulting in "normalj.zed" consumption per bill. This method 
implicitly assumed that the reduced consumption levels were related 
entirely and directly to reduced outdoor water needs from the 
increased rainfall. We do not agree with this implicit assumption. 
As Mr. Bencini testified, there is a weak correlation between SSU's 
average monthly consumption compared to rainfall for the 1991-1995 
period, which demonstrates that rainfall is not a good indicator of 
consumption levels. 

Instead, we are persuaded that a better indicator of outdoor 
water use is the NIR advocated by SSU. As discussed above, the NIR 
is defined as ET less ER, representing the average amount of water 
required to prevent stress on turf grass. Effective rainfall, the 
precipitation that directly offsets ET requirements, is generally 
recognized as less than actual rainfall. Some rain is lost as 
runoff or percolates into the ground past the turf grass root zone 
and is therefore not effective in offsetting ET, which is mainly a 
function of air temperature and incoming solar radiation. As ET 
increases, the amount of water needed by residents to irrigate 
tends to increase. For example, in 1994, while rainfall was above 
normal, ET was above normal as well. The NIR for 1994 was only 3 
percent below normal, making 1994 the most "normal" year in the 
1991-1994 group. When comparing the variations in monthly 
residential water use to weather (NIR) during the 1991-1994 period, 
a positive correlation is apparent in most months, especially 
during 1992-1994. 

There are numerous other factors affecting fluctuations in 
consumption in addition to weather, e.g., the price changes caused 
by the 1992 rate case. Due to the combination of factors affecting 
consumption, SSU witness Whitcomb testifiedthat at least six years 
of data is needed to disentangle the effects of the various factors 
before the weather-only effects on consumption can be isolated. 
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Based on the foregoing, we conclude that the 1991-1994 period 
is a reasonable period upon which to base S S U ' s  1996 consumption 
projections, and, therefore, no revenue or expense adjustments are 
necessary. Furthermore, 1994 is a "normal" year upon which to 
apply the consumption projections. However, because we recognize 
weather as one of the components affecting consumption, our finding 
in this regard does not preclude the consideration of weather- 
normalized consumption in future cases. 

b. Adjustments to Marco Island Reuse Revenues 

SSU projected that in 1996 it would be providing effluent 
reuse to both Hideaway Beach and the Tommie Barfield School from 
its Marco Island plant. Because both facilities are presently 
water customers, the utility decreased its water billing analysis 
by 62.1 million gallons, the projected usage to be provided through 
reuse. We then added 54.75 million gallons to the effluent billing 
analysis to reflect the Hideaway Beach usage. No adjustments were 
made for the Tommie Barfield School as service will be provided at 
no charge in exchange for an easement. 

OPC contended that these projections were inappropriate 
because these projects will not be implemented in 1996. OPC 
quantified this adjustment by applying the rates which were in 
effect prior to the granting of interim rates. OPC asserted that 
the billing determinants and corresponding revenue adjustments 
proposed by SSU should not be allowed and proposed to reverse SSU' s 
adjustment. 

While these two reuse projects were proposed for 1996, there 
was no evidence in the record that either project will be on line 
in 1996. SSU indicated that it did not expect reuse to be 
available to Hideaway Beach prior to December 31, 1996. The 
utility could not state when the reuse conversion for the Tommie 
Barfield school would be completed. Because neither project will 
be completed in 1996, the utility's test year water revenues for 
Marco Island shall be increased by $183,668 and wastewater revenue 
shall be decreased by $13,688. 

c. Adjustments to Marco Island's Water Revenues 

Marco Island Witness Michael Woelffer stated that SSU provided 
conflicting data in the MFRs for projecting Marco Island's 1996 
revenues. Mr. Woelffer stated that if the $216,657 in unbilled 
revenue was not attributed to ERCs and gallons in 1994, then all 
projections based on this 1994 data would understate future 
revenue. Mr. Woelff(er discovered a discrepancy between SSU's 
engineering schedules and its rate schedules of 29,677,000 gallons 
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of water sold. In addition, he believe that SSU should use the 
actual number of ERCs instead of the number of bills to project 
growth. Mr. Woelffer recommended adding 313 ERCs and additional 
gallonage to the 1995 and 1996 revenue projections. This 
adjustment would incre(3se test year revenue by $174,741. While Mr. 
Woelffer stated that he would submit a late filed exhibit of a 
revised schedule for Marc0 Island water revenue upon receipt of 
discovery documents, he did not submit such an exhibit. 

SSU witness Morr:ts Bencini stated that SSU used the annual 
number of bills to project growth because revenues are collected 
from bills and not ERCs. According to Mr. Bencini, the rate 
schedules predict, in essence, the revenues expected from a given 
service area. Because revenues are collected through bills, this 
is the appropriate methodology for a growth projection. Mr. 
Bencini stated that Mr. Woelffer's second discrepancy is the result 
of mixing engineering data with rate data. Mr. Bencini stated that 
this data should be treated significantly different and should not 
be interchanged when projecting revenue. In its brief, SSU stated 
1996 revenues were not understated because, based on actual 1995 
data, SSU over-projected revenues in 1995 for Marco Island. Actual 
1995 water revenues for Marco Island were $907,305 less than the 
amount projected in the MFRs. 

We agree with Mr. Bencini that comparing rate schedules to 
engineering schedules can lead to erroneous conclusions and those 
schedules should not be used interchangeably in projecting revenue. 
We agree with Mr. Woelffer's concerns over unbilled revenue. 
However, because we have projected 1996 ERCs and gallons for all 
plants including Marco Island, and given the fact that actual 1995 
revenues for Marco Island were $907,305 less than the amount 
projected in the MFRs, an adjustment is not necessary at this time. 

As stated below, Marco Island's 1996 water revenues shall be 
projected on 179,945 total ERCs and 2,236,503,459 total gallons, 
excluding bulk water gallons. Based on these billing determinants, 
test year water revenue shall be increased by $33,274. 

d. Prowosed Revression Adiustment 

SSU proposed a repression adjustment of 935,641,435 gallons to 
the water gallonage component of its projected test year billing 
determinants. The direct expenses impacted by this adjustment 
would be purchased water, purchased power and chemicals. 
Consistent with its proposed repression adjustment, SSU decreased 
expenses by $287,585. 
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In its brief, the utility argued that because no other party 
took a position on this! issue in its post-hearing filing, under the 
express language of t:he Order Establishing Procedure, the other 
parties have waived the entire issue and the issue should be 
dropped from this proceeding. In the alternative, SSU stated that 
its position on this issue should be approved. 

While OPC addressed this issue in its argument on another, 
related issue, none of the intervenors addressed this specific 
topic in its post-hearing statement. OPC's post-hearing statement 
did not conform to the requirement of Order No. PSC-96-0549-PHO-WS, 
the Prehearing Order issued in this docket, or to Rule 25- 
22.056(3), Florida Administrative Code. The Prehearing Order 
reflects that OPC took no position on this issue prior to the 
hearing, nor did OPC conform with the requirement of Order No. PSC- 
95-1208-PCO-WS that if a party's position in its post-hearing 
statement differs from its prehearing position, the position should 
be marked with an asterisk. By failing to identify this issue in 
their pre- or post-hearing statements, the intervenors, including 
OPC, waived this issue. See Order No. PSC-95-1208-PCO-WS at 5; and 
Rule 25-22.056(3) (a), Florida Administrative Code. Moreover, Rule 
25-22.056(3) (b), requires that if a brief is filed, each argument 
must be identified by the issue number to which it relates. 

However, this does not necessarily result in this issue being 
dropped from this proceeding or automatically approved. Because 
the utility has proposed the repression adjustment, it is the 
utility's burden to demonstrate the reasonableness of implementing 
it. Florida Power Corp. v. Cresse, 413 So. 2d 1187, 1191 (Fla. 
1982). Section 367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes, requires us to 
consider, inter alia, the cost of providing service in fixing rates 
which are just, reasonable, compensatory, and not unfairly 
discriminatory. It would be an abuse of discretion to approve the 
utility's proposed repression adjustment simply because the 
intervening parties have not taken issue with it. Further, "the 
Commission is clearly authorized to utilize its staff to test the 
validity, credibility and competence of the evidence presented in 
support of an increase." South Florida Natural Gas Co. v. PSC, 534 
So.2d 695, 678 (Fla. 1988). Therefore, we have reviewed and made 
findings on this issue in detail. 

SSU's witness, Dr. John Whitcomb, was subcontracted by Brown 
and Caldwell from 1992 to 1994 to perform studies of water 
conservation rate structures for the SWFWMD, specifically, price 
elasticity and rate structure impacts on water consumption. The 
outcome of his studies were two reports: "Definition of Water 
Conservation Promoting Rates" (Conservation Rate Structure Study) 
and "Water Price Elasticity Study" (Elasticity Study) . The 
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Elasticity Study attempted to quantify the relationship between 
water price and water demand for customers within the SWFWMD 
service area. In addition, Dr. Whitcomb developed a software 
program known as WATERATE, which utilized the results of the 
Elasticity Study to s:tmulate how changes in water and wastewater 
prices impact water revenues and water demand. 

Dr. Whitcomb testified that the results of the Elasticity 
Study were applicable to SSU for several reasons. The Elasticity 
Study allowed price elasticity to vary with both the gallonage 
charge and property value to make the results more applicable to 
varying conditions. Second, given the geographic and demographic 
diversities of both the SWFWMD and S S U ' s  service areas, it was 
reasonable to assume a[ similarity between the respective customer 
bases. Third, Ssu was one of ten utilities which participated in 
the Elasticity Study. Finally, Dr. Whitcomb stated that SSU has 24 
water service areas serving an estimated population of 125,000 
within the SWFWMD. 

Dr. Whitcomb test.ified that using the elasticity study model 
(WATERATE) to estimate the level of reductions in water consumption 
that would result uder the utility's proposed rate structure 
resulted in a consumption reduction of 877,203,435 gallons, or 
approximately 11 percent for the conventional treatment service 
class, and 58,438,000 gallons, or 2.7 percent for the reverse 
osmosis service class. The direct expenses impacted by this 
adjustment were purchased water, purchased power and chemicals. 
Consistent with Dr. Whitcomb's proposed repression adjustment, SSU 
proposed to decrease these expenses by $287,585. Dr. Whitcomb 
stated that these adjustments were reasonable and necessary in 
order to provide SSU the opportunity to earn the Commission- 
approved revenue requirement. 

On cross-examination, Dr. Whitcomb testified that he co- 
authored an article entitled "New Directions in Mapping Water 
Demand Curves" for scholastic publication in Water Resources 
Research, an academic theoretical journal that covers science 
issues in the water field. After the article was evaluated in a 
peer review process, it was sent back for revisions, and was 
subsequently not accepted for publication. 

OPC witness Dr. David Dismukes stated that the repression 
adjustment should not be accepted because the utility's Elasticity 
Study did not meet adequate standards for regulatory use. First, 
Dr. Dismukes did not believe the Elasticity Study accurately 
represented SSU's service territory, and that there was no attempt 
to reconcile the demographic and usage characteristics between the 
SWFWMD and SSU's service areas. Moreover, there are different 
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price structures between the SWFWMD and SSU, and customers under 
different pricing structures face different demand curves and 
different price elasticities of demand. This is the primary reason 
Dr. Dismukes argued against using the SWFWMD specific price 
elasticities in this proceeding. He also asserted that because 
SSU's customers faced neither increasing nor decreasing block 
rates, the concept of "ramped rates" would not be applicable. 

Dr. Dismukes further testified that the statistical model 
should be parsimonious, intuitive and straightforward. He pointed 
to several problems with the model, most notably that relaxing the 
zero price elasticity constraint at $7.05 per 1,000 gallons 
resulted in an upward-sloping demand curve. This violated the 
first law of demand, which states that there is an inverse 
relationship between price and quantity demanded. 

Finally, Dr. Dismukes testified that the model should have a 
significant degree of explanatory power if it is to be used in a 
regulatory proceeding. He testified that, based on a low R2 value 
(the variation explained by the model) and marginally significant 
parameter estimates, S 8 U ' s  price elasticity estimates should not be 
accepted. Dr. Dismukes also stated that the commercial models 
lacked statistically powerful results. He also commented that, for 
SSU's service areas receiving rate decreases, stimulation would be 
the appropriate adjustment. Although SSU proposed rate decreases 
for three of its service areas, it nevertheless applied a negative 
factor to those service areas' billing determinants without any 
explanation. 

Dr. Dismukes offered two alternative recommendations if we 
agreed that the results from the Elasticity Study were 
inappropriate, but still found some type of repression adjustment 
to be appropriate. If we approved the utility's proposed WNC, 
there would be an opportunity for the utility in the long run to 
recover lost revenues associated with repression. Therefore, he 
recommended that the short run elasticity estimate used by SSU be 
split on a 50/50 basis between SSU and its ratepayers. If we 
choose not to approve the utility's proposed WNC, there would be no 
opportunity to recover lost repression-related revenues over the 
long run. Therefore, Dr. Dismukes' second alternative 
recommendation would be to split the difference in the long-run 
elasticity estimate on a 50/50 basis between SSU and the 
ratepayers. Dr. Dismukes agreed that the concept of elasticity 
applies to water rates, and that the only question is the level of 
elasticity. 

Marco witness Michael Woelffer testified that actual 
historical data contained in SSU's MFRs should be used to forecast 
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1996 gallons. He argued that there was an increase in gallons sold 
per ERC after the rate increase resulting from Docket No. 920655- 
WS. Based on his analysis of historical data, Mr. Woelffer 
believed SSU's proposed elasticity adjustments for Marco Island 
were not supported. 

Mr. Buddy Hansen testified on behalf of Sugarmill Woods. He 
stated that, while a price elasticity adjustment may have merit, 
SSU's proposal was inequitable, would impose hardship on low income 
customers, and would bs in addition to conservation rates already 
established in Docket No. 920199-WS. Mr. Hansen noted that, 
despite usage and income differences among SSU' s service areas, the 
same elasticity factors were applied to all service areas. He 
believed the elasticity factors should vary by service area. 
Second, he stated that SSU' s proposed repression adjustments seemed 
like a ploy to increase the gallonage charges. Finally, he 
testified that the prj.ce of selling water should equal the true 
cost of supplying water; there should be no subsidies. 

Dr. Whitcomb testi-fied in rebuttal of Dr. Dismukes' discussion 
as to the standards for evaluating a statistical model for 
regulatory use. First, regarding the applicability of the SWFWMD 
Elasticity Study model to SSU, because SSU's wastewater quantity 
charge is capped at 6,000 gallons per month in most service areas, 
when wastewater price is considered with water price, SSU has a 
combined water and wastewater declining block rate structure. 

Dr. Whitcomb also testified that differences in income from 
different rate structures have been accounted for in the model by 
subtracting those diff'erences from the wealth, or property value, 
variable. He argued that, even in the most extreme SWFWMD case, 
the change in disposable income from alternative rate structures is 
less than one percent of disposable income and is trivial. 
Regarding Dr. Dismukes' criticism of the inapplicability of ramped 
rates to SSU, Dr. Whitcomb stated that, based on using both 
marginal and average price specifications, the resulting price 
elasticity curves were almost identical, with results that do not 
vary significantly with price specification assumption. 

Regarding the parsimony of the Elasticity Study model, Dr. 
Whitcomb contended that Dr. Dismukes did not realize that the 
coefficients in these nonlinear models are multiplicative rather 
than additive. In particular, with respect to relaxing the zero 
price elasticity constraint and the resulting upward-sloping demand 
curve, Dr. Whitcomb contended that the range of prices in the 
SWFWMD study was from $ .40/1,000 gallons to $7.05/1,000 gallons 
and, over this range of prices, a negatively sloped demand curve 
results, which is consistent with the first law of demand theory. 
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For prices greater than $7.05/1,000 gallons, WATERATE was 
programmed not to use the SWFWMD elasticity algorithm, so the shape 
of the demand curve is unknown. 

Third, regarding the explanatory power of the statistical 
model, Dr. Whitcomb argued that an R2 value of 0.59 is typical if 
not relatively high compared to other similar studies on water 
demand estimation. Dr. Whitcomb provided a list of comparable R2 
values, ranging from 0.11 to 0.69. He testified that cross- 
sectional models of this type have inherently lower R2 values than 
models of aggregate water consumption or time-series models. 
Regarding Dr. Dismukes' statement that SSU's proposed elasticity 
adjustments not be accepted due to "marginally significant 
parameter estimates", Dr. Whitcomb asserted that Dr. Dismukes 
needed to conduct a J-test, rather than a T-test. Results of a J- 
test would show that the demand curves are in fact highly 
significant. In response to Dr. Dismukes' criticism of the 
commercial models, Dr. Whitcomb explained that the commercial 
database was smaller and was given less priority than that for 
single family homes. As a result, although the results for 
commercial users was mixed, it nevertheless showed strong evidence 
that commercial customers are modestly sensitive to price. 

Dr. Whitcomb also rebutted Dr. Dismukes' alternative 
recommendations on this issue. He defended his selection of a 
short-run elasticity adjustment of 75 percent by stating that 
interim rates would significantly increase the price signal sent to 
customers and begin to set in motion the long-run price elastic 
effect. Further, the price elastic adjustment in this rate case 
will occur over a multi-year period. Therefore, he asserted that 
over a longer period a higher short-run adjustment factor was 
warranted. Dr. Wh:ttcomb believed the proposed 50 percent 
adjustment offered by Dr. Dismukes was arbitrary and not supported 
by evidence. Dr. Whitcomb believed that if a WNC is implemented, 
the best estimate of the short-run price elastic water use 
adjustment would be 100 percent, rather than the 50 percent 
proposed by Dr. Dismukes. Dr. Whitcomb stated that, from a 
statistical viewpoint,. the real price elastic response is equally 
likely to be over or under the 100 percent value. Dr. Whitcomb 
asserted that Dr. Dismukes' proposal to allow 50 percent of the 
long-run price elastic: adjustment in the event we do not adopt the 
utility's WNC proposa:t was arbitrary as well. 

In its post-hearing filing, SSU asserted that Dr. Whitcomb was 
an expert in water use and water demand forecasting, having 
conducted numerous studies and authored several articles on the 
subject. SSU argued that every witness on this issue agreed that 
price elasticity was i i  valid economic concept, applicable to water 
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consumption; the question in this case is the level of elasticity. 
SSU pointed to Kimberly Dismukes' statement that a repression 
adjustment would be appropriate if properly calculated. 

SSU further argued that the WATERATE 2.1 program was an 
appropriate basis for the elasticity adjustments proposed by Dr. 
Whitcomb. SSU pointed out that the focus of Dr. David Dismukes' 
testimony and OPC's cross-examination of Dr. Whitcomb was the 
revised WATERATE 2.2 program, rather than the WATERATE 2.1 program. 
ssu further contended that Dr. Dismukes' inability to distinguish 
between the two versions of the WATERATE program underscored his 
lack of competence to analyze water demand studies. 

SSU summarized several points to support its contention that 
the Elasticity Study was applicable to all of SSU's service areas: 
SSU has 24 water service areas which service an estimated 
population of 125,000 persons within the SWFWMD; approximately 80 
percent of the service areas are located in either the SWFWMD or in 
the abutting SJRWMD; SSU's combined water and wastewater rate 
structure represents a declining block rate structure similar to 
those of some of the utilities included in the SWFWMD study; the 
variation in net irrigation requirement between the ten utilities 
in the SWFWMD study and SSU's service areas is almost identical; 
and the climatic conditions of the ten SWFWMD utilities versus 
SSU's service areas are similar. In conclusion, SSU argued that 
there was overwhelming support for its proposed price elasticity 
adjustments. 

While we agree that price elasticity is a valid economic 
concept, worthy of consideration, we nevertheless find that a 
repression adjustment is not appropriate in this proceeding. We 
first note that the ten utilities participating in the Elasticity 
Study are all located within the SWFWMD. While SSU was one of the 
ten utilities that participated in the SWFWMD study, none of SSU's 
service areas included in this rate case were included in the 
SWFWMD study. 

We also question short run price elastic responses. Changes 
in water use result from a combination of behavioral and structural 
changes. Therefore, while price increases may induce some 
customers to react to price changes sooner, it may take some 
customers years to complete desired changes. It may also take a 
customer a number of billing cycles merely to understand the 
ramifications of a rate structure change. Based on a review of the 
available literature, the WATERATE user's manual suggested a short- 
run half life of one year. However, Dr. Whitcomb did not use those 
values for SSU's WATERATE runs. Instead, he assumed that the price 
elastic response would be 75 percent in year one, rather than 50 
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percent. Dr, Whitcomb was unable to provide a convincing 
explanation as to why the figure of 75 percent was chosen. 

Dr. Whitcomb contended that, given the geographic and 
demographic diversities of both the SWFWMD and SSU's service areas, 
it would be reasonable to assume a similarity between the 
respective customer bases. However, he was unable to indicate how 
the SWFWMD's area was geographically comparable to SSU's service 
areas located in other WMDs. This was troublesome, particularly 
because Dr. Whitcomb used the SWFWMD-based default values regarding 
the percentage of single-family property values in the low, medium 
and high categories and assumed these values are consistent with 
the percentages in all of SSU's service areas. However, he was 
unaware of the actual comparable percentages of those single family 
customers for service areas located in other WMDs in Florida. To 
the extent the that the property values for service areas located 
outside of the SWFWMD are different than the values used by Dr. 
Whitcomb in this case, these differences would affect the results 
of the calculated repression estimates. 

Finally, we also note that applying WATEIZATE to a water rate 
structure other than the uniform rate structure proposed by SSU 
would affect the results of the analysis. As discussed below, we 
have approved a capped, banded rate structure, rather than the 
uniform rate structure: proposed by SSU. Therefore, the repression 
adjustment proposed by SSU is not applicable in this instance. 

Based upon our consideration of the evidence in the record, we 
conclude that a 0.0 price elasticity adjustment shall be used in 
this proceeding. Although a repression adjustment may be 
reasonable, the record is silent not only regarding other methods 
of calculating a repression adjustment, but regarding criteria and 
parameters that could be used to determine an alternative 
adjustment. Absent an alternative methodology supported by the 
record to calculate a repression adjustment, we shall not make an 
adjustment to the water service areas' billing determinants to 
reflect the effects of repression. Therefore, no additional 
expense adjustments are necessary. 

However, in order to monitor the effect of the overall 
approved revenue increase has on customers' consumption, we find it 
appropriate to order SSU to compile monthly reports that detail the 
number of bills and gallons sold. This information shall be 
provided, by customer class, meter size, and service area, for both 
the water and wastewater systems. These monthly reports shall be 
filed quarterly, for a period of two years, commencing on the first 
billing cycle the rev-ised rates go into effect. 
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e. Billins and ConsumDtion Projections 

SSU utilized the historic 1991 through 1994 bills and gallons 
for water billing determinants. The utility calculated the growth 
rates for its water bills by using the compound growth rate from 
1991 through 1994 on a per plant basis. The 1994 base number of 
water bills was adjusted to reflect "zero bills", which more 
accurately reflects the number of customer bills. Other 
adjustments to 1994 bills included a limit on number of available 
lots, trimming of start-up plants, zeroing-out negative growth 
rates, and recalculating the future compound growth rates for 
hyper-growth areas. 

SSU Witness Bencini testified that to project 1996 water 
consumption, SSU used a simple four-year average (1991-1994) of 
consumption by plant to determine the base year. This base year 
was then factored up in 1995 and 1996 for each plant's respective 
growth rate in bills to determine the 1996 gallons. SSU used this 
methodology in an (effort to normalize the variability in 
consumption due to weather patterns, elasticity of demand from rate 
increases, and the Company's conservation efforts. 

SSU made an adjustment to reflect an overall 10.9 percent and 
2.6 percent decrease in consumption related to the elasticity of 
demand of conventional treatment and reverse osmosis treatment 
customers, respectively, based upon the requested revenue increase 
and conservation rate structure. The utility also made an 
adjustment to reflect an annualized decrease of 62.1 million 
gallons at Marco Island for multi-family and commercial customers 
related to the offset of reuse wastewater projected to be used at 
Hideaway Beach and the Tommie Barfield School beginning in 1996. 
Finally, the utility made adjustments for six jurisdiction plants 
(excluding Valrico Hills) to reflect the effect of SSU's water 
conservation plan, totalling a decrease of approximately 58.2 
gallons for conventional treatment plants and 79.0 million gallons 
for reverse osmosis treatment plants. 

For projecting 1996 wastewater bills and gallons, SSU used 
historic 1991 through 1994 bills and gallons. Effluent and bulk 
wastewater determinants were omitted due to the material skewing 
effect these classes have on their respective plants. Actual 1994 
bills and gallonage were used as base determinants from which to 
project 1995 and 1996. The compound growth rates for wastewater 
bills were calculated using the compound growth rate from 1991 
through 1994 for bills on a per plant basis. This method was 
consistent with the way SSU projected water bills. In other words, 
actual 1994 bills and gallons were used as base determinants from 
which to project 1995 and 1996. 
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OPC Witness Kimberly Dismukes advocated the incorporation Of 
actual 1995 results for projecting 1996 bills. With that 
modification, OPC did not object to the method used by SSU. Ms. 
Dismukes found the appropriate test year water gallons for 
residential customers to be 9,501,263,000. These were weather 
normalized gallons for the projected test year ending 1996. Ms. 
Dismukes contended that SSU's methodology understated projected 
test year consumption because it used consumption data during a 
time period when rainfall was abnormally high. Ms. Dismukes 
indicated at hearing a corrected, proposed 1996 normalized water 
consumption of 9,026,200,000. Ms. Dismukes did not take issue with 
the methodology used by SSU to project wastewater usage. 

We find that the methodology chosen by SSU to project 1996 
number of water bills is appropriate, with three adjustments. 
First, we recognize that four plants exceeded SSU's projected 
number of maximum bills in 1 9 9 5 .  The approved maximum number of 
bills for Beacon Hi:Lls, Imperial Mobile Terrace, Pine Ridge 
Estates, and Woodmere is determined by the number of adjusted 1995 
bills, because those figures exceeded their respected maximum bill 
caps. 

Secondly, we adjusted the number of 1996 bills for the Beacon 
Hills plant to include two executed developer agreements which will 
bring an additional 60  customers per year, or 720 bills. Because 
this planned development was scheduled to start in June, 1996, and 
not all homes expected to be built will be built in the first six 
months of this projected test year, we find it reasonable to assume 
that 20 of the 6 0  homes will be built in the Beacon Hills service 
area and therefore, will include them in the projected test year. 

Our final adjustment to the projected 1996 water bills is to 
apply the growth rate of 3.35 percent to Buenaventura Lakes, 
Lakeside, Spring Gardens, and Valencia Terrace. This growth rate 
is related to the composite growth rate for only the jurisdictional 
plants in this proceeding. SSU used the growth rate of 3.17 
percent, which was the composite of all the plants' growth rates, 
including the non-jurisdictional plants, to project 1996 bills f o r  
these plants, on the grounds that there was insufficient historic 
data to calculate their own growth rate. We find it appropriate to 
use the composite growth rate for only the jurisdictional plants of 
3.35 percent for these plants. 

We find it appropriate to make two adjustments to the 1996 
wastewater bill projections. First, consistent with our adjustment 
to water bills, we have used the jurisdictional total growth rate 
for Buenaventura Lakes, Spring Gardens, and Valencia Terrace 
instead of the totalt company-wide rate. Second, we find it 
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necessary to include wastewater-only customer's bills in the 
calculation of the rates. Each residential wastewater-only 
customer represents one ERC in the calculation of the rates. 
Furthermore, we find it appropriate to add the average residential 
consumption of the respective plant for each residential wastewater 
customer to that respective plant's total gallons. In other words, 
each residential wastewater-only customer should be included in the 
ERC calculation and likewise those customers will assumedly use the 
average usage for thefir respective plants when determining total 
gallons. 

We have found it appropriate to base 1996 water and wastewater 
consumption on the actual average usage in 1994. As shown on 
Attachment C, appended to this Order, the average usage per plant 
in 1994 was determined by dividing the total gallons by the total 
number of bills for each plant, excluding private fire protection. 
After applying the appropriate 1995 and 1996 growth rates to the 
number of 1994 adjusted bills, we determined the 1996 projected 
number of gallons by multiplying the projected 1996 bills by the 
average usage in 1994. A similar methodology was used for 
projecting wastewater gallons, except effluent and multi-family 
non-metered customer,s were excluded from the calculation. 
Additionally, only capped wastewater usage was applied to the 
number of 1996 wastewater bills to project 1996 wastewater usage. 
Buenaventura Lakes, Deep Creek, Marco Island, and Valencia Terrace 
have different wastewater caps than the current 6,000 gallons. 
Therefore, we used the current caps to calculate test year revenue. 
However, for determining final rates, capped consumption will be 
adjusted down to reflect the new 6,000 gallon cap for these plants. 
This adjustment will rely on the same percentage used by SSU to 
project 1996 capped usage for these plants. 

We therefore find that the appropriate projected number of 
water ERCs, wastewater ERCs and wastewater consumption used to 
calculate revenue for the 1996 projected test year and to calculate 
rates for service are 1,316,154 ERCs for the water system, and 
614,793 ERCs and 3,202,582,931 gallons for the wastewater system. 

f. Imvact of Conservation Proqrams on Consumption 

We have approved herein the recovery of $343,412 in 
conservation expenses associated with the utility's conservation 
programs. We also find it necessary to address the anticipated 
gallons which will be saved as a result from those conservation 
programs, 

SSU witness Car-lyn Kowalsky testified that the utility 
adjusted 1996 consumption by 142,788,000 gallons per year to 
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reflect SSU's estimate of reduced water consumption resulting from 
the conservation programs in the specific communities. The 
estimated water savings expected for each community is based on one 
year's use of retrofit kits, low-flow toilets and irrigation 
shutoff devices. However, during cross-examination, Ms. Kowalsky 
was unable to answer questions not only regarding how the utility 
chose the communities targeted for SSU's enhanced conservation 
program, but how SSU arrived at its estimated participation levels 
as well. 

Not even SSU's witnesses from the WMDs provided definitive 
answers regarding the estimated water savings. While witness Bruce 
Adams, Conservation Coordinator of the SFWMD, testified that the 
anticipated results of SSU's program are consistent with the 
anticipated and actual results of many other programs throughout 
the nation, witness Harold Wilkening, Assistant Director of the 
Department of Resource Management of the SJRWMD, testified that his 
district did not have adequate data to demonstrate the per capita 
benefits of each conservation practice for utilities. 

This proceeding represents the first time we have addressed 
the question of anticipated gallons saved due to conservation. 
Moreover, we find SSU's testimony on this issue to be marginally 
persuasive. Therefore, a more conservative approach regarding the 
estimate of water savings is warranted. Accordingly, we have 
adjusted SSU's projections as discussed below. A detailed analysis 
of gallons saved due to conservation is presented on Attachment E. 

Retrofit Kits. Each retrofit kit included a low-flow 
showerhead, two faucet. aerators, and a 1/2 gallon toilet tank bag. 
The manufacturers suglgested that 50 percent of utility customers 
who are offered free kits will participate in the conservation 
effort. SSU stated that it will actively encourage customer 
participation through public workshops and advertising promotions, 
and therefore believed a 50 percent participation level may be 
expected. Because the selected communities consist predominantly 
of single family homes, the utility assumed 2.5 persons per 
household. Based on our review of information in the record, we 
find the estimated participation level percentages and number of 
persons per household to be reasonable. 

As to low-flow showerheads, according to the AWWA, the average 
person takes one shower per day, lasting from 5-15 minutes. ssu's 
estimated 7.5 minutes per shower was consistent with a retrofit kit 
manufacturer's estimate. However, we find five minutes per shower 
is reasonable, which is within the range suggested by the AWWA. 
SSU reported that retrofit kit manufacturers and the AWWA estimated 
a savings between two and five gallons per minute using a low-flow 
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showerhead. The SWFWML'l estimates are slightly higher, ranging from 
3 . 6  to 6.6 gallons per minute. While SSU estimated a savings Of 
three gallons per minute per showerhead, we find a savings of 2.5 
gallons per minute to be appropriate. 

The AWWA estimated that the average person uses water from the 
bathroom faucet between 1/2 minute and three minutes each day, 
while usage from the kitchen faucet is slightly greater, ranging 
from 1/2 minute to five minutes each day. While SSU assumed a 
usage of four minutes per person per day, we find a usage of two 
minutes per person per day to be reasonable. SSU cited an AWWA 
article to estimate the savings for faucet aerators. According to 
the article, a savings between .75 gallons per minute and five 
gallons per minute can be expected. SSU assumed a savings of one 
gallon per minute per faucet aerator. We agree with this 
assumption. 

The AWWA estimated that each person in the household will 
flush a toilet between four and six times per day. Each toilet 
tank bag will displace (and therefore save) approximately 1/2 
gallon per flush. While SSU estimated the average frequency of 
toilet flushing to be five times per day per person, we find four 
flushes per person pel- day to be reasonable. 

Low Flow Toilets. Consistent with findings made by the City 
of Tampa and Hillsborough County, SSU estimated a participation 
level of ten percent may be expected for low-flow toilets, and we 
find this estimation t3 be reasonable. S S U  cited figures published 
by the SJRWMD which reported estimated savings between two gallons 
and four gallons per flush. SSU also cited estimated savings 
published in an AWWA journal between 1.9 gallons and 5.4 gallons 
per flush. SSU assumed a savings of three gallons per flush. 
However, we believe a lesser savings of two gallons per flush to be 
reasonable. 

Irrisation Shutoff Devices. According to the SWFWMD, 
approximately 50 percant of a customer's water use is for outdoor 
irrigation. SSU determined that because the average customer 
located within the targeted communities uses approximately 15,000 
gallons per month, 7,500 gallons per month is used for outdoor 
irrigation. SSU cited manufacturers' claims that irrigation 
shutoff devices can result in water savings of five percent to 25 
percent of the total irrigation demand. While SSU estimated a 
reduction of 15 percent, we find that a reduction of ten percent is 
appropriate. This monthly savings equated to approximately 22.5 
gallons per day. 

Based on the adjustments made above, we find the appropriate 
anticipated gallons saved due to conservation is 90,661,168, As 
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discussed in detail herein, we have denied SSU's request to 
implement a price elasticity adjustment to the billing determinants 
of the water system. Therefore, the appropriate billing 
determinants to be used to calculate rates for the water gallonage 
charge are 10,222,626,547 gallons. A detailed schedule of 
anticipated gallons saved due to conservation is included as 
Attachment E. 

g. Miscellaneous Revenue Adjustments 

OPC Witness Kimberly Dismukes recommended increasing test year 
wastewater revenue by $50,595 for wastewater provided free of 
charge or at a discount, because these revenues should be borne by 
the stockholders, not: ratepayers. In addition, Ms. Dismukes 
advocated increasing test year revenue by $7,000 for revenue 
recorded below the line. This revenue was associated with billing 
customers for electricity use at the Palm Terrace plant. SSU 
charged customers that take street lighting service a fixed charge 
for electricity which is greater than the cost of providing the 
service. Although it is a non-utility function, Witness Dismukes 
believed SSU's employees provide this service and the full cost of 
their salaries were included in test year expenses. Finally, Ms. 
Dismukes proposed to increase test year income by $8,474 for 
several miscellaneous items recorded below the line for rate making 
purposes. She recommended that all the associated income should be 
moved above the line for ratemaking purposes because those items 
are either related to the utility's operations, or provided by the 
employees of S S U .  

SSU agreed that test year revenue should be increased by 
$50,595 for the wastewater provided free of charge. However, it 
disagreed with increasing test year revenues by $7,000 to reflect 
the billing of customers for electricity use because the cost of 
adding the fixed electricity charge was de minimis and it already 
incurs the administrative costs for those bills. The utility 
revised its adjustments reflecting increases to test year revenue 
of $50,595 and to test year income of $8,351. Utility witness 
Morris Bencini stated that the difference between Witness Dismukes 
recommended adjustment of $8,474 and his adjustment of $8,351 was 
due to Ms. Dismukes erroneous use of a different allocation factor. 
He stated that it would be inappropriate to use the factor which 
considers allocation to gas customers for expense allocations, but 
excludes allocations to gas customers for income allocations. 

We conclude that test year wastewater revenue shall be 
increased by $50,595 for wastewater provided free of charge or at 
a discount, as this choice should be borne by shareholders. 
Therefore, test year revenue was increased by $1,025 for Tropical 
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Isles and $49,570 for University Shores. Furthermore, test year 
revenue shall be increased by $7,000 for the revenue received from 
the customers for street lighting service which was recorded below 
the line. Although SSU believed that there was no marginal cost to 
the ratepayers, al1ow:Lng SSU to charge for non-utility services 
while utilizing its employees would send the wrong signal to 
utilities. Therefore, test year income shall be increased by 
$7,000 for Palm Terrace. Finally, we concur with the utility in 
that we should use a consistent allocation factor to arrive at the 
adjustment of $8,351, instead of $8,474 recommended by Ms. 
Dismukes, for several miscellaneous items recorded below the line 
for rate making purposes. 

h. Ooeratinq Revenues: Conclusion 

In consideration of the adjustments and conclusions made 
herein, we find SSU's final operating revenues to be $33,389,617 
for water and $24,701,470 for wastewater. These amounts take into 
account the two-year adjustment to ROE made herein. At the end of 
the two-year adjustment period, operating revenues will be 
$33,645,255 for water and $24,864,844 for wastewater. 

2. Oneration and Maintenance ( O M )  Exnenses 

a. Salarv Adiustn- 

The utility requested recovery of a 4.77 percent market-based 
pay adjustment for thle employees of SSU and Buenaventura Lakes. 
For the service areas included in the current rate proceeding, the 
proposed market adjustments totaled $271,491 for water and $198,776 
for wastewater. 

In support of the proposed adjustment, utility witness Dale 
Lock presented an external market compensation study conducted by 
Hewitt Associates. Ms. Lock testified that the Hewitt study found 
the pay rates for plant operators, plant maintenance, rate 
department and customer service personnel to be significantly below 
market pay rates. According to Ms. Lock, these particular 
positions constitute over 60 percent of the positions at ssu. 
Overall, for the job categories included in the study, Hewitt found 
that SSU's pay rates were on an average basis 17.3 percent below 
the market surveyed. However, because the pay rates for the rate 
department turned out to be far below the comparison market, the 
market to average comparison was recalculated excluding these 
positions, so as to not skew the study results. By excluding the 
rate department, on a company-wide basis SSU's average pay rates 
are 12.9 percent below the market rates. According to Hewitt 
Associates, pay levels can be considered fully competitive when 
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they are within a range of five percent. As a result of these 
findings, SSU requested a market increase of 4.77 percent to 
achieve a portion of the balance of the adjustments needed to bring 
its pay levels into a competitive market position. 

Ms. Lock testified that SSU's salary structure and average 
salaries are considerably below market, while at the same time 
employee turnover ratds exceed the market significantly. SSU's 
salary structure was originally established based upon 1988 salary 
survey data, and was last revised in 1990 by a two percent increase 
in the salary ranges. Survey data from Hewitt Associates indicated 
that between 1992 and 1994, Florida employers increased their 
salary ranges by an average of 7.8 percent, while during the same 
time period, SSU's salary structure remained constant. 

In addition to the survey data on salary structures, Ms. Lock 
testified that the Hewitt survey provided information on average 
salary increase budgets for Florida employers. According to the 
Hewitt data, from 1993 to 1994, on average, employees in Florida 
received an 0.57 percent compound increase in salaries. On the 
other hand, Ms. Lock testified that SSU's salary increase budgets 
reflected a compound growth rate of 7.2 percent during the same 
time period, with ai? actual average growth of 1.44 percent. 
Further, Ms. Lock professed that although SSU has attempted to keep 
pace with the external market increases, the utility has not been 
financially able to implement salary adjustments on a company-wide 
basis. Thus, the utility's pay rates still lag behind the external 
market. 

MS. Lock attributed SSU's turnover rate to the utility's 
level of wages and salary scale discussed above. High turnover can 
result in higher recruitment costs, reduced productivity by 
employees and increased training costs. Ms. Lock concluded that if 
trained employees cannot be retained, this will have a negative 
impact on the uti1ity"s customer service and operating efficiency. 

SSU has also attempted to control payroll costs. Ms. Lock 
testified that the 1995 labor budget was reduced by $600,000 as a 
result of a hiring freeze that went into effect at the beginning of 
1995. All 1995 vacancies were subject to review and re- 
justification. In an effort to account for turnover and ongoing 
vacancies, additional adjustments have been made to the labor 
budget each year. In 1995, this reduction totaled $125,000. 

The utility contended that in order to mitigate these problems 
it must begin implementing the salary adjustments identified in the 
Hewitt Study. At some point in the future, SSU intends to pay its 
employees within five percent of the comparable external labor 
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market. Ms. Lock stated that SSU began to implement pay 
adjustments of 1.5 perc:ent in 1995 in order to accomplish a portion 
of the competitive market adjustments indicated in the Hewitt 
Study. 

In response to Ms. Lock's testimony, OPC witness Paul Katz 
asserted that the salary surveys used by SSU were non-comparable, 
and that the utility had misused the data. Thus, Mr. Katz opined 
that no weight should be given to the conclusions reached by the 
utility. Mr. Katz stated that although the utility's pay grades 
have not increased during the same time period that other employers 
have raised their structures by 7.8 percent, this does not support 
SSU's conclusion that its salary structure is non-competitive. Mr. 
Katz testified that a company's salary structure, which symbolizes 
the minimum and maximum pay rates for a particular job or pay 
grade, has little to do with actual pay. Increases in salary 
structures and increases in salaries can be completely different. 
As such, a company can increase employees' pay substantially within 
a pay grade, without making adjustments to its salary structure. 
Mr. Katz contended that SSU's ability to compete fairly with the 
external market was not hampered by the fact that the utility has 
not increased its salary structure. 

Mr. Kat2 also disagreed with Ms. Lock's testimony regarding 
SSU' s salaries. For example, he asserted that Ms. Lock erroneously 
concluded that budget increases equaled actual increases. Mr. Katz 
testified that budgeted increases are merely projections a company 
makes with regard to its employees' salaries, which are not 
necessarily the actual increases granted by a company. 

Mr. Katz disagreed with Ms. Lock's testimony that because 
SSU's average actual raises increased by 1.44 percent from 1993 to 
1994, as opposed to its budgeted increase of 7 .2  percent, SSU is 
filling more lower paid operator, maintenance and customer service 
classifications than higher paid positions. He argued that the 
utility provided no evidence or analysis which would indicate any 
correlations which supported Ms. Lock's conclusions. Mr. Katz also 
disputed Ms. Lock's testimony that SSU's average base salary was 
significantly lower than those of investor-owned water utilities in 
the South and nationally. According to those figures, SSU's 
salaries would be behind by 44 percent. He indicated that average 
salaries do not usuall-y vary by such a large amount. He concluded 
that these significant differences reported by the utility indicate 
a problem with data comparability. 

Mr. Kat2 further alleged that the utility also erred in its 
analysis of turnover, in that SSU did not prove any correlation 
between non-competiti.ve pay and high turnover and recruitment 



ORDER NO. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 145 

PSC- 96 -1320 -]?OF-WS 

difficulty. Other factors such as management, working conditions or 
"hiring the wrong people" can contribute to these problems. In 
fact, he contended that Compensation is rarely a critical factor 
for employees voluntarily departing. Furthermore, using data 
provided by SSU, Mr. Katz testified that SSU's turnover rate would 
also be at the national average of 10.8 percent, if eight fewer 
employees departed. Elr. Katz declared that the data provided by 
SSU did not support Ms. Lock's assertions that the utility's 
turnover rates are "arbysmal" and substantially higher than the 
national average. 

Mr. Kat2 testified that SSU failed to adequately compare its 
salaries to the local labor market, or consider local factors such 
as unemployment rates, wage rates, skill and education levels, and 
the availability of workers. Mr. Katz also criticized the use of 
the Florida League of Cities Wage Survey within the Hewitt Study, 
as not being indicative of local, or non-urban area pay. He also 
produced an analysis of the relationship of SSU's payroll to the 
utility's revenues and customers, which compared SSU with other 
utility companies included in the 1994 National Association of 
Water Companies survey. SSU ranked 98 out of 101 for payroll 
dollars spent per revenues, and 88 out of 101 for payroll dollars 
per customer. 

Mr. Katz concluded that SSU had not supported its requested 
salary increase. He further suggested that this Commission should 
require SSU to provide a valid compensation survey that is 
indicative of the specific local markets in which the utility 
operates. He also proposed that SSU should implement a 
performance-based incentive pay program in which employees would be 
rewarded with a portion of the utility's financial gain, and thus, 
not require increased funding from customers. 

Based on the testimony provided by Mr. Katz, OPC witnesses 
Larkin and DeRonne proposed a reduction to SSU's 1996 projected 
test year expenses of $593,755 and $433,297 for water and 
wastewater, respectively, and a corresponding adjustment to reduce 
payroll tax by $82,164. These adjustments would remove Ssu's 
requested test year salary increases in their entirety. 

SSU provided extensive rebuttal to OPC' s witness. Utility 
witness Frank Johnson, a principal with Hewitt Associates, provided 
a detailed description of the procedures that Hewitt observed in 
order to ensure that the market data utilized was relevant, valid, 
and comparable with respect to analyzing the competitiveness of 
SSU's salaries and salary structure. MS. Lock further alleged that 
Mr. Katz did not review or analyze the Hewitt Study data, since he 
made no mention of the study in his testimony. Thus, she concluded 
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that Mr. Katz's testimony and conclusions were flawed. Mr. Johnson 
argued that it appeared that Mr. Katz only selectively looked at 
the data included in t:he Hewitt Study, and therefore, did not have 
a balanced view of all the information. 

Ms. Lock asserted that Mr. Katz erred in his analysis of the 
National Association of Water Companies (NAWC) survey data which he 
used to compare SSU's revenues and customers to payroll dollars, 
with other water utility companies. Ms. Lock testified that while 
Mr. Katz included wastewater payroll dollars in his comparison, he 
failed to also include wastewater revenues or customers. She 
contended that it is inappropriate to compare SSU, a water and 
wastewater utility, to other utilities that have only water 
operations, in part because higher labor costs associated with the 
wastewater operations distort payroll comparisons with water 
utilities. The utility performed a payroll analysis using water 
and wastewater payroll. costs and revenue based on average pay per 
employee for both 1993 and 1994. SSU's average pay per employee 
was $25,216 in 1993 and $27,269 in 1994, compared to the NAWC 
averages of $37,876 and $39,694, for 1993 and 1994, respectively. 

In response to Mr. Katz's assertions that the salary survey 
information utilized by Hewitt was non-comparable to SSU, Ms. Lock 
disagreed by stating that the surveys used were "highly relevant 
and represented the exact jobs which SSU employs." In addition, 
she explained that the data contained within the surveys included 
salary information from many of the cities and counties in which 
SSU conducts business. Mr. Johnson also concluded that the survey 
data used in the study is comparable to SSU's, and that the 
application of the salary survey data provided a representative 
external market comparison. 

Ms. Lock further disagreed with Mr. Katz's criticism of Hewitt 
Associates' use of the Florida League of Cities Survey (FLCS) as a 
comparison market for certain plant personnel jobs. She maintained 
that the FLCS survey contains an exact geographic match of many 
rural areas in which S S U  operates. She stated that because S S u ' s  
largest competitors for labor are county and municipal entities, 
the study properly included them. Mr. Johnson echoed Ms. Lock's 
testimony regarding the appropriateness of Hewitt's use of the FLCS 
survey. 

In response to Mr. Katz's testimony concerning SSU's salary 
structure, Ms. Lock testified that due to the utility's pay 
practices for new hires, the minimums assigned to each pay range 
influence SSU's ability to attract new employees. Therefore, SSU's 
salary structure does have an impact on individual employee 
salaries. Ms. Lock further maintained that the utility's testimony 
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regarding its current pay ranges does, in fact, support SSU'S 
proposed market-based pay increase. On this same point, in theory, 
Mr. Johnson agreed with Mr. Katz's assertion that salary Structure 
does not necessarily dictate salaries. However, in reality, Mr. 
Johnson explained that they are closely integrated and the salary 
structure has a direct impact on salary levels. 

Mr. Katz's testimony referenced Ms. Lock's statements that SSU 
ljudgeted increases of 7.2 percent in 1993 and 1994, while the 
utility's average actual raises were 1.44 percent. However, Ms. 
Lock affirmed that her testimony actually stated "actual average 
pay" which she defined as total payroll divided by the total number 
of employees. In response to Mr. Katz's criticism that the utility 
provided no evidence 'to indicate that this percentage difference 
was a result of filling more lower paid than higher paid positions, 
Ms. Lock suggested that these differences demonstrated that 
although SSU has granted pay increases, this same percentage growth 
is not reflected in SSU's average pay. Further, Ms. Lock insisted 
that turnover is the only explanation for the differences 
calculated in percentage increases and growth in average pay. 

In response to Mr. Katz's assertion that compensation is 
rarely a critical factor for employees departing voluntarily, Ms. 
Lock pointed out that the motivation study was more than 40 years 
old, and thus did not address many significant changes in the 
workforce. Ms. Lock reported that based on exit interviews 
conducted by SSU,  the percentage of departing employees who cited 
better paying jobs as a reason for leaving increased from 11.8 
percent in 1992 to 40.7 percent in 1995. 

Ms. Lock testified that water and wastewater employees are 
skilled workers, who must be compensated for higher training and 
licensing costs. Ms. Lock maintained that it is not satisfactory 
for SSU to have a turnover rate equal to the national average, 
which includes employers which traditionally experience very high 
levels of turnover. She indicated that a shortage of licensed 
individuals who are qualified to operate water and wastewater 
facilities in compliance with DEP requirements further supports the 
utility's need for market-based pay adjustments. She also 
contended that Mr. Katz's suggested performance based incentive 
program would be a major disincentive for hourly employees, unless 
they are paid at market-level. 

SSU questioned the credibility of Mr. Katz's ability to 
provide expert testimony in the area of corporate compensation 
practices, since a majority of his experience has been in the 
government arena. On cross-examination, however, Mr. Katz listed 
a number of companies he has been hired to testify for or against, 
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concerning pay and personnel practices. We have accepted Mr. Kat2 
as an expert in this field, and have given his testimony the weight 
it deserves. 

In its post-hearing filing, SSU argued that Mr. Katz's 
analysis of SSU's payroll costs compared to the NAWC survey should 
be disregarded, because Ms. Lock demonstrated that his comparison 
included water and wastewater payroll dollars, but only water 
revenues and customers. Ms. Lock testified that payroll per 
customers and revenues were far below average when both water and 
wastewater revenues and customers are analyzed. We observe that 
using Ms. Lock's calculation of revenues generated per dollar of 
payroll, SSU would be ranked 71 out of 101, which is still 
considerably above the average. On the other hand, SSU would be 
ranked 39 out of 101 with respect to payroll per customer. SSU is 
below average regarding the amount of payroll burden placed on the 
utility's ratepayers. 

In its brief, OPC argued that the utility did not meet its 
burden of proof regarding the need for the proposed test year 
salary increases. OPC argued three major points of concern 
regarding SSU's assertions of an exact geographic match, that the 
utility's salaries are 17.3% below market, and SSU's claims that 
its turnover rates are excessive and are a direct result of its 
salary levels. 

OPC pointed out that SSU has placed a great deal of emphasis 
on the FLCS survey, however, the utility failed to be aware of and 
provide all of the relevant data to Hewitt Associates €or use in 
the competitive pay survey. We are also concerned over the 
exclusion of this data. Although Ms. Lock insisted that the FLCS 
survey was the single most important data base regarding pay data 
for operations and maintenance personnel, SSU excluded a portion of 
the survey as irrelevant to its analysis. 

OPC criticized SSU's failure to include the third volume of 
the FLCS survey which addressed populations of less than 10,000, 
because many of the municipalities included in the survey had 
populations around 2,000 or less. We disagree with the utility's 
rationale that this volume was less relevant than the information 
regarding larger populations. While only three jurisdictional 
water and wastewater plants serve over 10,000 total customers, 83 
out of 101 water and/or wastewater plants have less than 1,000 
total customers, and 69 of these ranged from a total of two 
customers up to 288. We are not persuaded by the utility's 
contention that the date should be excluded because the utility's 
operators would not likely leave SSU's employ to be among the 
lowest paid operators in the state. It is possible that SSU might 
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recruit from these areas. When performing a market comparison, it 
is important to consider not only where employees may go when they 
leave, but also where new employees are likely to be recruited. 
Moreover, Ms. Lock stated that averaging together the lowest and 
highest payers result:; in an average that is indicative of the 
overall market. Based on these inconsistencies, the utility's 
argument against including the third FLCS is not supported. 

OPC asserted that while the utility's requested 4.77 percent 
increase was applied to total company salaries, SSU's calculation 
leading to a 17.3 percent salary increase inappropriately excluded 
executive level salaries, as well as the lower level positions 
included in the Hewitt Study whose pay was above the market. OPC 
argued that if the positions which are paid above the market are 
included, SSU's salaries would be only 10.8 percent below market, 
and excluding the rate department positions, this figure would drop 
to 7.8 percent. Moreover, because Ms. Lock stated that salaries 
can be considered fully competitive when they fall within five 
percent of the market, OPC argued that SSU's salaries are within 
2.7 percent of being fully competitive, before any adjustments. 

OPC argued that SSU'  s executive level salaries were excessive. 
While OPC presented information regarding compensation for SSU's 
Vice President of E'inance and Administration, it does not 
automatically follow that all executive level salaries are 
excessive. 

OPC also pointed out that, contrary to SSU's assertions, 
turnover can be caused by a multiplicity of factors, and that SSU's 
turnover data includeis losses for layoffs, downsizing, temporary 
employees, and losses transpiring within six months of the date of 
hire. Regarding losses of newly-hired employees, OPC argued that 
since these individuals are aware of their starting salaries, it 
does not appear that this would be a leading cause of turnover for 
this group. 

Based on the evidence presented in the record, it appears that 
SSU has experienced a relatively high turnover rate over the last 
few years. However, we are not convinced that this is indicative 
of non-competitive salaries, nor that it is a direct result of the 
level of salaries paid. The utility did not present any evidence 
to indicate a direct correlation between pay levels and turnover 
rates. While a percentage of departing employees have cited better 
pay as the reason for leaving, "better pay" does not necessarily 
equate to better pay for the same type of job. Other factors can 
also contribute to high turnover. 
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Although the evidence presented by the utility in support of 
its salary increases is less than overwhelming, we acknowledge that 
the utility has adequately demonstrated the need for some level of 
increase. In consideration of the discrepancies regarding the 
exclusion of relevant market data, as well as the calculation of 
the percentage needed to bring salaries to the market level, the 
utility has not adequately justified the need for a 4.77 percent 
increase of total payroll. As OPC presented in its brief, the 
utility's salaries are within 2.7 percent of being fully 
competitive with the market. Therefore, we approve a market 
adjustment of 2.7 percent. Consequently, SSU' s projected 1996 
salaries will be reduc:ed by 2.07 percent, or $117,655 and $86,143 
for water and wastewat.er, respectively, to indicate the reduction 
to SSU's requested amount. 

b. Salarv Adjustment for Merit. Promotion. License Attainment, 
Market and Emit]! 

For the 1996 test year, SSU budgeted merit increases of three 
percent, promotional increases of one percent, and .25 percent for 
license attainment increases. These percentages are separate and 
distinct from the Hewitt study. They represent the actual spending 
for 1994, and the amount budgeted for 1995, for each classification 
of salary adjustments. According to SSU witness Dale Lock, as of 
March, 1995, the utility phased out its step adjustment program, 
and replaced it with market and equity adjustments. In 1995 and 
1996, SSU budgeted increases of 1.5 percent to reflect market and 
equity increases. 

In consideration of the evidence we have reviewed regarding 
all salary issues, we find the utility's proposed salary increases 
for merit, promotion, license attainment, and market equity 
adjustments to be prudent and reasonable. Therefore we approve the 
utility's 1996 projected salary increases totaling 5.75 percent. 

c. Salaries and 13enefits Associated with Lobbvinq 

OPC witness Kim Dismukes testified that SSU did not record any 
salary expenses related to lobbying efforts below-the-line for the 
1996 projected test year. Although SSU indicated that it did not 
record any salaries in the test year related to Mr. Tracy Smith, 
the employee responsible for public and governmental relations and 
registered lobbyist, SSU did identify $92,000 of lobbying costs 
included below-the-line in the 1995 budget. 

Based on her eval-uation of the utility's 1995 travel vouchers 
and of the correspondence between Mr. Smith and SSU's lobbying 
consultant, Capital Strategies, Ms. Dismukes concluded that Mr. 
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Smith is a primary conn.ection between SSU and the Legislature. Ms. 
Dismukes testified tha.t with rare exception, throughout 1995 Mr. 
Smith's travel related primarily to lobbying efforts. Likewise, 
Mr. Smith's role as a lobbyist was substantiated by the 
correspondence between Mr. Smith and the utility's lobbying 
consultant. Ms. Dismukes further testified that this Commission 
has not permitted recovery of expenses related to lobbying and 
public relations from ratepayers, as these efforts have been deemed 
to benefit only the stockholders. In support of this contention, 
OPC's post-hearing filing cited Commission Order Nos. 7669 at page 
10, Order No. 11307, and Order No. 24049 at page 28. Ms. Dismukes 
recommended that an adjustment should be made to remove Mr. Smith's 
salary and related payroll costs in the amount of $65,661. 

Ms. Dismukes also advocated the removal of miscellaneous costs 
from test year expenses, related to public relations, government 
relations, and image enhancement. Specifically, she proposed to 
remove expenses for association dues, Florida Leadership training, 
legal-public relations, public relations memberships, and corporate 
image. She applied the 1.95 percent attrition factor to the 
initial total of $20,183 to calculate the 1996 expense amount. She 
recommended a reduction to test year expenses of $15,626, which 
reflected the portion allocated to the plants included in this 
proceeding. 

In response to Ms. Dismukes' adjustments, SSU witness Lock 
testified that a 100 percent disallowance would be inappropriate, 
and that any disallowance should instead be based on the job 
functions associated with Mr. Smith's position. Ms. Lock contended 
that only 50 percent of Mr. Smith's salary should be recorded 
below-the-line because 30 percent of the job functions are related 
to lobbying efforts, and another 20 percent are related to public 
relations advertising and company image enhancement. She 
maintained that at least 50 percent of Mr. Smith's duties include 
internal communication, media liaison, and external customer water 
supply and conservation education. Ms. Lock stated that only three 
of the 13 duties listed on Mr. Smith's job description relate to 
lobbying activities, and that during 1995, his communication 
efforts were expended in large part to educate and inform employees 
and customers on issues critical to utility operations and customer 
service. 

In its brief, SSU contended that OPC only focused on travel 
reimbursement forms, and failed to address timesheet or 
correspondence and activities with persons other than SSU' s 
lobbyist. SSU maintained that Ms. Lock's suggested 50 percent 
disallowance should be adopted based on her testimony that only 
three out of 13 responsibilities listed on Mr. Smith's job 
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description are related to lobbying. In support of this argument, 
SSU cited two Commission orders. In Order No. PSC-93-0295-FOF-WS, 
Docket No. 910637-WS, we removed a portion of an employee's salary 
based on the number of nonrecurring responsibilities on a list of 
work duties. In Order No. PSC-92-1197-FOF-E1, Docket No. 910890- 
EI, we allowed a portion of expenses related to a government 
liaison to be included in above-the-line expenses. 

It appears that S,SU has suggested that it was OPC's burden to 
prove that a specific expense was unreasonable. As we have noted 
herein, it is the utility's burden to prove that its expenses are 
prudent and reasonable. The utility has provided inconsistent 
information with regard to this issue. In a response to OPC's 
discovery request, S S U  indicated that there were no salaries 
related to lobbying included in the 1995 budget, and therefore, 
none included above-the-line for the 1996 test year. However, the 
utility conceded that it would be appropriate to remove 50 percent 
of Mr. Smith's salary based on his job description. It is apparent 
that salary expenses related to Mr. Smith's position were, in fact, 
included in test year O&M expenses. 

While Ms. Lock testified that Mr. Smith's job description 
indicated that external and internal communications are the primary 
functions involved in his position, that does not necessarily 
equate to allowable expense items. The general purpose of Mr. 
Smith's job, as detailed in the job description, overwhelmingly 
suggests that his position is concerned with government and public 
relations. While only three of the 13 duties listed on Mr. Smith's 
job description are related to lobbying, a number of duties relate 
to public relations advertising and image enhancement. It is 
difficult to determine which duties relate to communications 
regarding education of utility issues, as opposed to advertising 
and image building. 

In the order cited by SSU, Order No. PSC-93-0295-FOF-WS, we 
disallowed a portion of an employee's salary because many of the 
work duties listed f'or that employee were nonrecurring. We 
distinguish that case from the current proceeding in that Mr. 
Smith's salary is in question with relation to what portion of his 
responsibilities appertain to items allowable as above-the-line 
expenses, as opposed to what should be disallowed for ratemaking 
purposes. 

In Order No. PSC-92-1197-FOF-E1, we allowed a portion of 
expenses related to a government liaison to be included in above- 
the-line expenses. Thlat order, however, required that the utility 
justify any amounts charged to jurisdictional expenses. The only 
support provided by the utility to advocate including 50 percent of 
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Mr. Smith's salary was the description of his position, which was 
unconvincing. 

Based on the above, we find that SSU has failed to meet its 
burden to demonstrate by a preponderance of the evidence that all, 
or even part of Mr. Smith's salary should be included above-the- 
line. We are persuaded by OPC's testimony, and find it 
appropriate to remove the utility's expenses related to lobbying 
and public relations. Therefore, test year expenses shall be 
reduced by $65,661 for salaries and $15,626 for related expenses. 

d. Salaries and Exvenses Related to Acauisitions 

SSU recorded an estimate of $30,585 below-the-line for the 
1996 projected test year salary expenses related to the utility's 
acquisition efforts. OPC witness Kim Dismukes asserted that 
because this estimate is substantially lower than the amount 
recorded below-the-line in 1994, the utility failed to recognize a 
sufficient amount of acquisition-related salaries for the projected 
test year. Therefore, Ms. Dismukes proposed reducing test year 
salaries by $175,928. 

Ms. Dismukes utilized the actual percentages for each employee 
who spent time related to acquisitions in 1994, and applied those 
percentages to the employee's base salary for 1996. With respect 
to the corporate development department, which is predominately 
responsible for the utility's acquisition efforts, Ms. Dismukes 
applied a current estimate to reflect time currently spent related 
to acquisitions. Based on an estimate by Mr. Charles Sweat, SSU's 
Vice President in charge of corporate development, Ms. Dismukes 
removed 90 percent of that department's salaries. Ms. Dismukes 
stated that her adjustment to disallow these additional salaries 
was probably on the conservative side because, although SSU intends 
to increase its acquisition efforts compared to 1994, her 
adjustment did not reflect increased percentages for the other 
employees who spend time on acquisition efforts. 

Ms. Dismukes also recommended removal of some of the test year 
expenses charged to that responsibility center. She concluded that 
because a preponderance of Mr. Sweat's time is related to 
acquisition efforts, the same percentage of expenses should also be 
charged below-the-line. These expenses were for materials and 
supplies, transportation, and miscellaneous expense, totalling 
$15,417. After applying the 1.95 percent attrition factor to 
calculate the 1996 expense amount, Ms. Dismukes recommended a 90 
percent reduction to test year expenses of $10,742, which reflected 
the portion allocated to the plants included in this proceeding. 
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ssu witness Scott Vierima testified that it would be 
inappropriate to disa'llow 90 percent of the resources from Mr. 
Sweat's department. Ms. Dismukes' recommended percentage 
disallowance was derived from Mr. Sweat's statements taken from a 
deposition in which he indicated that approximately 90 percent of 
his present time related to acquisitions and divestitures. Mr. 
Vierima pointed out that at the time Mr. Sweat made that statement, 
he was actively involved in the acquisition of OOU. He contended 
that because the corpcrate development department spends a varied 
amount of time on acquisitions, it would be incorrect to conclude 
that throughout the year Mr. Sweat's department spends 90 percent 
of its available time on acquisitions and divestitures. Mr. 
Vierima concluded that. 50 percent would be a reasonable estimate 
for time spent by the corporate development section on activities 
related to acquisitions. 

SSU argued in its brief that we should evaluate time sheets in 
order to determine the actual time spent on acquisition related 
activities, and make any adjustments based on that evaluation. SSU 
contended that not only did OPC fail to present the historical time 
sheets, OPC also failed to present any credible evidence to support 
the adjustment. 

Based on MS. Dismukes' testimony, there is sufficient evidence 
in the record to indicate that the amount of acquisition related 
salaries recorded below-the-line was considerably lower than what 
should have reasonably been recorded. In effect, SSU conceded to 
this point in that the utility only disagreed with the portion of 
OPC's adjustment related to the percentage disallowance associated 
with Mr. Sweat's department. We do not find SSU's proposal to 
record 50 percent O E  this department's salaries and related 
expenses below-the-line to be reasonable. We note that 50 percent 
of Mr. Sweat's salary alone is more than what the utility 
originally recorded below-the-line. The record indicated that the 
level of effort explsnded on acquisitions has increased over 
previous years, but the amount of salaries SSU recorded below-the- 
line has decreased. We also note that SSU provided no evidence to 
support how its recommended 50 percent disallowance was determined, 
or any substantive basis as to why that percentage would be 
reasonable. 

As in the case of salaries and expenses related to lobbying, 
SSU has shifted the burden of proof onto OPC to disprove the 
reasonableness of SSU's expenses by arguing that because OPC did 
not present historical time sheets or any other evidence, we should 
adopt the utility's suggested alternative. We reiterate that in a 
rate proceeding, it is the utility's burden to prove that its 
expenses are prudent and reasonable. Based on SSU' s concession 
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that the amount of acquisition related salaries recorded below-the- 
line was insufficient, in addition to the preceding discussion, we 
find that SSU has not met its burden of proof. While SSU argued 
that time sheets should be used as the determining factor, SSU did 
not adequately support its original estimate nor its proposed 
estimate with regard to the salaries for the corporate development 
section. Considering that Ms. Dismukes used a conservative 
estimate to calculate the disallowance for all other employees who 
spend time related to acquisitions, we find that proposed 
adjustment to be reasonable. Therefore, test year expenses shall 
be reduced by $175,928 for salaries and $10,742 for related 
expenses. 

3. Hepatitis Immunization Prosram 

The utility included $16,312 in its 1996 budget for a newly 
implemented Hepatitis Immunization Program to immunize 200 
employees. Staff auditor Small calculated a per employee expense 
of $82, and further determined that in 1996 an additional 22 
employees would be vaccinated due to SSU's 11 percent employee 
turnover rate. Mr. Small recommended that $1,804 should be the 
adjusted annual expense in 1996, resulting in a $14,508 decrease to 
test year expenses. Mr. Small testified that the cost of the 
immunization cycle should be amortized over a five-year period in 
accordance with Rule 25-30.433 (8) , Florida Administrative Code, 
which requires non-recurring expenses should be amortized over five 
years unless a shorter or longer time period is justified. On 
cross-examination, Mr. Small reviewed Exhibit No. 193, which 
indicated that the cost for immunization to be $160 per employee 
rather than $ 8 0 .  Mr. Small stated that the information in that 
exhibit was not made available during the field audit, but that the 
new amount was reasonable. 

We find the $160 cost per employee to be the appropriate 
amount. We have not applied an attrition factor to that amount, as 
no evidence was presented on that point. Multiplying $160 by the 
222 employees participating in the program results in a total cost 
of $35,520. We further find the appropriate amortization period to 
be five years, resulting in an annual expense of $7,104. Test year 
expenses shall be reduced by $9,208. 

4. Other Administrative Proiects 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that the utility did 
not adjust its projected test year expenses to remove Operations 
and Administrative Project (OAP) expenses which will be fully 
amortized by the end of 1996. She proposed an adjustment to reduce 
test year expenses by $93,452 to remove these expenses from the 
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test year. In its brief, OPC argued that S S U ' s  expenses will be 
inflated on a going-forward basis if we do not remove the 
amortization expenses associated with the OAP projects which will 
be fully amortized by the end of 1996. 

S S U  witness Bencini recognized that amortization expenses 
related to deferred assets which will be completely amortized by 
the end of the test year should be removed. However, Mr. Bencini 
contended that because the projected test year in this case was 
based on the budget for 1995, the actual amortization expense 
related to the 1996 deferred debit projects were not included in 
this case. Mr. Bencjtni testified that $15,742 of amortization 
expense was included in the MFRs for the 1996 test year, where as 
$45,377 was actually budgeted for 1996 related to the 1995-96 OAP 
projects. Mr. Bencini therefore suggested that it would be 
appropriate to reduce Ms. Dismukes' adjustment by $29,635, for a 
net expense reduction of $63,017. In its brief, S S U  reiterated Mr. 
Bencini's arguments and identified seven OAP projects which will 
increase the actual 1.996 amortization expenses over the amount 
included in the M F R s .  

With respect to the appropriate ratemaking treatment, we are 
persuaded by OPC's contention that the utility's test year expenses 
should be reduced. We disagree with S S U ' s  argument that this 
individual expense ittern should be adjusted based on actual 1996 
expenses. Consistent with our determination regarding a true-up 
budget, we have not changed the utility's 1996 expense projection 
methodology, and will not divert from that methodology in this 
instance. It would be inappropriate to agree with SSU's 
alternative adjustment simply because the projection methodology 
utilized by the utility to predict the 1996 amortization expenses, 
in fact estimated an expense level lower than the actual 1996 
amounts. Therefore, t'est year expenses will be reduced by $93,452. 

5 .  Beechers Point/Palm Port Sludqe Haulins EXDenSe 

The utility classified its removal of treated effluent from 
the percolation ponds at its Beecher's Point/Palm Port facility as 
sludge removal expenses. NARUC classifies the sludge hauling 
account as "the cost of removal of sludge if such work is 
performed." Staff auditor Small testified that the hauling of 
treated effluent should be identified as "purchased sewage 
treatment expense" rather than sludge hauling, that the costs 
should not be treated as recurring, and the utility should be 
directed to determine a more cost effective solution. OPC agreed 
with Mr. Small's testimony. 
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Mr. Small testified that he was not aware of any disposal 
methods more cost effective than the disposal method currently 
employed by SSU, and agreed that any effluent disposal method would 
involve some recurring cost. SSU cited this testimony in support 
of its argument, and contended that the costs were recurring and 
prudent. 

We agree with Mr. Small that the removal of treated effluent 
from percolation pond:; does not fit the NARUC determination of 
sludge hauling. Therefore, we find that these expenses should be 
listed as “purchased sewage treatment expense.” However, we also 
note that any method of disposal would still result in recurring 
cost. Accordingly, the cost of the purchased treatment shall be 
classified as recurring. No other adjustments are necessary. 

6. Deltona Lakes Purchased Power ExDenSe 

Mr. Small testified that SSU‘s calculation of normalized 
expected power cost fcr Deltona Lakes’ purchased power overstated 
the actual amount that should be budgeted. Mr. Small stated that 
since 1992 the utility has over-budgeted purchased power expense by 
an average of 20.48 percent. He recommended a reduction of 
$56,916. This adjustment was based on a simple three-year 
averaging of 1992 through 1994. 

On cross-examination, the utility asked Mr. Small if his 
position would change if he knew that purchased power was $4,200 
over budget for the .first four months of 1996. Witness Small 
stated that other factors would have to be taken into consideration 
and that a 12-month example is a better gauge. 

We find the adjustment proposed by Mr. Small to be 
appropriate, and the utility’s suggestion that a four-month actual 
expense be used to be unpersuasive. Therefore, purchased power 
expense for Deltona Lakes will be reduced by $56,916. 

7. Shareholder Services 

SSU included $208,776 in its MFRs for shareholder service 
costs. Staff auditor Small recommended removal of these costs, 
basing his conclusion on our decision in Order No. 11307 where we 
disallowed Tampa Electric Company (TECO) stockholder relations 
expenses incurred for image building and goodwill. 

Utility witness Vierima testified that these costs were 
assessed to the parent and all subsidiaries based on average 
invested equity as a percent of consolidated common equity. The 
services provided to the shareholders include annual shareholder 
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meetings, SEC filings, stock exchange fees, rating agency fees, 
registrar and transfer agent expenses, board fees, annual and 
quarterly reports, proxy statements and response to shareholder 
inquires. Mr. Vieriima contended that SSU benefits from the 
financial strength and reputation of MPL by guaranteeing the debt 
which in turn reduces debt costs. 

OPC witness Kim Dismukes contended that SSU did not 
demonstrate that the shareholder costs were appropriate or that 
they would benefit SSU's ratepayers. She advocated reducing these 
expenses by 50 percent. Ms. Dismukes also referenced Order No. PSC- 
92-0708-FOF-TL, at page 31 to support her conclusion. 

In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Vierima stated that the MFRs 
contained line-item detail of the 17 components of shareholder 
costs. Mr Vierima also confirmed that SSU's allocated share of 
MP&L' s shareholder seirvices did not include expenses related to 
image building and good will. Witness Small testified on cross- 
examination that the majority of the shareholder services expenses 
included by SSU in this case could be related to communicating with 
the financial community, not with image building or goodwill. We 
also note that the in the TECO order we allowed the major portion 
of stockholder expenses related to financial communications. 

However, through the ROE leverage formula, we have allowed 
recovery of costs associated with being a publicly traded utility. 
Specifically, in the calculation of the appropriate cost of equity, 
we recognized an additional 25 basis points to the otherwise 
determined cost of equity to provide for these costs. To ask SSU's 
ratepayers to pay 25 basis points on ROE in addition to the amount 
requested by SSU would be duplicative. We also question whether 
the benefits SSU receives from MP&L are worth $208,776 to the 
ratepayers in Florida. Consequently, we shall disallow all of the 
utility's requested shareholder services expenses of $208,776. 

8. Conservation ExDens;es 

SSU requested $524,425 for its conservation programs for 1996, 
including $153,420 for a statewide education program, $87,500 for 
a conservation program specific to Marco Island customers, and 
$283,505 to support an aggressive conservation program in six 
targeted high-use communities. We have delineated the utility's 
conservation programs :between those for specific communities versus 
its general, statewids program for the purposes of analysis and 
decision. 
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a. Conservation Prosrams for SDecific Communities 

Carlyn Kowalsky, ,an environmental attorney for SSU, provided 
testimony on the issue of conservation programs and expenses. She 
testified that in December 1994, SSU launched a pilot conservation 
program for its Marco Island facility, which was selected because 
its customers are am0n.g the highest average monthly users of all 
communities served by SSU. The project was designed to educate 
customers regarding the need for water conservation and to provide 
incentives to encoura(ge voluntary conservation. The education 
element of the Marco Island project included, in part, public 
workshops, open houses, advertising, newsletters, indoor 
conservation retrofit devices, water audits for high volume 
residential and mu1t.i-family customers, and rebates toward 
irrigation shutoff devices. 

The utility proposed to enhance its conservation program, in 
large part by launching a comprehensive conservation program 
involving six targeted communities which had high average monthly 
consumption for the past four years: Palisades Country Club, 
Silver Lake Estates/Western Shores and Quail Ridge in Lake County; 
Dol Ray Manor in Seminole County; Sugar Mill Woods in Citrus 
County; and Valrico Hills in Hillsborough County. The proposal 
included an extensive public education effort, free indoor retrofit 
kits, water saving toilet rebates, rebates for irrigation shutoff 
devices, and a survey (of the participants to assess the programs's 
effectiveness. The results of the programs for the targeted 
communities will serve as the utility's guide for future efforts. 
To recover the additional cost for the expanded conservation 
program, SSU made a pro forma increase to its expenses for 1996 of 
$321,290. 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that SSU had neither 
demonstrated that its conservation program was cost effective nor 
provided any analysis comparing alternative conservation methods. 
She believed this to be a fundamental flaw in SSU's proposal. 
Without the proper cost/benefit analysis, she stated that SSU's 
requested pro forma increase to its 1996 conservation expenses of 
$321,290 was highly questionable. Ms. Dismukes also asserted that 
SSU failed to make a comparison between the projected water savings 
resulting from its enhanced conservation program to water savings 
that might be achieved from rate design. She contended that while 
the utility asked its customers to pay for programs to produce 
conservation, a changs in rate design could produce the same or 
more conservation for a fraction of the cost. 

Ms. Dismukes took issue with several other aspects of the 
She questioned spending utility's proposed conservation expenses. 
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$60,180 on retrofit kits, because SSU'S consultant reported that 
results from a program in Tucson, Arizona, indicated that the 
impact from low flow showerheads was small due to the high removal 
rate of "cheap" devices. She also stated that distributing the 
kits for free while assuming only 50 percent to 60 percent of the 
customers would actually install the devices was inefficient. She 
suggested either to coffer rebates only after the devices are 
installed or to charge customers some portion of the cost of the 
retrofit kits. Furthermore, Ms. Dismukes cited a survey of local 
contractors that indicated that rain sensors may not be effective, 
and therefore questioned $20,850 for rebates associated with 
irrigation shutoff devices. 

Ms. Dismukes also testified that it was difficult to 
distinguish what portion of the utility's efforts were water 
conservation advertising as opposed to public relations. She 
stated that this Commission has consistently disallowed public 
relations costs in the past, and therefore the portion of costs 
associated with SSU's public relations efforts should not be borne 
by ratepayers. Ms. Dismukes also took issue with spending $20,000 
for residential water audits on Marco Island, the cost 
effectiveness of SSU's conservation workshops, and the Marco Island 
customer survey. 

Ms. Dismukes recommended that we disallow $348,473 associated 
with SSU' s proposed coinservation expenditures. She agreed with the 
allowance of most of the Marco Island conservation program expenses 
because of the high consumption per customer and the potential 
water shortages faced by that community. The major areas of 
recommended disallowances with respect to the programs for specific 
communities were $248,149, representing all costs associated with 
the six targeted communities, $35,000 associated with cost share 
funds from the SFWMD, and contract services related to Marco 
Island. 

Mr. Buddy Hansen, testifying on behalf of Sugarmill Woods, 
contended that SSU's conservation proposal will not produce the 
projected water savings of approximately 35 million gallons at 
Sugarmill Woods. He cited several factors: SSU has lost its level 
of trust with the residents at SMW; newer residences already have 
the water saving devices and many of the older homes already have 
some retrofit devices; residents have already scaled back usage due 
in part to the uniform rate pricing; and there is no water crisis 
in the Sugarmill Woods area. 

In rebuttal, SEW witness Kowalsky testified that SSU's 
proposed conservation program was in large part due to pressure 
from the WMDs to expand its conservation efforts. SSU worked with 
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the WMDs to include elements in the program that the WMDs believed 
would be effective. Ms. Kowalsky argued that a cost/benefit 
analysis might cost more than actually implementing the 
conservation program itself. Ms. Kowalsky argued that advertising 
is an integral part of conservation programs, because they cannot 
succeed without public participation and support. 

As to the Tucson,. Arizona retrofit program, she noted that 
SSU's consultant reported the results of retrofit programs from six 
different cities. The Tucson utility did not provide adequate 
water pressure, and the retrofit devices were not well received. 
She pointed out that SSU has distributed over 6,200 retrofit 
devices thus far without receiving any complaints about the quality 
of the devices. Many other utilities have distributed these 
devices and obtained a high level of participation. Continuing 
customer education and follow-up surveys are both important 
components of any retrofit program. 

Ms. Kowalsky rebutted Ms. Dismukes' comments regarding 
irrigation shutoff devices by stating that the difficulty with the 
rain sensor devices appeared to be isolated instances concerning 
devices other than the Mini-click type proposed by SSU. The Mini- 
click has several bui.lt-in safeguards that make the device more 
reliable. A survey of their use in Lee County over a one-year 
period indicated average water savings of 31 percent for irrigation 
use. Further, the SJRWMD consumptive use handbook recommends 
implementation of a rain sensor distribution program in at least 1 0  
percent of the applica,ble connections served. 

Ms. Kowalsky offered a June 1995 AWWA white paper entitled 
Water Conservation and Water Utilitv Proqrams, to rebut Ms. 
Dismukes' testimony regarding conservation rate structures and 
their place in an effective water conservation program. The paper 
stated that conservation rate structures by themselves do not 
constitute an effective water conservation program. Rather, the 
rate structure tool works best when paired with a sustained 
customer education program. 

Ms. Kowalsky took: exception to Ms. Dismukes' contention that 
the Marco Island water audit program was not successful. While 
only seven of 17 single family residents participated in the 
program in 1995, there were an additional 66 of 78 commercial or 
multi-family customers who also participated. She stated that 
education of these customers is critical to changing their high 
water use habits over the long term. She also pointed to the 
decline in average consumption on Marco Island since 1991, falling 
from 23,462 gpm in 1991 to 14,928 gpm in 1995. She attributed the 
reduction in average consumption to the utility's intensive 
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conservation efforts on the island. The utility found that Marco 
Island customers saved 69 gallons per home, which is close to SSU's 
predicted savings of 72 gallons per home. She also testified that 
while SSU was been awarded $10,000 from the SFWMD for a portion of 
the Marco Island conservation program in 1996, the utility had not 
entered into any cost share contract with SFWMD for $25,000 as 
indicated by Ms. Dismukes. 

MS. Kowalsky testified that if this Commission does not allow 
SSU money for the proposed program enhancements, SSU may well not 
implement those enhancements. She further testified that there are 
no dollars in the conservation budget for public relations that are 
not related to conservation. When asked on cross-examination 
about money in the conservation budget for a Christmas float, MS. 
Kowalsky replied that there is no money in the budget for a float, 
and that if the Commission does find such a request, we should 
disregard it. 

SSU also offered several rebuttal witnesses from water 
management districts. Mr . Bruce Adams, the Conservation 
Coordinator for the SFWMD, testified that in SFWMD's permit review 
process, public water suppliers are required to implement a 
conservation program, which includes in part a public education 
program. He testified that successful programs include a broad mix 
of techniques including public relations, advertising, marketing, 
auditing and conservation. SSU's program elements are in the best 
interests of the customers and are consistent with the goals of the 
SFWMD. Based on his experience, SSU's proposal was consistent with 
the successful programs undertaken by other utilities in Florida 
and across the nation, both in terms of the established targets and 
the predicted water savings. 

Mr. Adams also specifically rebutted Ms. Dismukes as to the 
Marco Island water audits and the effectiveness of irrigation 
shutoff devices. SFWMD strongly encourages utilities to undertake 
water audits. Mr. Adams believed that the Marco Island water 
audits project was proper because of the high water demands and 
scarce resources. Mr. Adams was a proponent of the use of rain 
switches for the control of automatic landscape irrigation systems. 
Eased upon his knowledge and experience, when they are properly 
installed, maintained and operated, rain switches are effective. 

As to image enhancement, Mr. Adams stated that there are three 
components to educating people about water conservation techniques: 
awareness, education and action. The SFWMD has found that the 
first, primary part of water conservation education is the extreme 
necessity to gain the trust of the public; if the utility is not 
trusted, then the conservation message cannot be received or 
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accepted. He therefore disagreed with Ms. Dismukes' view of 
disallowing image enhancing expenses. 

Mark Farrell, Assistant Executive Director of the SWFWMD, also 
filed rebuttal testimony on behalf of the utility, in support of 
its conservation program. Mr. Farrell cited to the Memorandum of 
Understanding between this Commission and Florida's five WMDs, 
which states the common objectives of encouraging conservation and 
reducing the withdrawal demand of ground and surface water. The 
MOU acknowledges measures such as conservation promoting rate 
structures, maximization of reuse of reclaimed water, and consumer 
education programs. Mr. Farrell estimated that 70 to 8 0  percent 
of the combined juristdictions of the SFWMD, the SJRWMD and the 
SWFWMD are now designated as water resource caution areas, and 
stated that no one i,s immune from the need to practice water 
conservation. 

Mr. Farrell observed that according to Chapter 40D-2, Florida 
Administrative Code, water use permit applicants must incorporate 
water conservation measures as a condition for issuance of a 
permit. Once a permit is issued, permittees are required to 
implement the provisions of their district approved water 
conservation plan. Private utilities must focus on public 
education, rate structures and retrofit programs to accomplish 
conservation objectives. 

Mr. Farrell statsed that each element in SSU's program was 
designed to disseminate the conservation message in a variety of 
ways. He agreed with the three components of a conservation 
program listed by Mr. Adams, and stated that follow-up was also 
important. Mr. Farrell compared SSU's conservation proposal to 
programs implemented by the City of Tampa and Hillsborough County. 
These programs includ,ed distribution of retrofit kits, low-flow 
toilet rebates, rain sensor devices, extensive public education 
programs, and surveys to measure program effectiveness. The 
program costs of SSU'si proposal were reasonable and comparable to 
other programs. 

Mr. Farrell took issue with several aspects of Ms. Dismukes' 
testimony. He stated that to disallow the public relations and 
image enhancement costs associated with the conservation program 
would be counterproductive to the legislatively declared goal to 
promote water Conservation. Water audits are an effective tool to 
educate customers about irrigation practices, and can result in a 
permanent water savings and will enhance customer awareness. 
Customer surveys are also an important aspect of a conservation 
program in order to gauge customer response. Mr. Farrell testified 
that SSU should be allowed recovery of its projected costs of the 
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conservation program for the six targeted communities. The 
retrofit kits and irrigation shutoff devices in particular have 
proven to be effective means of reducing consumption. He asserted 
that even if the SUCCESS of the Tucson, Arizona retrofit program 
was limited, it does not mean that retrofit programs will not be 
effective in other communities. He disagreed with Ms. Dismukes' 
assertion that conservation rate structures alone can result in an 
effective water conservation program, and stated that a consumer 
education program was also essential. 

Mr. Farrell testified that the SWFWMD makes a general 
threshold determinaticn, rather than a line item analysis, of the 
cost-effectiveness of the various aspects of a conservation 
program. He disputed Ms. Dismukes' notion that image-enhancing 
expenses should be disallowed, by stating that conservation 
education programs almost always have some aspect of image 
enhancing. To remove image enhancing costs would provide a 
disincentive and compromise the conservation education message. 

Mr. Harold Wilkening, Assistant Director of the Resource 
Management Department of the SJRWMD, testified that he reviewed 
SSU's proposed conservation program and found it to be supported by 
the SJRWMD and consistent with recommendations of the AWWA. He 
testified that water conservation is important, even in areas that 
are not presently experiencing water resource problems. Four of 
the service areas included in SSU's proposed plan are located in 
the SJRWMD water resource caution area. He agreed that SSU should 
be allowed to recover the costs for its proposed conservation 
enhancements, which are consistent with legislative policy. He 
found the program to be necessary and appropriate to comply with 
SJRWMD regulations, and may become the standard for other utilities 
in that district. Mr. Wilkening testified that the cost of SSU's 
programs are appropriate and necessary to obtain a consumptive use 
permit . He stated that it may be very difficult to do a 
cost/benefit analysis on water conservation. 

The parties addressed the conservation program and expenses at 
length in their post-hearing filings. OPC argued that SSU failed 
to justify its proposed $524,428 of conservation expenses included 
in the projected test year. Marco disagreed with the 
implementation of a conservation program at Marco Island, and with 
SSU's analysis of the results. SSU contended that regulatory 
agencies have recognized the need and effectiveness of conservation 
programs such as SSU's, and that it had justified the expenses of 
the program. 

OPC argued that one of the most disturbing aspects of SSU's 
proposed conservation plan and expenditures was that the utility's 
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primary conservation witness was unable to answer simple questions 
on the subject, including how the six communities targeted for 
SSUJS enhanced conservation program were chosen, whether image 
enhancement costs should be recovered from ratepayers, and whether 
rate structure is an important component of an overall conservation 
program. OPC found fault with several specific expenses, including 
over $60,000 for retrofit kits, almost $21,000 for irrigation 
shutoff devices, $20,000 on residential water audits, and expenses 
for market consultants, customer surveys, and workshops despite 
poor turnouts at previous workshops. 

OPC disputed the utility's contention that Marco Island 
customers had reduced their water consumption, by citing an exhibit 
demonstrating that 164 large volume customers were reclassified 
from the residential class to the irrigation class. OPC contended 
that by reclassifying these customers to the irrigation class in 
the years 1993-1995, the residential consumption per customer 
figure in 1995 is not comparable and is understated relative to the 
1991 figure. Furthermore, in concluding that customers conserved 
water in 1995 water compared to 1991 or 1992, SSU did not consider 
the effects of rainfall. OPC argued that the 1995 consumption 
reductions are likely the result of rainfall, not conservation. 

OPC argued that SSU did not study the cost effectiveness of 
its conservation program, despite the fact that a consultant 
recommended that utilities do so. While the water management 
district witnesses all supported SSU's conservation programs, they 
did not have a detailed understanding of the programs, nor did they 
test them for cost effectiveness. OPC asserted that the 
generalizations of these witnesses cannot be relied upon to support 
the reasonableness of SSU's proposed conservation expenditures. 

OPC contended that SSU did not meet its burden of proving the 
reasonableness of these expenses. OPC asserted that conservation 
costs must be cost-effective and prudent, and that SSU could 
accomplish similar results by adopting the rate design proposed by 
Ms. Dismukes. Because OPC believed that SSU's customers should not 
pay for a program that could be achieved through ratemaking, OPC 
argued that we should disallow $348,473 of SSU's proposed 
conservation expenses. 

Marco argued in its brief that Marco Island was a poor choice 
as a targeted conservation community due to the high incomes and 
poor price elasticities that Marco Island residents exhibit. Marco 
echoed OPC's criticism of SSU's contention that average residential 
consumption for Marco Island had declined by 37 percent from 1992 
to 1995. Marco argued that by creating a new irrigation 
classification during 1993, a large portion of water consumption 
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was transferred fromthe residential class tothe irrigation class. 
Marco contended that this new customer classification was an 
intentional manipulation of data in order to make SSU's 
conservation efforts appear successful. 

In its brief, SSU argued that state water policy dictates 
water conservation unless it is not economically or environmentally 
feasible. A utility must undertake all reasonably available 
conservation measures in order to meet the requirements for 
obtaining a consumptive use permit. SSU asserted that the WMD 
witnesses substantiated that the program costs were within the 
range of costs expended by other utilities serving similar 
population sizes. In addition, the WMD witnesses testified that 
SSU's proposed conservation program techniques have proven 
effective in many other applications in Florida. 

According to SSU, the WMD witnesses further substantiated Ms. 
Kowalsky' s testimony that all costs for public education, including 
activities that cou:Ld possibly be categorized as "public 
relations", were essential to implementing a successful 
conservation program. Surveys were also considered important. SSU 
maintained that its proposed conservation program comported with 
the WMDs position that conservation is the most cost effective 
means of meeting Florida's water supply needs, and therefore, the 
conservation program costs should be approved. 

The record on the conservation expense issue is extensive and 
covered a wide range of topics. We are persuaded by the testimony 
of the WMD personnel {that conservation programs are important in 
order to reduce water consumption throughout the state. The water 
management districts have imposed conditions on all consumptive use 
permit holders, including utilities, requiring greater water use 
efficiencies. Educating the public and providing consumers with 
the tools to implement conservation programs is far less costly 
than developing alternative water sources. In other words, 
conservation is the most cost-effective and expeditious way of 
meeting water supply needs. No one is immune from the need to 
practice water conservation. 

All of the WMD witnesses testified that SSU's proposed 
conservation plan was consistent with WMD goals and that the 
program elements were in the best interests of the customers. We 
find the testimony of the WMD personnel to be persuasive. 
Therefore, we find SSU's proposed conservation program enhancements 
for the specific communities to be appropriate. However, we do not 
concur with SSU as to the level of expense to be recovered. 
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There are several adjustments necessary for the Marco Island 
program. Despite testimony from Ms. Kowalsky to the contrary, SSU 
included the cost of a float in its projected expenses. 
Accordingly, we have removed $10,000 associated with the Cost of 
the float. We also find it appropriate to remove $10,001 
associated with the toilet rebate cost share funding with the SFWMD 
because SSU has been awarded this money from the SFWMD. Because 
special events are expensive and time consuming for limited 
exposure, we have removed $2,001 associated with special events for 
the Marco Island program. 

Our final adjustment to the Marco Island program costs is with 
respect to labor and fringe benefits. SSU proposed adding two 
additional full-time positions to carry out SSU's conservation 
program, a conservation administrator and a conservation 
coordinator, allocating $20,047 in labor and fringe benefits for 
these positions. Some of the duties of the proposed conservation 
administrator included duties which are also the primary 
responsibilities of cuxrent SSU employee Ida Roberts. The proposed 
conservation administrator represented a duplication of duties, and 
we therefore have disallowed the labor and fringe benefits 
associated with the position, resulting in a removal of $10,024 
from labor and fringe benefits. 

Both OPC and Marco contended that by reclassifying certain 
Marco Island customers to the irrigation class, the residential 
consumption per customer figures during the years 1991-1995 were 
not comparable. We agree that the residential consumption data 
provided by SSU were not comparable. Therefore, we analyzed the 
average consumption per bill, excluding raw water and fire 
protection, for the entire Marco Island service area for the 1992 - 
1995 period. Based on data in the record, our analysis indicated 
that average consumption per bill reduced by 19 percent from 1992 
to 1995. Despite the creation of a new customer class and its 
effects on the calculations of average residential consumption, we 
are satisfied that t:he facility-wide consumption per bill did 
decline. 

We have made several adjustments regarding expenses associated 
with the six targeted communities. Because Ms. Kowalsky admitted 
that updating the literature search in subsequent years may be less 
expensive than the initial search, we have removed $9,600 
associated with the literature search. The initial literature 
search is a nonrecurring expense and, accordingly, we amortized 
this expense over a five-year period. Next, we removed $19,500 
associated with outside services, as the descriptions of these 
services are included in the description of SSU's proposed 
conservation coordinator position. While SSU may recover the cost 
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of the proposed conservation coordinator position, the outside 
services expense was duplicative. 

We also removed $25,000 associated with the toilet rebate cost 
share funding with the SFWMD. Although SSU has not yet entered 
into a contract with the SFWMD for this funding, SSU has received 
approval for the funding. Should SSU for some reason not enter 
into a contract with the SFWMD for this item, the utility may 
petition this Commission for a subsequent adjustment in its rates. 

Consistent with our finding regarding special events for the 
Marco Island program, we have disallowed expenses associated with 
special events for the targeted communities in the amount of 
$11,000. As discussed above, the duties of SSU's proposed 
conservation administrator are also contained within the primary 
responsibilities of a current SSU employee. Therefore, we have 
disallowed the labor and fringe benefits associated with this 
position, resulting in a removal of $22,611 from labor and fringe 
benefits . 

Finally, we made several reductions to expenses associated 
with M&S office printhg, M&S office supplies and miscellaneous 
expenses. These expenses are partly a function of the number of 
customers served by the program. We examined the historical number 
of bills per service area, by meter size and customer class, during 
1994 and compared the relative number of customers in the targeted 
communities versus the number of customers in Marco Island. The 
M&S expenses and miscel.laneous expenses were then reduced based on 
this ratio. These adjustments resulted in reductions totalling 
$8,735. 

Based on the foregoing, we have allowed $77,984 associated 
with the Marco Island program and $151,704 associated with the six 
targeted communities program. We recognize that conservation 
expense is a new and evolving issue. We believe it is both 
necessary and appropriate to monitor the utility's efforts with 
respect to these programs. Therefore, SSU shall file with this 
Commission copies of all reports, surveys, or documents that are 
provided to the WMDs with respect to any aspect of the utility's 
conservation program. 

b. Statewide Conservation Proqram EXDenSeS 

SSU's MFRs for the 1996 projected test year included $166,272 
in conservation expenses associated with statewide communication. 
Our review of the individual components of these expenses indicated 
that several reductions were necessary. Ms. Dismukes recommended 
that we disallow a port.ion of the cost associated with sponsorship 
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of a 1996 conservation education program. These costs increased 
from $18,000 in 1995 to $38,351 in 1996. Ms. Dismukes contended, 
and we agree, that SSU did not justify the increase, nor did it 
provide any informati.on on the nature or benefits of the 
sponsorship. Based upon these facts, we find it appropriate to 
decrease costs related to the conservation education program by 
$20,351. 

The utility included $30,300 in labor related costs for its 
statewide communication program. Ms. Dismukes suggested that 50 
percent of these costs be removed. SSU did not provide any support 
or testimony as to why its requested level of labor should be 
allowed. We do recognize that in order to have an aggressive 
conservation program, isome level of personnel is necessary. We 
agree with Ms. Dismukes that half of the utility's requested labor 
is reasonable. We therefore find it appropriate to reduce labor 
related charges by $15,150. 

SSU requested $14;783 for Statewide Communication advertising. 
This amount included $10,195 for newspaper advertisements and 
$4,588 for logoed items and plaques used to promote the image of 
SSU in the communities; it serves and to recognize individuals 
and/or organizations for conservation or community relations. Ms. 
Dismukes asserted that SSU spent considerable amount of money on 
advertising and other public relations efforts that were not solely 
designed to educate customers and enhance conservation. She 
believed that the portion of the advertising cost associated with 
SSU's "public relations" or image-building efforts should not be 
borne by rate-payers, therefore recommended disallowance of all the 
public relations counsel and research and one-half of the 
advertising expenses. Ms. Dismukes testified that she recognized 
the need to advertise fsar conservation purposes, but not for image 
enhancement. 

MS. Kowalsky airgued that conservation needs public 
participation and support, and that advertising is an integral 
part. Ms. Kowalsky further stated that a positive image for the 
company resulting incidentally from advertising would make the 
conservation efforts more successful. SSU witness Farrell 
testified that advertising expenses which incidentally resulted in 
a positive image for thse company would not diminish the importance 
of the conservation message and should be recovered by SSU. 
Witness Adams also testified that it is extremely necessary to gain 
the trust of the public that will take action on water 
conservation, and that it is important for customers to know and 
have a good feeling about the utility. 
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We agree with OPC that advertising expense only for image 
enhancement purposes should not be borne by ratepayers because it 
only benefits stockholders. However, we also recognize that the 
utility's conservation efforts need to gain support and trust from 
its customers in order to be successful. Based on a review of the 
budget and the foregoing discussion, we do not believe that 
advertising expense for statewide communication can be separated 
between cost for informing customers and gaining public support for 
conservation and cost for image enhancement. 

Based on the above, we conclude that it is appropriate to 
allow the recovery of advertising expense of $14,783. Ms. Kowalsky 
admitted that the customer newsletter entitled Waterworks is a 
regular newsletter which covers a variety of topics, including 
conservation tips. It is more reasonable to allocate one-fourth 
rather than one-half of the cost associated with the customer 
newsletter to the conservation program. Accordingly, $4,000 shall 
be removed from the total budgeted amount. The utility also 
requested recovery of $600  in Miscellaneous Expense - Other related 
to employees' voluntary community support for SSU's service area. 
As a result of the utility's failure to demonstrate that these 
expenses relate to water conservation, these costs shall be 
removed. We also find it appropriate to remove $2,150 for costs 
associated with an employee newsletter from conservation expenses, 
as the utility did not: demonstrate that this newsletter benefits 
conservation. 

Ms. Dismukes maintained that this Commission has consistently 
disallowed public relation costs in the past, and proposed removing 
$10,297 in public relation related costs. Ms. Kowalsky testified 
that conservation programs cannot be successful without public 
participation and support. Nevertheless, we conclude that the 
$10,297 in costs for public relations counsel and research will be 
removed because the utility did not support this amount, 

c. Conservation E:xlsenses: Summarv 

We have disallowed a total of $181,019 for  the utility's 
community specific and statewide conservation expenses. The 
approved amount of conservation expenses is $343,412. Our specific 
adjustments are set forth on Attachment D of this Order. We have 
also ordered SSU to file with the Commission copies of all reports, 
surveys, or other documents that are provided to the WMDs with 
respect to any aspect of the utility's conservation program. 
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9. Current Rate Case ExDense 

In its original filing, SSU requested estimated rate case 
expense of $995,152 for this proceeding. Utility witness Ludsen 
stated that the amount compares favorably to the $1,302,191 in rate 
case expense approved in Docket No. 920199-WS, especially since the 
number of service areas increased. According to Mr. Ludsen, SSU 
used in-house experts instead of consultants or other experts 
wherever possible. However, the utility secured the services of 
outside experts in costs of capital, rate design and rate 
engineering issues, which it believed to be the most controversial 
in this proceeding. 

In addition to the rate case expense for this proceeding, SSU 
included unamortized expenses in the amount of $854,174 associated 
with four prior rate cases: Dockets Nos. 911188-WS (Lehigh), 
920199-WS (SSU) , 920655-WS (Marco Island) and a Charlotte County 
rate proceeding. SSU ,also included costs incurred in Docket No. 
930880-WS, the uniform rate investigation docket, in rate case 
expense. In total, SSlJ requested rate case expense of $2,281,424, 
to be amortized over four years. 

In late-filed Exhibit No. 255, SSU updated its actual rate 
case expense figures as of March 31, 1996, with a revised estimate 
to complete. That exhibit contained supporting information and 
indicated total rate case expense to be $3,187,252, consisting of 
$1,628,065 estimated for current rate case, $1,029,174 for 
unamortized rate case expenses for prior rate cases and $530,013 
for the uniform investigation docket. 

We have reviewed the exhibits and testimony of all witnesses 
on this issue, and detail our findings and adjustments below. We 
note that the expenses related to Docket No. 930880-WS have not 
been included in current rate case expense, but are addressed 
separately below. 

a. Reconsideration of Late-Filed Exhibits 

On May 28, 1996, S S U  filed an exhibit it identified as Exhibit 
No. 255-A, containing the latest estimates and invoices through the 
end of April, 1996. SBU filed an exhibit it identified as Exhibit 
No. 255-B, containing a revision for legal fees, on May 31, 1996. 
The exhibits were identified for the purposes of the hearing as 
Exhibits Nos. 257 and 258, respectively. At the continuation of 
the hearing on May 31, 1996, the Chairman ruled that Exhibits Nos. 
257 and 258 would not be entered into the record. Portions of 
Exhibit No. 257, consitsting of pages of invoices for legal fees, 
were entered into the record as Exhibit No. 259. 
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In its post-hearing brief, SSU argued that we should 
reconsider and reverse the ruling on Exhibits Nos. 257 and 258. 
According to SSU, our standard practice permits the filing of those 
exhibits and allows the parties ten days to file objections and to 
address the exhibits .in post-hearing briefs. SSU conceded that 
Exhibits Nos. 257 and 258 were filed after the due date for late- 
filed exhibits. However, SSU argued that no party would be 
prejudiced because they had a right to either address the exhibits 
at hearing or in post-hearing objections and briefs. 

SSU's motion for reconsideration of this matter within its 
post-hearing brief is inappropriate. A legal brief is not a 
pleading, but an opportunity for parties to present legal argument 
pertaining to the issues in the case. Rule 25-22.056 ( 2 )  (b) , 
Florida Administrative Code. Therefore, we decline to entertain 
the utility's request for reconsideration of the ruling on Exhibits 
N o s .  257 and 258. 

b. V e d  to Dr. Morin 

OPC witness Kim Dismukes proposed to remove the estimated 
costs for Dr. Roger Morin's consulting fees regarding cost of 
capital issues. ME:. Dismukes testified that because this 
Commission establishes a leverage formula to determine cost of 
equity, this expense o:r any additional costs incurred by SSU should 
not be allowed. She st.ated that SSU's shareholders should bear the 
cost of cost of capital consulting fees if the utility desires to 
dispute the leverage graph. 

Forest Ludsen was the utility's primary witness regarding 
SSU's rate case expense. Mr. Ludsen testified that Dr. Morin has 
shown in the past that the Commission's leverage graph is flawed 
and not appropriate for SSU. Dr. Morin's testimony was used by the 
Commission in the curr14nt leverage graph order issued on August 10, 
1995. Further, Mr. Ludsen opined that Section 367.081(4) (f), 
Florida Statutes, does not bind a utility to the leverage graph. 
Lastly, he stated that. OPC filed testimony contesting Dr. Morin's 
testimony. SSU cannot legitimately be denied recovery of expenses 
incurred to rebut OPC's witnesses. 

Section 367.081(4) (f), Florida Statutes, and Rule 25- 
30.433(11), Florida Administrative Code, state that a utility may 
use the leverage formula in lieu of presenting evidence for the 
cost of equity. However, the language of the statute is not 
mandatory. A utility is not bound to the leverage formula and may 
present testimony independent of that formula. We further note 
that the leverage formula, effective at the time of the SSU hearing 
by Order No. PSC-95-0982-FOF-WS, adopted several modifications 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 173 

recommended by Dr. Morin at a workshop. These modifications also 
appeared in Dr. Morin's testimony for this case. In addition to 
his direct testimony on cost of capital, Dr. Morin offered rebuttal 
testimony to OPC witness Rothschild, and discussed the impact of 
the proposed weather normalization clause and its affect on the 
cost of capital. 

For these reasons, we find that some amount of rate case 
expense associated with Dr. Morin is appropriate. However, we are 
concerned with Dr. MOrin'S flat fee arrangement. Mr. Ludsen 
testified that originally SSU had an arrangement for a flat fee of 
$21,500. When the case required more extensive work on Dr. 
Morin's part for interrogatories and rebuttal testimony, he 
required his normal flat standard fee of $40,000. Exhibit No. 255 
indicated the original estimate of $21,500, the actual amount 
incurred as of March 31, 1996, of $21,717, and the revised 
estimate. S S U  did not provide any supporting documentation 
regarding Dr. Morin's fees. 

Because Dr. Morin's direct and rebuttal testimony was 
stipulated into the record, he did not attend the hearing. Mr. 
Ludsen agreed that the estimated charges for any witness whose 
testimony was stipulated into the record should be reduced 
accordingly. We find it appropriate to remove $10,000 from Dr. 
Morin's flat fee to address the fact that he did not participate at 
the final hearing. 

c. EXDenSeS Related to Other Witnesses 

Exhibit No. 255 reflected estimates of $30,000 each for Mr. 
Gagnon and Mr. Sandbulte. Mr. Ludsen agreed that Mr. Gagnon's 
direct testimony consisted of five pages in addition to his 
personal background. Nevertheless, Mr. Gagnon had a significant 
amount of involvement in preparing the MFRs and working with the 
auditors on tax issues. Mr. Gagnon's salary is not allocated to 
SSU, but is directly charged to SSU based on work performed. Mr. 
Sandbulte testified as the former CEO and Chairman of the Board of 
MP&L. Although Mr. Sandbulte's salary may be allocated down 
through management fee,s, the record is silent on whether his salary 
is allocated to SSU. The exhibit reflected estimates on the 
summary sheet, but did not indicate actual charges as of March 31, 
1996, or supporting invoices for either witness. SSU has failed to 
meet its burden regarding both Mr. Sandbulte's and Mr. Gagnon's 
estimated fees. Therefore, a total reduction of $60,000 shall be 
made to remove both of their fees. 

SSU also included consulting fees for utility witness 
Broverman, whose rebuttal testimony was stricken at hearing. OPC 
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witness Dismukes testified that all of Mr. Broverman's consulting 
fees should be removed from rate case expense. We agree, and have 
made a reduction of $12,500 to remove these fees. 

Exhibit No. 255 reflected a revised estimate of $5,000, with 
actual charges of $1,575 for Mr. Cresse, with the firm of Messer, 
Caparello and Madsen. According to SSU, Mr. Cresse provided 
advisory services regarding the need for additional testimony. SSU 
did not provide support for the estimate to complete. Mr. Ludsen 
agreed that because Mr. Cresse did not actually provide testimony, 
the fees should be removed. We find it appropriate to allow only 
the actual amount incurred, and reduce the total expense by $3,425 
to remove the estimated amount. 

d. Lesal Exvenses 

At the continuation of the hearing on May 31, 1996, Mr. Ludsen 
was questioned on SSU's requested recovery of legal fees. He 
admitted that he was not a lawyer, paralegal, former law student, 
or employee of a law firm, that he was not familiar with the 
procedures used by courts to determine a reasonable level of legal 
fees, and that he had never testified in a court about reasonable 
attorneys' fees. He also had not reviewed the files of the law 
firms who have billed SSU. In its brief, OPC contended that no 
attorney fees should be approved in addition to the amount for the 
Rutledge Ecenia law firm. In support of this position, OPC 
summarily stated that a l l  of the evidence concerning legal fees was 
impermissible hearsay. OPC unsuccessfully raised this objection at 
the hearing. We disagree that all of the evidence concerning legal 
fees was impermissible hearsay, Exhibits Nos. 255 and 259 contain 
actual bills and estimates for various legal services. Moreover, 
Mr. Ludsen testified to the reasonableness of certain of the legal 
fees. 

On cross-examination, Mr. Ludsen stated that the law firm of 
Lewis, Longman and Walker, P.A., was an intermediary between SSU 
and DEP. Mr. Ludsen stated that DEP has worked with this firm in 
the past, and that DEP knows that the firm is very objective. SSU 
did not wish to appear as though it were trying to influence the 
DEP, and this firm coiild explain the differences between the DEP 
and PSC rules with respect to used and useful issues. The invoices 
reflected that this firm held a conference with the Secretary of 
DEP regarding the used and useful issue. When questioned why the 
customers should pay for one of SSU's law firms to talk to the 
Secretary of DEP about used and useful, Mr. Ludsen responded that 
it is important that the DEP and the PSC each understand the 
respective treatment of the other regarding certain issues. SSU 
believes that it is caught in the middle on the used and useful 
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issue, and its purpose for sponsoring the DEP witnesses was to 
coordinate the two agencies' thought patterns with respect to this 
issue. 

Exhibit No. 255 shows a revised estimate of these fees as 
$15,000 with actual charges as of March 31, 1996, of $1,027. We 
question the need for supplemental attorneys to provide unbiased 
communication between SSU and DEP, and are not convinced that these 
amounts were prudent. The utility failed to provide a breakdown of 
the work to be performed in its estimate to complete. Because we 
find that the record only supports the amount actually incurred as 
of March 31, 1996, rate case expense shall be reduced by $13,973. 

The legal fees of $23,006 and revised estimate of $25,000 for 
the firm of Radey, Hinkle, Thomas & McArthur related to the 
utility's appeal of our initial denial of interim rates. SSU filed 
an appeal of our oral decision before the written order was issued 
and the First District Court of Appeal quickly dismissed the 
appeal. Because the customers should not have to bear these 
imprudent costs, rate case expense shall be reduced by $25,000. 

The utility reflected an estimate of $200,000 in legal fees 
for the firm of Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood, Purnell & Hoffman, 
P.A. In Exhibit No. 2l55, SSU reflected the actual amount incurred 
as of March 31, 1996, to be $117,997. SSU, however, failed to 
submit an estimate to complete for this firm. While it is also 
evident that legal fees increased beyond those actually incurred as 
of March, 1996, there is no basis to ascertain the reasonableness 
of the remaining estimate to complete. 

It is the utility's burden to justify its requested costs, 
with no exceptions made for rate case expense. Florida Power Coru. 
v. Cresse, 413 So. 2d 1187, 1191 (Fla. 1982). We have required 
detailed estimates to complete, in order to review the type and 
prudency of estimated costs. SSU attempted to update its estimate 
for Rutledge, Ecenia's legal fees in Exhibit 258, which was not 
entered into the record. It would constitute an abuse of 
discretion to automatically award rate case expense without 
reference to the prudence of the costs incurred in the rate case 
proceedings. Meadowbrook Util. Svs., Inc. v. FPSC, 518 So. 2d 326, 
327 (Fla. 1st DCA 1987), rehearins denied, 529 So. 2d 694 (Fla. 
1988). Despite this fact, we have a broad discretion with respect 
to allowance of rate case expense. Florida Crown Util. Servs., 
Inc. v. Utilitv Resulatorv Bd. of Jacksonville, 274 So. 2d 597, 598 
(Fla. 1st DCA 1973). The record does show that a substantial 
amount of work was performed by this firm as evidenced by 
attendance at the formal proceedings, exhibits filed, and brief 
preparation. Based on this record evidence and on past experience 
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in determining allowable rate case expense, we believe it is 
reasonable and appropriate to allow the utility $175,000 in rate 
case expense for this firm. This results in a decrease to SSU's 
requested rate case eqense of $25,000. 

e. Appellate Exue- 

Exhibit No. 255 reflected an estimate of $100,000 for the 
Greenberg, Traurig firm for future appeals of this case. Mr. 
Ludsen stated that this estimate was provided by SSU's general 
counsel in anticipation of the fact that, based on historical 
experience, there will be an appeal. While he stated that it was 
no different than estimating any other budgeted item, he also 
admitted that he was not aware of any case where the cost of 
subsequent appeals were included in current rate case expense. 

In its brief, OPC argued that no amount should be granted for 
an appeal of this case because such a request is premature. We 
agree. Section 367.081 ( 7 ) ,  Florida Statutes, requires us to 
determine the reasonableness of rate case expenses and disallow all 
unreasonable expense. We also rely upon Order No. PSC-94-0738-FOF- 
WU, issued June 15, 1994, in Docket No. 900386-WU, In Re: 
AUDliCatiOn for a Ra,te Increase in Marion County bv Sunshine 
Utilities of Central :Florida, Inc. By that order, we concluded 
that reasonable armellate rate case exDense can only mean exDense 
related to issues on which the appgllant utility prevaifs on 
appeal. We will not know whether the utility will appeal the 
order(s) arising from this proceeding, or which, if any, issues the 
utility will prevail on at the appellate level, until a decision is 
rendered on appeal. Accordingly, we shall remove the estimated 
$100,000 for future appeals of this case. 

f. Travel ExDenses 

In its MFRs, the utility estimated travel expenses to be 
$56,583. The same amount was reflected as its final estimate to 
complete, with the actual incurred as of March 31, 1996, reported 
as $23,013. SSU, however, provided no support for its estimate to 
complete. Given the large number of SSU employees who were 
witnesses and attended the hearing, it is reasonable to assume that 
the amount incurred as of March 31, 1996, is insufficient. 
However, without supporting documentation for the estimate to 
complete, we cannot make a determination as to the reasonableness 
of the total request. Accordingly, we believe that it is 
reasonable to allow travel expenses in the amount of $45,000. This 
results in a decrease to SSU's requested travel expense of $11,583. 
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g. Miscellaneous EXDenSeS and Adjustments 

Ms. Dismukes recommended several adjustments to the utility's 
requested current rate case expense. She proposed an increase in 
rate case expense of $30,481 to reflect the overtime included in 
the 1995 budget, which was stipulated to by all parties. She 
proposed removing rate case expense for those witnesses whom did 
not file testimony in this proceeding but whose fees were included 
in the original estimate. This adjustment would reduce rate case 
expense by $50,000. 

Mr. Ludsen agreed with Ms. Dismukes that Mr. Gartzke and Mr. 
Cresse did not file testimony in this proceeding and any associated 
costs should not be included. However, he added that additional 
witnesses who were not originally estimated have filed rebuttal 
testimony and should be added and recovered as part of rate case 
expense. Mr. Ludsen further agreed that the travel costs 
associated with various water management district employees who 
testified by way of video teleconference should be removed. These 
amounts, totaling $707, have accordingly been removed. 

In the MFRs, SSU originally estimated $13,000 for open 
houses. In Exhibit Nlo. 255, the actual amount as of March 31, 
1996, and revised estimate were both $1,404. On cross-examination, 
Mr. Ludsen agreed that SSU spent $13,000 for postage to mail 
invitations to customers to an open house. Mr. Ludsen admitted 
that open houses were not required by the Commission. These 
expenses are inappropriate to be included in rate case expense, and 
we therefore have removed the total amount of $14,404 requested for 
open house expenses. 

Exhibit No. 255 reflected a revised estimate of $25,000 for 
miscellaneous expenses,. The estimate in the MFRs was $10,000 and 
the actual charges as of March 31, 1996, were $4,997. Several 
items in the miscellaneous expense category were called into 
question. Mr. Ludsen could not recall what relevance beeper 
services, video training, dues or subscriptions had to the rate 
case. He noted that the rate case video could have been used for 
employee training to respond to customer concerns and questions. 
Further, he could not support why food for rate training was 
required. Mr. Ludsen also agreed that Mr. Tracy Smith's costs for 
meeting with legislators should be removed. Mr. Ludsen admitted 
that the public relations newswire and a seven-page facsimile sent 
to 47 newspapers for press releases were not required by the 
Commission. However, he stated that just as the utility sends out 
PSC-required notices, the utility wanted to inform the public. 
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Questions on books purchased specifically for the rate case 
were also raised. Mr. Ludsen stated that if the books were 
necessary to prepare testimony, then they would be charged to rate 
case expense. According to Mr. Ludsen, a book such as the Water 
Conservation Handbook could have some purpose outside of a rate 
case, but that could be argued on most items. 

The utility was unable to justify why many of the 
miscellaneous expenses discussed above were incurred, how they 
specifically related to the rate case or why the customers should 
have to pay for these amounts. SSU did not provide a reasonable 
estimate to complete for its miscellaneous expenses. Because the 
record is insufficient., we find it appropriate to only allow the 
amount of $10,000 originally estimated. Accordingly, rate case 
expense shall be reduced by $15,000. 

The same concern holds true for telephone expenses, dues and 
subscriptions, and advertising expenses. The estimates to complete 
were not supported by any means in Exhibit No. 255. Therefore, the 
utility did not support why it is necessary for advertising 
expenses, outside of noticing, to be allowed for rate case expense. 

h. Current Rate C!ase Exuense: Summarv 

Adding all of the approved adjustments together, a total 
reduction of $299,249 to the revised rate case expense in Exhibit 
NO. 255 shall be made. This results in a total rate case expense 
for this case of $1,328,816. Based on the evidence of record, we 
conclude that this amount is reasonable, particularly given the 
complexity of this case and the size of this utility. This total 
also represents an increase over the current rate case expense 
requested in the MFRs of $333,664. 

10. Treatment of Prior Unamortized Rate Case EXUenSe 

As mentioned previously, SSU added the balance of prior 
approved yet unamortized expenses as of the end of the test year to 
current rate case expense. With respect to Dockets Nos. 911188-ws, 
920199-WS and 920655-WS, we have used the total amount of rate case 
expense approved in the final orders for those dockets. The 
utility also used the total amounts in the respective orders to 
determine its unamortized balance, amortizing over four years, 
starting when the final rates went into effect for each case. 

According to each of those respective orders and Section 
367.0815, Florida Statutes, the resulting rates for each docket 
will be reduced at the end of four years from implementation of the 
final rates. If the unamortized balance of prior rate case expense 
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were added to the current balance and re-amortized over the next 
four years, the utility would be penalized when the four-year rate 
reductions take place in 1997. Mr. Ludsen seemed to believe that 
by reamortizing the prior amounts the rate reduction would not 
occur. He believed that because SSU filed a new rate case prior to 
the four-year expiration, the rate reduction would be extended out 
until four years after the current final rates are implemented. He 
stated that in essence, rate reduction results by way of resetting 
the rates. 

We are not persua(ded by this contention. The statute and the 
prior orders are very clear that a four-year rate reduction will 
occur. The statute does not provide for any exceptions, regardless 
of the utility's financial condition or rate case status. If the 
total amount of annual amortization of rate case expense for each 
prior case is not included, then the utility's revenue requirement 
will be understated when the four-year rate reduction occurs. 
Accordingly, we find the appropriate amounts to be $67,100 for 
Lehigh, $852,601 for Docket No. 920199-WS and $106,820 for Marco 
Island. As discussed below, these amounts shall be specifically 
allocated to each specific plant or group of plants. This would 
include Spring Hill for Docket No. 920199-WS. 

SSU provided no evidence as to why the amount associated with 
the Charlotte County rate case should be allowed, by what order the 
Charlotte County Commission approved it, or when the amortization 
period began. Because the amount of $2,653 is unsupported, we have 
removed this amount. 

11. ExDenses from Dock.et No. 930880-WS 

In its initial filing, SSU requested recovery of $432,089 in 
costs incurred for the Uniform Rate Investigation, Docket No. 
930880-WS. These costs were added to the total of its requested 
current and previously unrecovered prior rate case expense, along 
with the previously approved but unamortized balance of prior rate 
case expense. SSU allocated the sum of these amounts in this case 
to only the customers .in this docket, and amortized the amount over 
four years. In Exhibit No. 255, SSU updated its requested costs 
for recovery for Docket No. 930880-WS to $530,013, an increase of 
$97,924. We must first address what total amount of expense from 
Docket No. 930880-WS is appropriate; whether these costs were rate 
case expense or regulatory commission expense; and, what group of 
customers should bear the cost. 
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a. Appropriate ExiDenses 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that SSU has pursued 
the issue of uniform rates to the fullest extent possible and 
incurred excessive costs. Ms. Dismukes questioned the 
reasonableness of the considerable expense of advocating one rate 
structure over another, when the rate structure issue is revenue 
neutral. She did not believe that all of these costs should be 
borne by the ratepayers. Ms. Dismukes questioned several of the 
expenses included in the utility's requested amount, which we have 
addressed below. Ms. Dismukes concluded that the advocacy of 
uniform rates in the investigation docket was unnecessary, or at 
least benefitted S S U ' s  stockholders, not the ratepayers. She 
recommended disallowing 80 percent, or $345,671 of the amount 
incurred. 

Utility witness Ludsen disagreed with Ms. Dismukes' proposed 
disallowance of 80 perc:ent of the costs. Her proposed allowance of 
$86,398 did not even cover Ssu 's  cost for PSC-required notices. 
Mr. Ludsen contended that SSU had a right to take a position on the 
issues in that case. He stated that SSU believes that uniform 
rates are in the long-term best interest of SSU, its customers and 
the environment. Mr. Ludsen argued that to disallow these costs 
would send a signal to SSU to not participate in any generic 
proceedings in the future. The Commission heard evidence from both 
sides of the issue on uniform rates, and had a complete record upon 
which to base its decision. Mr. Ludsen asserted that all costs 
incurred to date, $451,385, should be recoverable through rate case 
expense. This include(3 costs incurred to educate customers on the 
potential impact to them of uniform and non-uniform rates and SSU's 
efforts to encourage ,customers to attend and participate in the 
hearings whether for or against uniform rates. 

In its brief, SSU stated that as of April 30, 1996, SSU had 
incurred expenses of $459,064 in connection with Docket No. 930880- 
WS, including legal fees and costs associated with the pending 
appeal before the First District Court of Appeal. SSU's original 
estimate of $432,089 for costs associated with this docket was 
increased by $65,000 to cover anticipated additional legal expenses 
for appeals and remand. proceedings before the Commission. 

In its brief, OPC! argued that the various expenses, which we 
have addressed below, were merely examples of SSU's "extravagant 
spending" on the st,ate-wide rate investigation. While not 
objecting to SSU advocating its preference for statewide rates, OPC 
objected to SSU's "lavish expenses" being borne by customers. OPC 
concluded that we should permit S S U  to recover $86,398 associated 
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with Docket No. 930880--WS, which is approximately the amount spent 
in Docket No. 930945-WS. 

We agree with OPC that SSU went above the usual bounds in 
supporting uniform rates. Those costs which went above and beyond 
our noticing requirements should be removed. Normally, these types 
of expenditures would not even be incurred in a proceeding. 

Under cross-examination, Mr. Ludsen was asked about numerous 
items included in SSU's requested costs for Docket No. 930880-WS. 
Mr. Ludsen stated that SSU retained telemarketing services to call 
various service areas and inform customers of the uniform rate 
issue and customer service hearings to be held. Although not 
required by the Commission, SSU felt that it was very important for 
the customers to be in.formed of the hearings and the exposure the 
customers might have regarding the rate design alternatives to be 
considered. Mr. Ludsen agreed that these were costs that SSU 
elected to incur. 

Mr. Ludsen disagreed with OPC that a public relations retainer 
is generally not a proper charge for rate case expense. Although 
he did not know specifics about the charge, Mr. Ludsen stated that 
the uniform rate investigation benefitted this case because of 
broader customer input. Mr. Ludsen did not think that SSU was 
trying to enhance its image, but instead trying to inform customers 
through brochures about the issues in the case. 

When asked about legislative charges from the Messer Vickers 
law firm, Mr. Ludsen could not explain to what those related. He 
agreed, in general, that legislative expenses should not be charged 
to customers. Specifically, Mr. Ludsen agreed that charges from 
Landers and Parsons for preparing testimony for a Senate hearing 
should be removed. 

Mr. Ludsen's response to why open houses with customers, in 
addition to the Commission hearings, should be charged to customers 
was that it was a benefit to the case. If it benefitted the case, 
then it benefitted the customers. He did admit that those open 
houses were not required by the Commission. 

OPC also questioned why SSU offered bus transportation for 
customers to attend hearings. While admitting that these costs 
were not required, Mr. Ludsen stated that it was beneficial for 
people to participate in the hearings. He could not state which 
group of customers were specifically offered transportation. Mr. 
Ludsen also agreed that newspaper advertisements advocating uniform 
rates, which were not hearing notices, and uniform rate brochures, 
post cards and bill inserts were not required by the Commission. 
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OPC questioned why cellular phone bills should be charged to 
customers. Mr. Ludsen responded that these expenses related to 
informing customers about issues in the case, dealing with the 
press and other callers regarding information about the hearings, 
and was a normal part of business. He explained that a banquet 
included in expenses could have been a lunch after a hearing and 
not necessarily what is commonly thought of as a banquet. Charges 
for an AWWA book and a videotape were not adequately explained. 

We believe that iE SSU sees a need to inform its customers or 
the press about the issues in the case beyond what our rules 
require, then those expenditures must be borne by SSU, not the 
customers. Accordingly, all charges related to telemarketing, 
public relations, uniform rate bill inserts, mailings and door 
hangers, cellular telephone bills and bus transportation shall be 
removed. Mr. Ludsen was unable to justify why a banquet or lunch 
was necessary and reasonable; accordingly, this amount shall be 
removed. As agreed to by Mr. Ludsen, any legislative or lobbying 
charges shall also be removed. 

Mr. Ludsen testified that rate structure programming for 
discovery requests was required to develop the rate structure 
requested in the rate investigation, which presumably provided some 
benefit in the current rate case. We find that the evidence 
supported that the different rate structures were in fact used for 
the investigation proc:eeding. Further, the costs will not be an 
annually recurring expense and as such are properly amortized. 

Ms. Dismukes noted that SSU secured the services of a former 
Florida Supreme Court Justice who charged $500 per hour. She 
stated that this is well in excess of the fees charged by counsel 
normally retained by S!W. As discussed previously, we do not agree 
with OPC's argument that SSU did not support its legal fees as a 
result of hearsay testimony. However, we do agree that SSu 's  legal 
fees for the appeal of the uniform rate investigation order were 
excessive. Although SSU has every right to hire the best attorney 
it sees necessary, it does not automatically follow that the 
customers should have to bear the full costs. While recognizing 
that the cost is being incurred for the appeal, we have adjusted 
the legal fees for the Greenberg Traurig firm on a ratio of billing 
rates: $500 to $160. We believe that this will reflect a 
reasonable level of expense. The excess should be borne by the 
shareholders. 

In conclusion, based upon the evidence presented, we find it 
appropriate to allow the utility to recover a total of $416,502 for 
costs associated with Docket No. 930680-WS. This represents a 
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reduction of $113,511 from the utility's revised estimate of 
$530,013, 

b. Cateqorization of ExDenSeS 

ssu asserted that the Commission and other participating 
parties observed the procedural requirements of a rate case 
proceeding, including customer notices and customer service 
hearings. The Commission was fully informed on all relevant issues 
and had a full and complete record upon which to base its decision. 
Accordingly, all costs incurred to date, including SSU's costs 
incurred in educating customers on the impact of various rate 
structures, should be recovered as rate case expense and allocated 
to all of SSU's FPSC jurisdictional service areas. In the 
alternative, SSU agreed that these costs may be amortized over five 
years, with the unamomrtized balance in working capital and the 
amortization period beginning on the effective date of final rates. 

Ms. Dismukes testified that the costs incurred in Docket NO. 
930880-WS were not rate case expenses. She also testified that 
these amounts should be considered regulatory commission expense, 
amortized over five years, and only spread to the customers 
included in the uniform rate investigation docket, not the 
facilities included i.n this rate case. Ms. Dismukes further 
testified that wastewater residential rates as well as the Hernando 
County bulk rate changred as a result of Docket No. 930880-WS. 

We agree with Ms. Dismukes that that investigation was not a 
rate case and the costs should not be considered rate case expense. 
The investigation was revenue neutral. We do not agree with SSU's 
contention that all parties observed the procedural requirements of 
a rate case proceedinmg. Docket No. 930880-WS was not conducted 
under Section 367.081, Florida Statutes, the section pertaining to 
file and suspend rat12 cases. While the docket required many 
procedural activities on behalf of the parties, it was not a rate 
case for purposes of categorizing expense. As such, the cost 
should be considered regulatory commission expense-other and 
amortized over 5 years. 

c. Allocation of Exoenses 

Mr. Ludsen testified that the Spring Hill facilities were 
included in Dockets N o s .  920199-WS and 930880-WS. He also agreed 
that several facilities in the current rate case were not included 
in either of those two dockets. When questioned as to why 
customers should share the costs incurred for those proceedings 
which did not include them, Mr. Ludsen stated that it was one of 
the basic tenets of allocation that when new customers come on line 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 184 

they assume the costs of that jurisdiction or that one facility. 
When facilities leave the FPSC jurisdiction they are no longer 
charged those costs. 

We agree with Ms. Dismukes regarding the allocation 
methodology: the costs must be allocated to the facilities which 
participated in the docket, not to all the current facilities, some 
of which were not even involved in the docket. Regardless of 
jurisdictional status, the primary tenet of allocation is whether 
a facility participated in a rate proceeding. To relieve the Spring 
Hill customers of paying their fair share of rate case expense, 
especially when they were one of the main objectors to uniform 
rates, is patently unfair to the rest of the body of rate payers, 
even more so to the Eacilities which never faced uniform rates 
until this rate case. We therefore determine that the recovery of 
Spring Hill's portion of the allocation must be sought through a 
proceeding before Hernando County, which is the entity that 
regulates that facility. 

12. ExDenses from Dock- 

SSU included $48,696 in 1996 test year legal fees for costs 
related to the Jurisdictional Proceeding (Docket No. 930495-WS) . 
Mr. Ludsen stated that the most recent estimate of the total cost 
associated with this proceeding was $95,530. Although he was 
unsure whether the costs were non-recurring in a general sense, Mr. 
Ludsen did agree that a proceeding of that magnitude would not 
recur on an annual basis. He stated that the utility would not 
object to amortizing the total amount over five years as long as 
the unamortized balance is included in working capital. Using the 
estimated total cost of $95,530, the annual expense would be 
$19,106. Mr. Ludsen also agreed that these costs should be 
allocated to all SSU customers, not just the customers included in 
this docket. 

In its post-hearing filing, OPC argued that no attorney fees 
in excess of the Rutledge Ecenia firm should be allowed and 
addressed the hearsay argument for disallowance of unsupported 
legal fees. OPC did not present any evidence regarding this issue. 

We find that the test year costs incurred for Docket No. 
930495-WS are non-recurring. While other proceedings or workshops 
may occur, there is no indication that this will occur annually. 
Further, the record reflects that the costs for the jurisdiction 
docket were higher than the cost for any workshops that might 
occur. Therefore, WE: find it reasonable to amortize the total 
estimated cost of $95,530 over five years. Because $48,696 was 
included in test year expenses, a reduction of test year expenses 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 185 

of $29,404 is necessary. Accordingly, we have made an adjustment 
to increase working capital by the 13-month average unamortized 
balance of $79,395. 

13. Additional ExDenses from Docket No. 920199-WS 

In its initial filing, SSU requested recovery of $284,231 in 
additional rate case costs incurred subsequent to the issuance of 
the final order in Docket No. 920199-WS. In Exhibit No. 255, the 
utility requested an additional amount of $175,000 for estimated 
additional appeal costs, resulting in a total amount of $459,231. 

Utility witness Ludsen testified that some of these costs 
relate to reconsideration of the final order, the appeal and the 
refund issue. The uti:Lity also included approximately $100,000 in 
other costs which were a true-up between actual and budgeted costs 
included in the final order. Mr. Ludsen stated that an appeal bond 
of $28,000 was required when SSU was granted the motion to vacate 
the automatic stay cif the final order. SSU also requested 
additional miscellaneous expenses of $4,714 and $34,000 estimated 
for other projected expense. 

Mr. Ludsen listed four law firms which performed work for SSU 
in Docket No. 920199-W8S and the expenses allocated to them: Messer 
Vickers ($21,088), Rutledge Ecenia ($81,686), Cullen and Dykman 
($76,158) and Greenberg Traurig ($89,187). Plr. Ludsen testified 
that each firm had different areas of expertise. He stated that 
Mr. Arthur England, Esq., of the Greenberg Traurig firm, a former 
justice of the Florida Supreme Court, is one of the best appellate 
lawyers in the state. Mr. Ludsen stated that his rate of $500 an 
hour was reasonable and not out of line due to the significance of 
the issue for the company. He stated that S S U  paid for the 
expertise and experience that was needed quickly. 

Mr. Ludsen stated. that Cullen and Dykman participated in the 
reconsideration of Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF-WS, by which the 
Commission ordered a $10 million refund. That firm was very 
knowledgeable in the area of rate design and the refund issue, and 
was able to very quickly participate in the short time frame for 
reconsideration. Cullsn and Dykman is the former employer of SSU's 
current general counsel. The utility hired Cullen and Dykman 
because that firm had specific expertise in that area. The hourly 
charge for Cullen and Dykman was $295. 

In its post-hearing brief, SSU argued that Mr. Ludsen offered 
ample evidentiary support and justification for the legal fees and 
costs incurred by SSU for the Greenberg Traurig and Cullen and 
Dykman law firms in connection with this expense. SSU also pointed 
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out that its positions have been looked upon favorably by both 
court and Commission dmecisions. 

In its brief, OPC! argued that SSU's expenses in this regard 
are excessive. OPC contended that SSU provided no credible 
justification whatsoever for its request of $459,000 for the appeal 
of Docket No. 920199-WS. In addition to the utility's primary 
outside counsel of Rutledge Ecenia, it hired multiple firms which 
charged excessive fees. OPC stated that SSU's shareholders must 
bear the costs of these fees, not its customers. OPC once again 
raised its argument that the evidence on legal fees constitutes 
impermissible hearsay and that the utility produced no witness 
qualified to express an opinion about the reasonableness of 
attorney fees. 

Once again, we di-sagree that all of the evidence concerning 
legal fees was impermilssible hearsay. Mr. Ludsen testified to the 
reasonableness of some level of legal fees. Exhibit No. 259 also 
contains actual bills for legal fees for Cullen and Dykman and 
Greenberg Traurig. How'ever, the primary exhibit on SSU's expenses, 
Exhibit No. 255, only contains SSU's revised estimate of additional 
costs for Docket No. 920199-WS. It does not include documentation 
in support of those costs, many of which were actual amounts, nor 
does it include specific detail of the estimates to complete, As 
discussed herein, the two exhibits containing updated legal 
expenses, Exhibits Nos. 257 and 258, were excluded from the record. 
Therefore, SSU failed to submit supporting documentation of the 
additional costs incurred in Docket No. 920199-WS. 

Because much of this cost was incurred prior to the hearing in 
this case, the utility had ample time to include actual invoices 
for the majority of these expenses in the record. It is the 
utility's burden to justify its requested costs. Florida Power 
Cons. v. Cresse, 413 So. 2d 1187, 1191 (Fla. 1982). 

Although we are troubled by the amount of record support for 
the cost of the appeal,, we recognize that appellate costs have been 
incurred and that some amount should be allowed. As noted herein, 
this Commission enjoys a broad discretion with respect to allowance 
of rate case expense. Nevertheless, it would constitute an abuse of 
discretion to automatically award rate case expense without 
reference to the prudence of the costs incurred in the rate case 
proceedings. 

With respect to the cost for the appeal bond, we recognize 
that some type of bond would have been required whether the utility 
left the interim rates in effect or implemented its uniform rates. 
Therefore, we find it appropriate to allow the undisputed $28 ,000  
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cost for the appeal bond. Wit respect to the actual true-up of 
$100,000 from the estimates allowed in the final order and the 
requested additional miscellaneous expenses of $4,714 and $34,000 
estimated for other projected expense, the record does not reflect 
why these costs are justified. Therefore, these costs are hereby 
disallowed. Further, consistent with our findings regarding the 
current rate case expense, we find that the request to recover 
$175,000 for future appeals is premature and, accordingly, it is 
also disallowed. 

The record contains sufficient evidence to justify some, but 
not all, of the requested legal fees. The utility did not provide 
support for the charge of $15,000 for the Mognif, Seibels and 
Williams firm. Mr. Luclsen testified that he did not believe it was 
a law firm. Because the record does not reflect whether these 
amounts were estimated or actually incurred, and S S U  did not know 
what the charges related to, the expenses for Mognif, Seibels and 
Williams will not be included. 

With respect to the requested legal fees of $21,088 for the 
Messer Vickers law firm and $81,686 for the Rutledge Ecenia law 
firm, it is undisputed that these expenses were reasonably incurred 
and they are therefore allowed. However, we are concerned about 
the level of the costs incurred from the other law firms. Again, 
although we recognize that SSU has every right to hire the best 
attorney as it sees necessary, it does not automatically follow 
that the customers should bear the full costs. We find it 
appropriate to allow $76,374 of legal fees for the Cullen and 
Dykman and the Greenberg Traurig law firms, which amount we have 
calculated based on Rutledge Ecenia's billing rate of $160 per 
hour. We believe that this will reflect a reasonable level of 
expense. The excess should be borne by the shareholders. 

Based on the foregoing adjustments, we hereby allow a total of 
$207,148 in additional rate case costs incurred subsequent to the 
issuance of the final order in Docket No. 920199-WS. This results 
in a decrease of $252,083 to the utility's total requested amount 

SSU agreed in its post-hearing filing that all prudently 
incurred expenses incurred subsequent to the issuance of the final 
order in Docket No. 920199-WS should be amortized over four years 
as rate case expense to all facilities included in Docket No. 
920199-WS. We agree that this is the appropriate amortization 
methodology. 

Of $459,231. 
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14. Adjustments Based 'on Efficiency or Inefficiencv 

OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes testified that SSU has an 
aggressive acquisition program and is in the process of attempting 
to acquire several more facilities. She argued that it was clear 
from SSU's strategic plan that SSU is not planning on buying small 
run-down facilities. In fact, according to Ms. Dismukes, its 
strategic and divestiture plan suggests the opposite. Ms. Dismukes 
testified that the utility has claimed that its acquisition program 
is beneficial to customers and that it can spread its fixed costs 
over a larger body of customers thereby reducing the costs per unit 
to the customers. ,She tested this theory by comparing the 
utility's administrat:tve and general expenses for 1991 to the 
expenses for 1994, 1995 and 1996. According to Ms. Dismukes, her 
analysis verified that the cost per customer of administrative and 
general expenses increased from 1991 to 1996 which suggested that 
there are diseconomies of scale associated with SSU's larger size 
and the acquisition of new facilities. Ms. Dismukes compared the 
costs for Buenaventura Lakes (BVL) customers and Lehigh' s customers 
before and after SSU's acquisition. According to her analysis, the 
costs increased for these customers after the sale, which clearly 
suggests there were no economies of scale. She proposed an 
adjustment of $243,773 to reduce SSU's adjusted test year expenses 
to account for the diseconomies of scale. 

Mr. Ludsen agreed that the costs for Lehigh and BVL customers 
did increase. However, he argued that it is not uncommon for 
developer-owned utilities to be subsidized by the developer to keep 
rates low in order to help sell homes. Mr. Ludsen compared the 
costs for SSU's customers before and after the purchase of BVL. 
This comparison demonstrated that SSU's Administrative and General 
and customer service costs prior to the BVL acquisition were $85 
per customer and after the acquisition the costs decreased to $80 
per customer. He maintained that although BVL customers 
experienced an increase in costs, the overall body of SSU customers 
benefited by the acquisition because it provided a larger customer 
base over which common costs could be spread. Mr. Ludsen argued 
that whenever a utility is acquired, the cost/benefit to the 
acquired utility can be positive or negative depending on the 
acquired utility's cost structure as compared to Ssu's cost 
structure. He insisted that ultimately it is the stimulation of 
growth that provides the economies of scale to help hold down 
costs. However, according to Mr. Ludsen, this does not mean that 
an acquisition will result in a rate reduction. 

Mr. Ludsen also presented a comparison of SSU's customer 
service and A&G costs to other water companies using a NAWC survey. 
He testified that on $3 cost per customer basis, SSU's 1994 costs 
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were $73 and the costs for similar sized NAWC companies were $94. 
Mr. Ludsen argued that. Ms. Dismukes may consider SSU costs high 
compared to the developer- owned BVL and Lehigh, but SSU's common 
costs compare very favorably with other water companies surveyed. 
He also contended that low costs do not necessarily equate to good 
quality and reliable service. 

We are not persuaded by Ms. Dismukes' claim that diseconomies 
of scale exist with SSU's acquisition program. The evidence 
indicates that the per customer costs for SSU's customers actually 
decreased after the purchase of BVL. Additionally, the utility 
provided evidence that it falls below other water companies in 
respect to per customer costs. The evidence also supported the 
fact that acquisitions do not always decrease customer costs. 
Therefore, we will not make the proposed adjustment. 

15. -e EXDenSe 

OPC witnesses Larlrin and DeRonne testified that based on their 
review of documents provided by SSU through discovery, the actual 
1995 premiums for insurance were $140,846 less than the $757,940 
budgeted amount. They also testified that budgeted amounts 
appeared to be significantly higher than the actual premiums. In 
particular, workers' compensation insurance cost to SSU had 
consistently declined :since at least 1992. The actual premium paid 
in 1995 was $136,023, significantly less than the $250,000 
projected by SSU for budgeting purposes. 

Mr. Larkin and Ms. DeRonne recommended an adjustment to 
corporate insurance expense which would reduce SSU's proposed 
expense by $96,458. T:heir recommended expense of $629,127 allowed 
for the actual 1995 insurance premiums grossed-up by 1.95 percent 
to account for attrition. Their proposed allocation to insurance 
expense was based on t.he percentage derived from SSU's recommended 
amounts and accountetd for both the removal of the non-FPSC 
regulated amounts and the allocation of a portion of the costs to 
overhead as opposed to expense. 

In rebuttal, S S U  witness Kimball testified that OPC's 
calculations did not include the impact of the Buenaventura Lakes 
acquisition. Ms. Kimball also testified that OPC requested 
information from SSU regarding actual 1995 insurance premiums, not 
expenses, and then inappropriately compared insurance expense to 
insurance premiums. According to the MFRs, insurance expense for 
1995 was $593,878, while the insurance budget for 1995 was 
$757,940. This difference is based, in part, on the fact that 
insurance costs were partially capitalized as part of the overhead 
factor to the utility's capital project. A comparison of the MFR 
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expense to the budget would not match, even if there was no 
variance in actual from what was budgeted. 

In response to the testimony regarding workers' compensation, 
Ms. Kimball stated that the amount of $136,023 relied upon by OPC 
did not include paid losses or the cash impact of premiums related 
to prior periods. A year-end audit revealed that the utility paid 
out $474,166 in 1995 in workers' compensation expenses, and that on 
a gross expense basis, the 1995 books recorded $371,150 of workers 
compensation expense compared to the 1995 budget of $250,000. Ms. 
Kimball further stated that if we reduce these expenses, we should 
offset the reduction with the increase in 1995 workers' 
compensation expense above the expense projected in the MFRs, 
without exceeding the revenue requirement projected in the MFRs. 

The utility's proposal to offset any decrease in this expense 
by taking into account other expenses which exceeded projections 
would be unjustified. However, we need not reach that argument in 
this instance, as we find OPC's proposed adjustment to be 
inappropriate. OPC's proposal excluded the Buenaventura Lakes 
acquisition and the capitalized insurance amounts, which 
understates the amount of insurance expense. We also find that the 
utility has sufficiently explained the apparent discrepancies that 
occurred regarding the workers' compensation premiums and expenses. 
The evidence reflects that the actual 1995 workers' compensation 
expense was higher th,m the budget. Therefore, we will make no 
adjustment to corporate insurance expense. 

16. True-uD Budaet Adjustment to Test Year ExDenSeS 

OPC witness Dismukes testified that as a part of its goal 
setting process for 1995, SSU established a goal to reduce certain 
budgeted expenditures below the level of the approved budget by 
five percent. These costs were specifically identified as 
administrative and general and operating miscellaneous costs. She 
argued that since SSU will or has presumably strived to meet this 
goal, that the overall level of budgeted expenses in these 
categories should be reduced by five percent. This equates to a 
reduction of $191,00;! for the 1996 test year. We agree and 
therefore reduce test year expenses by $191,002, allocated to all 
water and wastewater cwstomers in this proceeding. 

Ms. Dismukes also proposed an adjustment to true-up SSU's 1995 
budget to actual expenditures. For the purpose of this adjustment 
she used the September 1995 year-to-date budget variance analysis 
prepared by SSU. Ms. Dismukes examined each difference between 
SSU's 1995 budget and actual expenditures as of September 1995. 
She adjusted the expense accounts accordingly, for those accounts 
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over or under budget where it appeared that the overage or underage 
would continue into the remainder of 1995. She prepared an exhibit 
presenting her proposed plant specific adjustments as well as the 
allocation factor necessary to adjust the FPSC filed plants. Her 
adjustment would reduce test year expenses by $305,033. 

Utility witness Bencini testified that since the hearings in 
this case were delayed for three months, SSU was able to conduct a 
comparison of actual 1995 expenses to the projected 1995 expenses 
reflected in the MFRs. He argued that the actual 1995 expenses of 
$25,531,190 (excluding Buenaventura Lakes) were only $65,685 less 
that the projected total expense of $25,596,875. Mr. Bencini 
provided an exhibit comparing budgeted 1995 O&M expenses to actual 
1995 O&M expenses based on total PSC-filed facilities. 

SSU argued that because SSU witness Broverman's rebuttal 
testimony was stricken, in part, because it would be inappropriate 
to allow SSU to select one category to use actual expenses as 
opposed to budget expenses in the use of a projected test year, the 
adjustments proposed b y  Ms. Dismukes must also be denied. We agree 
with Ms. Dismukes' contention that SSU overstated its 1995 budget. 
We are not persuaded by the utility's argument that adjustments 
that decrease projected expenses which exceed actual amounts should 
not be made. The adjustment proposed by Ms. Dismukes does not 
decrease or increase selected expenses, it merely adjusts the 
method used by the utility to calculate its 1996 test year. 

Further, it appears, even though the utility opposed the 
adjustment in this instance, it has proposed conflicting 
adjustments in other instances. For issues such as the Collier 
land purchase and workers' compensation costs, the utility 
contended that a reduction should be offset by the increase in 
costs. The utility effectively rebutted its own argument that 
budgeted expenses cannot be adjusted to actual expenses. 
Regardless, the true-up adjustment reflects an adjustment to the 
methodology used by the utility, not a budget to actual adjustment. 

We find that the utility's basis of projection for its O&M 
expenses was excessive. Accordingly, test year expenses shall be 
reduced by $496,035 as detailed below. 
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The following adjustments are allocated to all of SSU'S 
facilities: 

Sludge Removal $ (146,175) 
Chemical Expenseis ( 58,279) 
Contract Service8s (2,253) 
Miscellaneous (43,953) 

Total $(196,154) 

The following adjustments increase or decrease chemical 
expenses and are plant specific: 

Marco Island-Water 
Deltona Lakes-Water 
University Shores-Wastewater 
Chuluota-Wastewater 
Amelia Island-Wastewater 
Beacon Hills-Water&Wastewater 
Woodmere-Wastewater 
Total 

$ (29,336) 
(87,670) 
(12,664) 

(7,066) 
8,817 
9,520 
9,520 

$ (108 L879) 

17. Bad Debt ExDense 

SSU's March 1995 budget variance report indicated that bad 
debt expense was reduced by $46,955 to reflect a lower reserve 
requirement. Accordingly, OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes proposed 
to reduce bad debt expense by $46,955. 

SSU witness Bencini testified that the average annual bad debt 
expense since 1989 was $170,721, updated for actual 1995 results. 
An additional $23,141 average annual bad debt requirement will be 
added due to the acquisition of Buenaventura Lakes, for total of 
$193,862. Mr. Bencini. testified that in determining the bad debt 
adjustment, Buenaventura Lakes should be considered. Mr. Bencini 
noted that the $217,8519 included in the MFRs for 1995 represented 
a 0.39 percent bad debt expense as a percentage of revenues, which 
he claimed to be a very low expense level. Mr. Bencini testified 
that SSU expected the bad debt expense to increase based upon the 
Commission's recent d'ecision to overturn uniform rates. He also 
noted that SSU did not use the historic percentage to calculate 
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projected bad debt expense in 1996. Multiplying the 0.39 percent 
factor discussed above by the requested final 1996 revenues of 
$65,302,524 would tota:l approximately $254,000. This would exceed 
the total requested balance of $246,165. Therefore, Mr. Bencini 
believed that the projected bad debt expense in the 1996 MFRs was 
a reasonable and conservative estimate. 

A 0.39 percent bad debt expense is not unreasonable. Applying 
that figure to SSU's requested revenues results in an amount 
greater than the 1996 requested bad debt expense. A change in 
SSU's rate structure will most likely cause an increase in bad debt 
expense. In consideration of the foregoing, we find that no 
adjustment to bad debt expense is necessary. 

18. Price Waterhouse P.udit 
OPC witness Kimberly Dismukes proposed a reduction to test 

year expenses of $76,463 for a 1994 Price Waterhouse audit included 
in the 1995 budget. Ms. Dismukes testified that SSU also included 
in its 1995 budget an audit for the year 1995, so that SSU's budget 
appeared to include the cost of two audits. 

In response, SSU witness Bencini testified that the annual 
expense was based upon the portion of the audit fee actually billed 
by Price Waterhouse during that calendar year. He stated that the 
audit actually takes place in two phases: interim field work, which 
usually takes place in the October to November time period (prior 
to year-end), and year-end field work which typically takes place 
in February (after year-end) . Mr. Bencini testified that the audit 
budget included $75,000 for the final year-end portion of the 1994 
audit, which was perEormed in February 1995. The 1995 budget 
included $60,000 for the interim audit portion of the fiscal 1995 
audit which was performed in November 1995. He noted that the 1996 
operating budget also included $75,000 for the 1995 audit and 
$65,000 for the 1996 audit, consistent with the prior year. Based 
upon these audit fee totals and SSU's budget process for these 
fees, Mr. Bencini opposed any reduction of test year expense. 

In its briefs, OPC and Marco agreed that the adjustment for 
the Price Waterhouse audit should not be made. Based upon the 
evidence provided by Mr. Bencini, we find that a pre-year end audit 
and a year-end audit are reasonable. Therefore, the proposed 
adjustment for these Eees will not be made. 

19. Excessive Emvlovse Recosnition 

SSU budgeted a figure of $33,785 for employee recognition 
expenses, OPC witness Dismukes testified that SSU's budget 
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indicated the additional employee recognition expenses would be 
incurred during 1995 due to the demands of the rate case. She 
asserted that because SSU will not process a rate case in every 
year following the test year, the high level of expense should not 
be allowed as recurring. SSU incurred costs associated with 
employee recognition expenses of $13,989, $13,613, and $19,099, in 
1992, 1993, and 1994, respectively, as compared to the 1995 
budgeted figure of $33,785. She recommended that we reduce the 
expense to the level incurred during 1994, adjusted for inflation 
and customer growth, resulting in a reduction of $14,341. 

Mr. Bencini testified that the increase was not solely due to 
the extra demands of iche rate proceeding. In the past, SSU had 
been very lax at providing employee recognition, mainly because of 
the workload over the past several years, as evidenced by the high 
employee turnover rate! since 1991. He noted that while the 1996 
O&M budget included $52,112 of employee recognition expenses, the 
utility did not request an increase to support the higher balance. 

The increase in employee recognition expense is due in part to 
the extra demands of the rate proceeding, which are non-recurring. 
While these expenses may indeed have increased morale and decreased 
employee turnover, the amounts appear excessive and non-recurring. 
Furthermore, we have approved salary adjustments which address 
similar concerns. Therefore, we find it appropriate to make an 
adjustment of $14,341 to reduce employee recognition expense to a 
normalized recurring level. 

20. Amcotxiate Attrition Factor 

Utility witness Bsncini testified that to prepare the MFRs for 
the 1996 test year, SSIJ used its actual 1995 O&M budget and applied 
the attrition factor of 1.95 percent to reflect an increase in 
expenses due to inflat:ton, based upon the Commission-approved price 
index for 1995. Where certain known and measurable differences were 
known, they were made in lieu of the 1.95 percent attrition factor. 

Since the filing, we have established a price index of 2.49 
percent by Order No. PSC-96-0177-FOF-WS, issued February 9, 1996. 
Utility witness Kimball contended that if we make downward 
adjustments, we should consider applying the new index rate. She 
stated that this adjustment would be no different from the 
adjustment to use the most current leverage formula to determine 
the cost of equity which might change during a rate proceeding. 

The procedure for establishing a yearly price index, and a 
utility's implementation of that price index is set forth in 
Section 367.081(4) (a), Florida Statutes. It is a separate and 
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distinct process invs3lving a specific calculation of major 
operating expenses and other factors. The rate used by the utility 
is not an index, but it method used to project its 1996 expenses. 
The fact that the index: has since changed does not mandate a change 
in the utility's methodology. Moreover, SSU presented no other 
evidence to show that the 2.49 percent was more reasonable than the 
1.95 percent. We also note that this matter is distinguished from 
the adjustment to use the leverage formula in effect at the time we 
made our decision on final rates. In cases where that adjustment 
is made, all parties had stipulated to the change. In this case, 
no such stipulation waas made. Based upon these considerations, we 
deny SSU's proposal to increase 1996 expenses to reflect the rate 
established in 1996 price index order. 

21. SFAS 106 ExDenses 

Statements of Financial Accounting Standards SFAS 106 refers 
to the accounting standard that describes the practice of 
recognizing postretirement benefits other than pensions (OPEBs) . 
In its initial filing, the utility requested recovery of test year 
operating expenses totaling $850,122, which represented 
postretirement benefits resulting from the implementation of SFAS 
106. Because SSU di'd not currently fund its OPEB obligation, 
consistent with Rule 25-14.012 ( 3 ) ,  Florida Administrative Code, the 
utility appropriately reduced rate base by the amount of the 
unfunded liability. 

Utility witness Lock testified that the OPEB expense amount 
included in the MFRs for 1995 was based on SSU's 1994 actuarial 
valuation report, and the 1996 test year amount was based on the 
1995 expense increased by an eight percent medical inflation rate. 
Ms. Lock indicated that SSU intended to update the expense amounts 
for 1995 and 1996 when the company received its 1995 actuarial 
valuation report. 

The amount of OPEB expenses included in the utility's initial 
filing was undisputed. However, SSU attempted to file rebuttal 
testimony through Brian S. Broverman, supporting the utility's 
actual 1995 and updated 1996 OPEB costs. We granted OPC's motion 
to strike the testimony of Mr. Broverman regarding the updated OPEB 
costs. The testimony was inappropriate rebuttal, in that Ms. 
Lock's statement that the updated numbers would be forthcoming 
implied that the testimony was in fact supplemental. Additionally, 
in using a projected test year, it was inappropriate for SSU to 
select a single expense category to update to actual as opposed to 
budgeted expenses. 
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In its brief, SSU acknowledged that this proposal to use 1995 
expenses has been facto stricken. Because there was no evidence 
in the record to support the actual 1995 SFAS 106 expenses, these 
expenses shall not be considered in the test year and no adjustment 
is necessary. 

22. Amortization of Gains or Losses 

OPC witness Kirherly Dismukes testified that during 1991 
through 1995, SSU SOM the following properties: Venice Garden 
Utilities (VGU), St. Augustine Shores service area (SAS), River 
Park service area, .13. acres in Seminole County for a $115 loss, 
and two parcels of land in Spring Hill (5.139 and 6.759 acres. Ms. 
Dismukes also anticipated a sale of land of 6.11 acres in Spring 
Hill. The net gain after tax related to all of these sales was 
$23,601,883, which Ms. Dismukes proposed should be amortized above 
the line. This would result in an increase to test year income of 
$3,363,412 for five years. 

Ms. Dismukes testified that the gain on the sale of VGU should 
be amortized above the line for several reasons. In Docket No. 
930945-WS, SSU was found to be a single system with this Commission 
having jurisdiction over SSU's exiting facilities and land. The 
gains on the sale of: properties devoted to public service in 
previous dockets were recognized as above the line. Furthermore, 
the ratepayers had to absorb a $5,643 loss on the sale of the 
Skyline Hills water facility. Because ratepayers were required to 
pay a return on used and useful property, they should benefit from 
the gain. According to Ms. Dismukes, the jurisdictional systems 
are absorbing administrative and general expenses and general plant 
costs that otherwise would have been paid by the VGU ratepayers. 
During cross-examinat ion, Ms. Dismukes agreed that with the 
purchase of the Buenaventura Lakes facility, SSU essentially 
replaced the customers lost in the sale of the VGU. As a result, 
the remaining SSU customers were not required to pay extra 
administrative and general expenses and plant costs. 

Ms. Dismukes further stated that VGU has not been treated on 
a stand-alone basis for ratemaking purposes. $14,000 in legal 
expenses, for permitting or EPA and/or DER violations, were paid by 
all SSU ratepayers in Dockets Nos. 920199-WS and 920655-WS. Ms. 
Dismukes contended tha.t when the ratepayers share in the expenses, 
they should share in the gains on the sale of the utility 
properties. 

For the same reasons that supported her contentions regarding 
VGU, Ms. Dismukes disagreed with our decision in Docket No. 920199- 
WS not to allocate the gain on sale of SAS to the remaining 
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ratepayers. She further stated that SSU has a strategic plan to 
sell several facilities so that gains and losses on sales will be 
a recurring item. She recommended that the gains be shared on a 
ratio of three percent. to the shareholders and 97 percent to the 
ratepayers, resulting in a total gain to the stockholders of 
$1,778,552, and $21,823,331 to the ratepayers, for an annual 
expense of $4,364,666. The expenses for jurisdictional facilities 
would amount to $3,363,412. 

Ms. Dismukes proposed that if we did not allocate the gains in 
this manner, we should remove the dollar amounts for the gains from 
the equity dollars in SSU’s capital structure. Because she 
believed that allocating the gains to the stockholders is the same 
as deriving the gains from non-utility functions, she recommended 
the removal of $8,940,411 from the SSU’s equity dollars, which is 
net of $12 million paid in dividends. This adjustment would reduce 
SSU‘s requested overall cost of capital structure from 10.32 
percent to 10.20 percent. An associated reduction to SSU’s 
requested net operating income of $189,463 would result with a 
reduction to its revenue requirement of $322,077. 

During cross-examination, Ms. Dismukes agreed that the gain on 
the sale of assets thalt were not included in rate base should not 
be amortized above the line. She admitted that the two parcels of 
land at issue in Spring Hill were non-utility property. Therefore, 
these gains would not be amortized above the line. Ms. Dismukes 
also admitted that her alternative recommendation to reduce equity 
dollars for the VGU gain was the same type of adjustment that she 
recommended for the SAS gain, which was not adopted in Docket No. 
920199-WS. 

OPC witness Lark:in testified that the actual MP&L equity 
investment was $35,295,000 or 45.25 percent of MP&L‘S capital 
structure. When the gains of $38,750,000 on the sale of the 
Florida utilities are considered, the net gains exceeded the MP&L 
equity investment by $3,455,000. He explained that the equity 
dollars were a lot higher than MP&L’s actual equity investment. 
Mr. Larkin further explained that MP&L’s equity dollars and the 
equity investment which has been financed by debt were both 
magnified by the ga.ins. The parent company‘s common stock 
investment in SSU may have been financed with debt. Therefore, 
the common equity really was not equity. Consequently, the rate of 
return was higher than if the return on equity was calculated on 
MP&L’s actual equity investment. 

In rebuttal, utility witness Sandbulte explained that SSU sold 
VGU to Sarasota County under the threat of condemnation. According 
to Mr. Sandbulte, SSU sold the facilities after Sarasota County had 
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denied the implementation of increased revenues approved by hearing 
examiners, and was seeking to purchase the facilities. Mr. 
Sandbulte stated that the gain from the sale o f  VGU should not be 
shared with the ratepayers on several grounds. SSU's remaining 
ratepayers did not contribute to SSU's recovery of its investment 
and did not bear the risk of loss. The sale of VGU involved not 
only the sale of SSU's assets but also the loss of customers. With 
the loss of its customers, ssu was required to condemn part of its 
on-going enterprise. .At the time of the sale VGU was regulated by 
Sarasota County, not this Commission. 

Mr. Sandbulte asserted that VGU has been treated on a stand- 
alone basis by determining the appropriate revenue requirement 
based on VGU's rate base and operating statements. Mr. Sandbulte 
stated that he did not agree in Docket No. 920199-WS that an 
adjustment should have been made to reduce SSU's A&G costs for the 
amount which would have been allocated to SSU's customers in the 
SAS service area. Consequently, he did not agree to a similar 
adjustment in this instance. Mr. Sandbulte added that SSU's total 
company rate base was not reduced after the sale of VGU because of 
the purchases of the Buenaventura Lakes, Lakeside, Spring Gardens 
and Valencia Terrace facilities. 

He argued that if a gain would reduce the revenue requirement, 
then a loss should increase a revenue requirement, but knew of no 
legal or equitable principle that would authorize this Commission 
to reimburse the company for its loss on its investment. He 
asserted that the allocation of the gain to the stockholders would 
not enable them to make up for losses, and would make the 
reinvestment of the retained earnings and the attraction of new 
capital difficult. Mr. Sandbulte stated that our policy concerning 
gains and losses on disposition of the facilities serving an entire 
service area should be consistent with the recently confirmed 
acquisition adjustment policy. For example, in Order No. 25729, 
issued February 17, 1'392, the Commission found that the customer 
rates should not be adjusted after a sale to reflect gains or 
losses absent extraordinary circumstances. 

According to Mr. Sandbulte, when an entire service area is 
sold the owner receives the entire benefit or detriment from the 
gain or loss. The proceeds from the sale of the VGU, and other 
facilities, should be treated no differently; nor should the gain 
on sale on the condemned SAS water facilities be allocated. Mr. 
Sandbulte reiterated that we had previously acknowledged these 
facts and rejected OPC's arguments that the gain should be shared 
with the ratepayers. 
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By the end of 1994, MP&L had invested approximately $18 
million of equity dollars in SSU. Mr. Sandbulte disagreed with Mr. 
Larkin's alternative proposal to remove the dollars associated with 
the gains from the sale of utility property from SSU's capital 
structure. Mr. Sandbulte explained that only when the equity ratio 
is too high should the equity dollars be disallowed as excessive. 
Further, Mr. Larkin had no justification for this alternative 
proposal other than t.he revenue requirement was too high Mr. 
Sandbulte argued that SSU's position that the gains on the sale of 
utility assets should not be allocated to the ratepayers is 
supported by other regulatory authorities and courts of other 
states, and cited five out-of-state cases. He distinguished the 
Florida cases cited by Ms. Dismukes, because these cases did not 
involve utility plant which never had been included in rate base or 
otherwise recovered by the utility in rates. 

Utility witness Hugh Gower testified that the source of equity 
dollars was irrelevant. Instead, the most important fact is that 
the common shareholders chose to leave the capital invested in the 
business. At that point the capital becomes common equity and no 
longer should be identified by the source of the funds. In 
addition, the most important economic characteristic of common 
equity is that the common stockholders are last in line to receive 
a return on their money after preferred stockholders and debt 
holders. Consequently, Mr. Gower testified, the only appropriate 
adjustment is how much of the capital structure is preferred stock, 
debt and common equity, which is determined by the reconciliation 
of capital structure and rate base. 

Mr. Gower testified that the investor is entitled to an 
opportunity to earn a :Eair return on utility property in service to 
the customers. Even though the ratepayers may, through rates, pay 
a fair return on this property, Mr. Gower argued that this does not 
entitle them to any portion of the gain on the sale on the 
property. He states that the customers have only paid for water 
and wastewater service and have not provided the capital to finance 
the property or purchased an equitable interest in the property. 
Consequently, Mr. Gow,er contended that the amortization of the 
gains above the line would use the capital provided by stockholders 
to lower the cost of service to the current ratepayers, and would 
be improper. 

Utility witness Ludsen argued that because OPC took a contrary 
position throughout the remand proceedings in Docket No. 920199-WS, 
Ms. Dismukes' attempt to use the Commission's "one system" finding 
was inappropriate. For this inherent inconsistency alone, Mr. 
Ludsen argued that OPC's contention on the gain on sale issue 
should be rejected ou,tright. Further, Mr. Ludsen testified that 
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the "one system" finding was made after every sale occurred as 
identified by OPC. Lalstly, Mr. Ludsen testified that OPC sought 
retroactive application of a Commission finding without presenting 
any evidence in support of its proposition. 

We first observe t.hat the sales of VGU and SAS were similar in 
many respects: they were involuntarily made by condemnation or 
under threat of condemnation; SSU lost the ability to serve the 
customers in both service areas, which were both regulated by non- 
FPSC counties; and the facilities served customers who were never 
included in a uniform rate structure. By Order No. PSC-93-0423- 
FOF-WS, issued on March 22, 1993, we found that the gain on the 
sale of the SAS fac:ilities should not be allocated to the 
ratepayers. Pages 58-59 contain our conclusion: 

We agree with Mr. Sandbulte that customers that did 
not reside in the SAS service area did not contribute to 
any return on investment in the SAS system. Further, 
when this system was acquired by St. Johns County, SSU's 
investment in the SAS system and its future contributions 
to profit were forever lost. Thus, the gain on sale 
serves to compensate the utility's shareholders for the 
loss of future earnings. Arguably, if the sale of the 
system had been accompanied by a loss, any suggestion 
that the loss be absorbed by the remaining customers 
would be met w:tth great opposition. However, the 
rationale for sharing a loss is basically the same as the 
rationale for shaming a gain. 

This part of Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS was affirmed by the First 
District Court of Appeal in the Citrus Countv decision. 

Although OPC argued that the ratepayers have benefited from 
the gains on the sale of property devoted to public service in 
previous dockets and absorbed a loss on the sale of the Skyline 
facility, we do not find the circumstances to be the same. Had 
either the SAS and VGU facilities been regulated by the FPSC at the 
time of the sale 01: previously included in a uniform rate 
structure, the situation would be different. However, we conclude 
that similar treatment should be afforded based on the previous 
decision in Docket No. 920199-WS. The record lacks sufficient 
evidence to support thie contrary. Therefore, we shall not allocate 
either the VGU or SAS gains to the ratepayers. 

We are not persuaded by OPC's alternative proposal to reduce 
the equity dollars in SSU capital structure to reflect the 
associated dollars from the gains. When a gain is made on the sale 
of utility property, Ithe stockholders have the right to make the 
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decision whether the gain should be reinvested in the utility. If 
the choice is made to reinvest in the utility, the reinvested funds 
do not remain identified as equity dollars. 

During cross-examination, Mr. Gower stated that ratepayers 
should only pay a rata of return on property that is in service. 
Mr. Gower's testimony was contrary to Rule 25-30.433(9), Florida 
Administrative Code, which allows a utility to recover the cost Of 
forced abandonments or prudent retirements from the customers. 
Similarly, when a uti1:tty sells property that was formerly used and 
useful or included in uniform rates, the ratepayers should receive 
the benefit of the gain on the sale of such utility property. This 
is the case with the $33,726 gain on the sale of the River Park 
facilities, as it was included in the uniform rates originally 
approved in Docket No. 920199-WS. With regard to the 6.11 acres in 
the Spring Hill service area, the record was unclear as to whether 
the property was used and useful. Had it not been used and useful, 
the utility should have provided such evidence. The gain realized 
on that property was $201,950. Therefore, we find the gain for the 
River Park facilities to be $33,726 and the Spring Hill land to be 
$201,950. This total of $235,675 shall be amortized above the line 
over five years, resulting in a yearly deduction to expenses of 
$41,135. 

23. Offset of Amortized Gains on Sale With Past Earninqs 

In its post-hearing filing, SSU argued that the denial of any 
gain on sale from the shareholders would not be proper or lawful, 
and that at a minimum, any amount to be shared with ratepayers must 
first be reduced by the amount necessary to increase the level of 
utility earnings during the historic period to a level equivalent 
to the authorized rate of return for each year during the historic 
period. Utility witness Sandbulte testified that MP&L's return on 
simple average equity investment in SSU has been -3.0 percent in 
1992, +1.3 percent in :L993, +16.3 percent in 1994, with a projected 
loss on investment in 1995 of 3.1 percent. Mr. Sandbulte further 
testified that the shareholders lost approximately $3 million from 
1992 to 1995. 

OPC witness DeRorine testified that it would be inappropriate 
to allow SSU to reque,st retroactive treatment for facts it over- 
looked in the past. Regardless of the treatment afforded to gains 
on sale, the current recovery of past losses results in retroactive 
ratemaking. In Order No. PSC-95-1376-FOF-WS, issued on November 6, 
1995 (at page 16) we stated: 

. . .  asking for a one-time adjustment to rate base to 
recover past losses, is asking us to authorize 
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retroactive ratemaking. See City of Miami v. Florida 
Public Service Commission, 208 So. 2nd 249, 259 (Fla. 
1968), Gulf Power Co. v. Cresse, 410 So. 2d 492, (Fla. 
19821, and Citizens of the State of Florida v Florida v. 
P , b l i c m m i s s i o n ,  448 So. 2d 1024 (Fla. 1984), 
for the principle that retroactive ratemaking occurs when 
new rates are applied to prior consumption. In this 
case, we believe that by making an adjustment to rate 
base for past losses, increased rates would apply to 
prior consumption, thus retroactively raising rates. 

Pursuant to the htolding in Gulf Power ComDanv v. Wilson, 597 
So. 2d 270 (Fla 1992), we must set rates so as to give the utility 
the opportunity to earn a fair rate of return on its investment. 
The approved rates do not guarantee a fair rate of return. 
Consequently, we will not make an adjustment to bring the utility's 
earnings for any historic periods to a level that would be 
equivalent to its authorized rate of return. Any such adjustment 
would violate the prohibition against retroactive ratemaking. 

24. Taxes other Than 1:ncome Taxes 

a. Requlatorv Assessment Fees for Marco Shores Purchased Water 

According to Rule 25-30.120(3), Florida Administrative Code, 
any utility that purchases water from another PSC-regulated utility 
is allowed a credit o'n its regulatory assessment fees. However, 
Staff witness Small testified that $3,118 should be removed for 
regulatory assessment fees related to Marco Island's sale of water 
to Marco Shores. While the purchased water adjustment between 
Marco Island and Marco Shores was included in this filing, no 
revenues or expenses for this transaction appeared elsewhere on the 
utility's books. The utility offered no testimony, but stated in 
its brief that the regulatory assessment fees should be reduced 
only if the associated Marco Shores revenues are removed. 

Further, the record does not support SSU's proposal to reduce 
Marco Shores' revenues. Therefore, we find it appropriate to 
remove $3,118 from SSU's regulatory assessment fees. 

b. Non-Used and Useful ProDertv Taxes 

The utility received discounts on its property taxes in seven 
counties, which are treated as a reduction of the taxable value of 
the related non-used and useful assets in that county. It has been 
this Commission's practice to disallow a portion of property taxes 
from current rates and to allow the utility to recover these 
charges through AFPI. To properly reflect the full amount of 
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property tax, Ssu gros,sed-up the tangible property tax as if the 
counties had taxed all of the assets. Utility witness Kimball 
testified that the add-back adjustment made in 1996 totaled 
$270,764 and $204,625 for water and wastewater, respectively. 
After considering the gross-up, the non-used and useful adjustments 
reduce 1996 property tax expense by $336,198 and $410,783 for water 
and wastewater, respectively. 

OPC witnesses Larkin and DeRonne essentially agreed with the 
methodology, but recalculated the non-used and useful property tax 
expense based on OPC Mr. Biddy's recommended non-used and useful 
percentages, resulting in an additional $731,678 reduction to 
property tax expense. 

Mr. Larkin testified that SSU's proposed used and useful 
property tax expense was higher than the taxes that SSU projected 
it would have to pay in seven service areas: Deltona Lakes (water 
and wastewater), Marco Shores (water), Marion Oaks (water and 
wastewater), Pine Ridge Utilities (water) and Sunny Hills (water). 
SSU added back the property tax expense for the service areas that 
included a discount in taxes for non-used and useful assets. Mr. 
Larkin testified that in theory, SSU's adjustment is appropriate. 
Even so, he asserted that the utility should not be permitted to 
increase property tax expense to an amount greater than SSU will 
project that it will pay to respective counties in 1996. However, 
Mr. Larkin explained that no further adjustment was necessary for 
these seven service aweas because after the application of OPC 
Witness Biddy's non-usad and useful percentages, test year property 
tax expense would be less than the amount that SSU projected that 
it would have to pay. 

In rebuttal, MI:. Bencini disagreed with Mr. Larkin's 
contention that seven plants would have property tax expense that 
would exceed the actual property taxes that SSU would be required 
to pay. Mr. Bencini explained that the total 1996 property tax 
expense was allocated lto plant level using a composite millage rate 
representing twenty-five counties. This rate is only used to 
project the total company 1995 and 1996 property taxes based upon 
the interpolation of 1994 historical information and SSU's 1995 
capital budget additions to plant-in-service. It is not 
necessarily a representation of the projected dollars to be paid in 
each service area in 1996. Mr. Bencini also offered several other 
concerns about OPC' s proposal. 

We agree with the parties that if the non-used and useful 
adjustment brings property tax expense below the test year gross 
amount prior to the add-backs projected in the MFRs, no further 
adjustment is necessary. The net non-used and useful expense for 
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the seven areas was $6088,004 and the amount projected to be paid in 
1996 by SSU was $725,387. Therefore, no other adjustments on this 
point are necessary. tie do note however, that property taxes have 
been adjusted as a result of other changes to used and useful, as 
indicated in the attached schedules. 

25. Income Tax Exwense 

Our review of SEIU's  income expense indicates that several 
adjustments are necessary. The approved provisions for income taxes 
are set forth on Schedules Nos 4-A and 4-B for each facility. The 
adjustments for parent debt adjustment, ITC amortization and 
allocation, ITC interest synchronization are detailed below, and 
indicated on Schedule No. 4-C for each facility. 

26. Parent Debt Adjustment and Allocation (PDA) 

SSU is a subsidia.ry of tiered parents: MP&L owns 100 percent 
of Topeka Group, Inc. which in turn owns 100 percent of SSU. SSU, 
Topeka and MP&L join in the filing of a consolidated income tax 
return. Rule 25-14.004, Florida Administrative Code, requires a 
utility to adjust its income tax expense to reflect the expense of 
parent debt which may be invested in the subsidiary. 

SSU proposed an adjusted PDA of $487,439 for the plants 
included in this filing, allocated $264,652 for water and $222,787 
for wastewater. In its brief, S S U  stated that the PDA should be 
adjusted for other rate base or capital structure changes. Marco 
and OPC agreed that the PDA proposed by SSU is acceptable. Nassau 
Associations contended that the PDA be increased by $18,027, but 
provided no support for its proposed adjustment. A review of the 
record indicates that this position may have been based on 
erroneous information subsequently corrected by witness Gangnon. 

The PDA proposed by the utility is calculated in accordance 
with the requirements of Rule 25-14.004, Florida Administrative 
Code. We agree with SSU that capital structure and rate base 
adjustments should be taken into account, and find that the PDA 
should be reduced by $82,552, to $404,887. None of the parties 
stated a position as to the PDA's allocation. In its filing, SSU 
allocated the PDA on the basis of gross plant. We find this method 
to be reasonable because it fairly allocates the benefit of the PDA 
to each plant's customers. 
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27. Above-the-Line Investment Tax Credit Amortization and 
Allocation 

SSU proposed amortization of $69,178, for the facilities 
included in this filing. Based upon our review of the record and 
our findings herein, we find SSU's proposal to be correct. None of 
the parties took a position as to the allocation of ITC 
amortization to individual plants. In its filing, SSU allocated 
the amortization on the basis of gross plant. This method fairly 
and reasonably allocates this adjustment. Based upon our findings 
as to unamortized ITCS and the weighted average cost rate for ITCS, 
above-the-line ITC amortization for the facilities in this docket 
is $69,178, allocated to the plants on the basis of gross plant. 

28. ITC Interest Svnchronization Adjustment and Allocation 

SSU proposed a total utility "imputed" ITC interest of 
$103,854 in its tax expense, which translates to an ITC interest 
synchronization adjustment of $40,062 ($103,854 multiplied by 
.38575) In its post-hearing filing, SSU mistakenly identified its 
imputed ITC interest as the ITC interest synchronization 
adjustment, the latter being the tax effect of the imputed ITC 
interest. Further, S S U  expanded its position to contend that 
$103,854 should be ad:justed to include capital structure changes 
that impact the ITC interest synchronization calculation. None of 
the other parties took: a position on the appropriate amount. 

Discounting the difference in terminology, and consistent with 
SSU's expanded position in its brief, our recalculation of total 
company "imputed" ITC interest related to approved rate base is 
$69,621, and the resulting total company ITC synchronization 
adjustment is $26,729. The foregoing amounts take into 
consideration other adjustments made herein. 

The parties have not addressed the issue of the allocation of 
the ITC interest synchronization adjustment to the individual 
plants. In its initial filing, SSU allocated the adjustment on the 
basis of gross plant. We find that this method fairly allocates 
the benefits of the I'TC interest synchronization to each plant's 
customers and approve its use. 

29. Income Tax Summary 

SSU's MFRs indi-cated income tax expense for water of 
$(1,830,106) at present adjusted income and increased by $4,343,791 
to $2,513,685 for its requested revenue increase. SSU indicated 
income tax expense for wastewater to be $(1,364,180) at present 
adjusted income and increased by $2,337,904 to $973,724 for its 
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requested revenue increase. The adjustments increasing income tax 
expense were calculated on requested revenue increase minus 
requested taxes other than income taxes increase multiplied by 
.38575. Further, SSU stated that income tax expense is dependent 
upon the recalculation of the other issues and should include state 
income tax expense, with no adjustment made for NOL carryforwards. 
No other party took a position on this issue. 

Upon consideration, we find that the provision for test year 
income tax expense for the facilities in this filing is $2,867,801, 
or $1,730,572 for water and $1,137,228 for wastewater. This 
approved amount includes state income tax expense, with no 
adjustment made for NOL carryforwards. This amount has been 
calculated in the same manner as proposed by SSU, based on the 
level of approved revenues and expenses as well as other 
adjustments that have corresponding income tax implications. 

X. TEST YEAR OPERATING INCOME 

Based on our adjustments discussed herein, we find the 
appropriate level of test year operating income to be $4,643,281 
for water and $3,507,505 for wastewater. 

XI. REVENUE REOUIREMENT 

In its MFRs, the utility compiled its revenue requirement 
using several scenarios. Based upon our review of the record, we 
find it appropriate to calculate SSU's revenue requirement on a 
plant-specific basis. SSU is ordered that for future rate 
proceedings, it shall file its MFRs and annual reports on a plant- 
specific basis. 

Schedules Nos. 4-.A and 4-B contain the revenue requirement for 
each utility plant. In consideration of the adjustments discussed 
above, the appropriatle revenue requirements are $33,389,617 for 
water and $24,701,470 wastewater on an annual, total plant basis. 
These represent revenue increases of $5,450,500 (19.51percent) and 
$2,690,313 (12.22 percent), respectively. 

XII. RATES AND CHARGES 

The final approved rates, which we find to be fair, just and 
reasonable, are designed to produce annual consolidated revenues 
(during the two-year period of ROE adjustment) of $32,835,742 for 
water service, which is an increase of $4,896,625 or 17.53 percent, 
and $24,553,319 for wastewater service, which is an increase of 
$2,542,162 or 11.55 percent. A comparison of the utility's 
original rates, interim rates, requested rates, approved rates 
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during the two-year ROE adjustment period and increase at the 
conclusion of adjustment period are set forth on Schedules Nos. 5-A 
and 5-B for each individual service area. 

1. Functional Relationship of SSU's Facilities and Land 

In Citrus Countv v. Southern States Utilities, Inc., 656 S0.2d 
1307 (Fla. 1st DCA 1995), the First District Court of Appeal held, 
in pertinent part, that "[ulntil the Commission finds that the 
facilities and land owned by SSU and used to provide its customers 
with water and wastewater services are functionally related as 
required by the statute, uniform rates cannot be approved. fi. at 
1310. The court based its determination upon a reading of both 
Section 367.171 (7), Florida Statutes, which grants our jurisdiction 
over systems whose service transverses county boundaries, and 
Section 367.021(11), Florida Statutes, which states that a system 
may be comprised of a combination of functionally related 
facilities and land. The Citrus Countv decision overturned the 
statewide uniform rate structure for SSU which we had approved in 
Docket No. 920199-WS. 

In this docket, SSU presented evidence regarding its 
contention that its facilities and land are functionally related. 
SSU, Keystone/Marion, and Burnt Store pointed out that the evidence 
in this docket is consistent with that of Docket No. 930945-WS, 
where we examined our jiurisdiction over SSU's facilities. By Order 
No. PSC-95-0894-FOF-WS, issued July 21, 1995, we held that we had 
exclusive jurisdiction over all existing facilities and land owned 
by SSU. While the evidence presented in this docket may be similar, 
we emphasize that the evidence in this proceeding has been 
evaluated on its own merits. Our focus is on the facilities and 
land specifically included in this proceeding. We have addressed 
this issue in light of the Citrus Countv decision. However, a 
uniform rate is not mandated if this finding is made. 

According to Section 367.171 (7), Florida Statutes, this 
Commission has exclusive jurisdiction over "all utility systems 
whose service transverses county boundaries", whether or not the 
counties are jurisdictional. The term "system" is defined in 
Section 367.021 (ll), Florida Statutes, as "facilities and land used 
or useful in providing service, and, upon a finding by the 
commission, may include a combination of functionallv related 
facilities and- land". In Board of Countv Commissione;s of St. 
Johns Countv v. Beard, 601 So.2d 590 (Fla. 1st DCA 1992), the First 

~ ~~ 

District Court of Appeal specifically addressed the interpretation 
of Sections 367.021(11) and 367.171(7). The court affirmed our 
order which found that Jacksonville Suburban Utilities' facilities 
in Duval, Nassau, and St. Johns Counties constituted a single 
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system, whose service transverses county boundaries. The court 
noted the functional interrelatedness of the facilities, both 
operational and admini,strative, and that physical connection was 
not necessary to support the finding. 

SSU and Keystone/Marion both asserted that this issue was 
previously addressed in Docket No. 930945-WS, and that the evidence 
in this case requires the same conclusion. In its brief, SSU 
argued that there is a functional relationship between and among 
SSU’s land and facilities statewide. SSU illustrated a functional 
relationship which exists between SSU’s land and facilities on 
three levels: managerial, operational and administrative. In 
support of this argumant, SSU presented the wagon wheel analogy 
sponsored by S S U  witness Forest Ludsen. The hub of the wheel 
contain the administrative functions carried out in Apopka, the 
spokes contain the plants, and the rim contains the managerial 
functions. 

According to Nassau Associations, SSU‘s attempt to tie its 
systems together through purchasing, accounting and management 
operations is incorrect because these functions involve neither 
land nor facilities. Marco argued in its brief that only those 
facilities and land physically interconnected by pipes meet the 
definition of system. To support its argument that SSU should not 
be considered functionally related, Marco relied in part on the 
testimony of Mr. Hansan. According to Mr. Hansen, in order for 
there to be a functional relationship, a change in the operations 
of one facility must have an affect on the operations of another. 
Mr. Hansen stated that. a change at Sugarmill Woods would not have 
an effect on any other facility, and, as a result, they are not 
functionally related. As additional support for its argument, 
Marco points to Dr. 13eecher’s testimony that the EPA generally 
defines a “system” to mean a stand-alone operating system. 

a. Administrative Function 

The record is clear that the headquarters in Apopka is the 
foundation of the administrative relationship. SSU witness Vierima 
testified that the Apopka office provides tax, accounting, billing, 
collections, customer service, payroll, pensions, legal, 
engineering, environmental compliance, permitting and other 
administrative and general services on a consolidated basis. This 
testimony was supported by other SSU witnesses who testified on 
specific functions that are carried out on a consolidated basis. 

SSU witness Hilton detailed SSU’ s centralized purchasing 
practices and procedures. Because of its size and similarity of 
facilities, S S U  has developed a standardized method of purchasing 
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goods and services which allows it to make purchases on a bulk 
scale, resulting in economies of scale. Mr. Hilton testified that 
in 1994, this resulted in a cost savings of approximately $800,000. 
Bulk purchasing allows SSUto receive volume discounts, which helps 
mitigate rising costs in the water and wastewater industry. 

Witness Hilton also described SSU's centralized computer 
system and Information Services Department, which provides customer 
billing, software development, hardware selection and other 
computer related services for all facilities throughout the state. 
According to Witness Vierima, the centralized computer System 
facilitates the consolidated functions described above. Witness 
Teasley described the statewide billing and customer service 
procedures which highlighted the use of the centralized computer 
system. Mr. Vierima a'tso stated that centralizing activities such 
as accounting, budgeting, engineering, risk management, tax and 
rates administration, payroll, data processing, cash and records 
management, legal, planning and communications functions has 
allowed SSU to avoid duplication of costs. 

Witness Dale Locke described the Human Resources Department, 
which reviews and ap:proves the hiring and termination of all 
employees. The department is responsible for employee relations 
and employee complaints, and administers and controls the staffing 
budget for the entire company, It imposes the same employee 
policies and benefits for all of SSU's employees, and insures that 
there are uniform policies regarding pay scales, work hours, 
overtime, and breaks. All aspects of training and development 
originate from the Apopka office. The Human Resources Department 
provides management and supervisory training. Other departments 
also provide company-wide training and education assistance 
programs in their area of expertise. 

Witness Vierima testified that personnel located in the Apopka 
office are responsible for procurement of all forms of third party 
financing at SSU. SSU'r: parent company, MP&L, provides the majority 
of SSU's equity. With the exception of debt incurred for large 
projects, the majority of debt and equity financing is done on a 
utility-wide basis. This results in reduced debt rates and allows 
SSU to obtain equity funding from one shareholder class through the 
issuance of singular corporate common equity securities rather than 
several classes. SSU also benefits from market recognition, 
administration of funds, access to credit support, availability of 
longer maturities, less restrictive loan covenants and access to 
public and private markets. Mr. Vierima testified that investors 
of a different nature would be required if the facilities were 
funded on a stand alone basis, resulting in additional costs that 
would eventually be imposed on the customers. SSU's combined 
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borrowing needs and diverse earnings streams provide better pricing 
and covenants to SSU t:han to a smaller utility. The consolidated 
operations allow SSU to obtain increasing amounts of tax-exempt 
financing. If SSU were to market such bonds on a smaller scale, 
the per-unit overhead costs would increase and the number of 
interested investors would decrease. 

Insurance policies covering general liability, excess 
liability, directors and officers, property damage, automobile and 
workers' compensation policies are issued singularly to SSU for 
statewide coverage. SSU purchases liability insurance on a 
statewide basis since the risk is spread over a larger asset and 
operational base, resulting in lower pricing. Only one facility, 
Marco Island, has separate coverage resulting from hurricane 
exposure. In 1995, SSlJ became a self-insurer for its medical plan 
due to its size. As a result, the utility has lower insurance 
costs. SSU consolidated its 401 (k) plan and pension plan under one 
lower cost plan administrator in 1993, which reduced asset fees, 
record keeping fees and administrative and testing charges 

It is evident from our review of the record that the 
administrative activities in Apopka are indicative of a 
consolidated operation. These consolidated operations result in 
administrative ef f icisncies which can benefit all systems by 
providing cost savings that would not be found if the facilities 
were operated as independent facilities. 

b. Overational and Manaserial Functions 

SSU witness Denny testified that many services and activities 
of an operational, as well as administrative nature, occur among 
SSU's land and facilities. SSU personnel provide services and 
share equipment among facilities. In fact, one out of every eight 
hours worked by field personnel is attributable to work across 
county boundaries. Mr. Denny stressed that field personnel 
performed duties which crossed county boundaries on a daily basis. 
These duties include maintenance and repair, line replacements and 
extensions, backflow and cross connection prevention and 
corrections, meter installations and change-outs, fire hydrant 
flushing and maintenance, electrical work, welding, equipment and 
site maintenance, installation of chlorine loss alarms, lift 
station maintenance and emergency assistance. Facilities which do 
not have field personnel on site rely upon personnel from other 
facilities in other counties to perform the operations, maintenance 
and testing. Mr. Denny also identified several occasions where 
personnel and equipment were shared in emergency situations. Mr. 
Denny cited a pipe rupture under the Marco River, and an acid leak 
and high levels of trihalomethane at Lehigh. 
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This interaction across county boundaries can be identified 
not only in the responsibilities of field personnel but also in the 
responsibilities of higher levels of management. SSU' s Operations 
Department is led by the Vice-president of Operations, three 
Regional Managers and the General Manager of Operations. This 
"Operations Team", as referred to by Denny, meets monthly in Apopka 
to coordinate operational activities for all of SSU. These 
individuals implement and coordinate activities and provide support 
in more than one county. The regional managers and area 
supervisors regularly travel to various service areas and to 
Apopka. They also meet frequently to discuss every facet of SSU's 
operations and management. 

Bulk purchases of certain materials and supplies are 
delivered, stored and distributed from designated drop-off plants. 
For example, the Seaboard plant located in Hillsborough is the 
drop-off plant for chemicals to be used by facilities located in 
Hillsborough and Pasco County. Mr. Denny also testified that 
various equipment that is shared across county boundaries, ranging 
from a wrench, lawn mowers, sampling equipment, breathing 
apparatus, ammoniation equipment, and cars and trucks. 

SSU witness Terrero testified that the operations services 
department, Environmental Compliance and Permitting Department 
(ECPD) and senior operations personnel from Apopka provide 
technical training to SSU's facilities. This training includes 
workshops regarding updates on environmental laws or rules, permit 
familiarization services, updates on operating requirements, 
certification preparation courses, refresher courses, safety 
training courses, and training on technical procedures. SSU also 
provides statewide funding to permit operators to attend courses to 
obtain state licensing. The training department in Apopka provides 
management and supervisory training as well as training on customer 
service techniques, tslephone etiquette, computer use, computer 
software, leadership, organizational development, team building and 
other topics. 

The Budget Evaluation (BE) team, comprised of administrative, 
engineering, and accounting personnel, formulates SSU's annual and 
five-year capital budgets, and identifies the capital needs of 
every SSU water and wastewater facility. The rules tracking team 
participates in the rulemaking process at various agencies, and can 
retain professionals who have the expertise necessary to persuade 
regulators to waive or modify requirements. For example, SSU 
coordinated efforts with the SJRWMD to conduct a comprehensive 
water study instead of: moving wells located in the Deltona Lakes 
service area. According to witness Dennis Westrick, the 
centralized Planning and Engineering Department develops and 
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manages projects on a statewide basis. All design practices and 
procedures are standardized and applied across the state. 
According to witness Craig Anderson, the central lab facility 
analyzes samples from every water and wastewater plant for both 
regulatory compliance and operational support purposes. Results 
from the sample analyses are stored and maintained on a 
computerized data base as part of the data management system and 
made available to other SSU corporate users. 

c. Other Concerns on a Functional Relationship 

As previously stated, Nassau Associations and Marco argued 
that only physically interconnected facilities and land should be 
considered a system, and that the functions detailed by SSU do not 
involve land or facilities. Witness Hansen testified that a 
functional relationship requires that a change in operations of one 
facility would have an effect upon another. 

As noted above, t.he Court in St. Johns Countv v. Beard held 
that physical interconnection is not necessary in order to make a 
finding as to whether a utility's facilities and land are one 
system pursuant to the statute. The functional relationship 
referred to in the statutory definition of a system could be 
administrative or oper,ational in nature. Accordingly, we disagree 
with the contentions of Nassau Associations and Marco. 

Marco contended t.hat the EPA defines a "system" as a stand- 
alone operating system. While this may be true, our purpose is not 
to determine whether SSU meets the EPA's definition of a system. 
Our purpose is to determine whether it meets the definition as set 
out in Section 367.021(11), Florida Statutes. 

SSU presented the arguments of witnesses Wilkening and Adams 
from the SJRWMD and SWFWMD, respectively, who testified that SSU's 
facilities are physically interconnected in the form of Florida's 
aquifer system. Mr. Adams testified that the aquifer 
interconnection between the SFWMD and the SJRWMD results in the 
coordination of water conservation efforts between the two 
districts. We agree that conservation knows no boundaries, and, 
therefore, water management districts must work together to affect 
conservation. However, we note that Mr. Adams also testified that 
the facilities in Nassau County in northern Florida have different 
sources of water than those located in the SFWMD. Accordingly, SSU 
did not adequately support its assertion that the service areas are 
connected by virtue of the aquifer system. 
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d. Functional Relationship: Conclusion 

The wagon wheel analogy offered by SSU witness Ludsen is an 
accurate description oE the functional relationship. The service 
areas are tied toget.her on a functional basis due to the 
administrative activities carried out by the "hub" located in 
Apopka. SSU has also demonstrated the existence of operational and 
managerial relationships among the service areas. In the wagon 
wheel analogy, the service areas or plants are considered the 
spokes and the managemsnt is the rim holding the spokes together. 
The service areas s,hare equipment, personnel, and storage 
facilities. This arrangement offers advantages to the individual 
service areas in avoidling duplication of equipment and expertise 
and, thus, achieving economies of scale. 

It is evident that not all service areas enjoy equal benefits 
with regard to sharing1 equipment and personnel due to geographic 
location. For instance, Sunny Hills' isolated location does not 
permit it to share equipment and personnel to the same extent as 
the remaining facilities. However, all service areas are equally 
impacted by the centralized managerial functions, such as planning, 
engineering, training, and budget evaluation. 

Based upon our review of the evidence and arguments of the 
parties, we find that SSU's facilities and land are 
administratively, operationally, and managerially interrelated. We 
find that these functionally related facilities and land constitute 
a single system pursuant to Section 367.021(11), Florida Statutes. 

2. Rate Structure 

a. Goals and Obiectives 

We have a statutory obligation to provide a utility with the 
opportunity to earn a fair rate of return on its investment. For 
a "single facility" utility, this obligation is the basis for 
establishing the revenue requirement and resulting rate level: the 
rate structure generatss the revenue requirement and these ensuing 
rates become by definition reasonable and affordable. By virtue of 
being the largest water and wastewater utility regulated by this 
Commission in terms of number of customers, and being comprised of 
over 150 separate servxce areas, SSU offers the latitude to address 
other considerations through rate structure. 

Our determination of rate structure and other rates and 
charges involves consideration of numerous factors, many of which 
might not be found in a rate proceeding involving a single facility 
utility. Before reaching a determination on the appropriate rates 
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and charges, we have examined the goals and objectives for this 
utility which we find important to consider. 

The parties in this proceeding generally offered goals and 
objectives which most favored their advocated rate structures. 
Staff witness Shafer provided an overview of regulatory goals and 
objectives not geared to any specific rate structure. He testified 
that the following goals and objectives should be considered in 
this proceeding: affordability of rates for all customers; ease of 
administration; customer acceptance andunderstandability; fairness 
(the degree to which subsidies occur) ; rate continuity; 
conservation and resource protection; revenue stability and 
predictability for the utility; and the utility's stance on 
acquisitions. 

SSU witness Bencini offered four basic rate objectives that 
the utility seeks to accomplish through its proposed rate design: 
the opportunity for the utility to attract capital and maintain 
sound corporate credit; rates set as close as is practical to 
reflect the allocated unit costs of the customer (base facility) 
and commodity (gallonage) components; rates which provide a 
reasonable continuity with past and future rates, in order to 
prevent unnecessary impact on existing and future customers; and 
rates which are as simple, understandable and as easy to administer 
as practicable. The utility also advocated rates which encourage 
conservation, allow full recovery of revenue requirements, 
stabilize interperiod financial performance, and are affordable. 

Keystone/Marion and Burnt Store agreed with the broad 
regulatory goals presented by Witness Shafer of safe efficient 
service at an affordable price, resource protection, a financially 
healthy and independent utility and regulatory efficiency. Marco 
and Nassau Associations contended that ratesetting goals and 
objectives should relate to rates based on the cost of providing 
service to each plant location and that such rates should be fair 
and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory. Nassau Associations 
also adopted Mr. Shafer's proposed goals and objectives. 

As to service availability charges, SSU witness Ludsen 
believed that charges should be competitively based upon a market 
survey so as to not hinder growth. Staff witness Williams 
acknowledged that growth should pay for itself and that the we 
should strive to move CIAC toward the Commission's minimum CIAC 
levels. He also noted that these rules should only be used as 
guidelines because it will be difficult to develop charges which 
are fair, just and reasonable and be able to achieve minimum 
guidelines on a total company basis. 
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In consideration of the above, we find that our appropriate 
goals and objectives in evaluating the rates and charges for this 
utility include, but are not limited to, those addressed by Mr. 
Shafer. Specifically,, we find it appropriate to consider the 
affordability of rates for all customers, ease of administration, 
customer acceptance and understandability, fairness (the degree to 
which subsidies occur),. rate continuity, conservation and resource 
protection, revenue st,sbility and predictability for the utility, 
and the impact of rate structure on acquisitions. The weight of 
these individual goals and objectives will vary depending upon the 
particular issue addr'essed. As to S S U ' s  service availability 
charges, we find that. as an overall objective, to the extent 
possible, growth shou1,d pay for itself and charges should not be 
so high as to impede growth. 

b. Base Facilitv Charse and Gallonase Charse SDlit 

Before turning to the appropriate rate structure, we find it 
necessary to address the appropriate base facility charge and 
gallonage charge split. S S U ' s  prior rate structure, approved in 
Docket No. 920199-WS, was based on 33 percent of the revenue being 
collected from the based facility charge (BFC) while the remaining 
67 percent was collect.ed from the gallonage charge. S S U  witness 
Dr. Whitcomb testified that a utility must find a proper balance of 
competing objectives .when determining the proper allocation of 
revenue. SSU contended that its proposed rate structure, which 
collects 40 percent of the revenue requirement from the BFC and 60 
percent from the gallonage charge, provides that proper balance 
between the water conservation message and business risk reduction. 

Dr. Whitcomb testified that this rate structure is a water 
conserving rate structure, using the criteria set forth in the 
Brown & Caldwell Study. That study defined several criteria which 
are weighted for relative assumed impacts on water consumption. 
The criteria are: rate structure, form such as uniform, inclining 
block, seasonal block,, and fixed monthly charges; allocation of 
costs between the fixed and variable component; sources of revenue; 
and communication abou,t rates and consumption on customers' bills. 

OPC Witness Dismulces disagreed with SSU' s proposed rate design 
for several reasons. She contended that the proposal shifts more 
risk for revenue collection from ssu's stockholders to its 
customers. She also raised concerns that it is not the most 
aggressive conservation rate structure SSU could pursue, and that 
its current proposal is less conservation-oriented than the prior 
structure. She believed that a move from a split of 3 3 / 6 7  to 40/60 
is a move in the wrong direction and gives customers less of a 
price signal to conserve water. Ms. Dismukes testified that her 
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recommended 25/75 split between the BFC and gallonage charge will 
move SSU to a more water conserving rate design. She further 
testified that we should continue the existing 2 0 / 8 0  split for 
Marco Island because the customers of this plant consume an above- 
average amount of water. 

SSU Witness Ludsen testified that in the past, rate 
structures placed fixed costs in the BFC and variable costs in the 
gallonage charge. Mr. Ludsen estimated this approach would place 
about 55 to 60 percent: of the costs being recovered through the 
BFC. However, this approach is ignored today, with more emphasis 
placed on conservation. Therefore, SSU Witness Bencini disagreed 
with Ms. Dismukes' statement that SSU' s proposed rate structure 
shifts more risk from the stockholders to the customers because SSU 
has already assumed a share of the risk which exceeds the actual 
proportion of fixed to variable costs. 

We disagree with Ms. Dismukes' contention that conservation 
can be achieved strictly through rate structure. Staff witness 
Beecher testified that water is a relatively price-inelastic 
commodity and that water pricing is used in conjunction with other 
kinds of programs, including consumer education and retrofit 
activities. SSU witness Farrell testified that in order for 
conservation rates to be effective, they must be combined with a 
consumer education program, otherwise the customers will not 
understand how they can lower their water use or their bill. 
Therefore, in order for conservation to be achieved, there must be 
a combined effort between customer education and rate structure. 

There is no optimal BFC/gallonage charge split when designing 
rate structure in today's environment. Water conservation places 
more emphasis into the gallonage charge, while revenue stability 
focuses on the base facility charge. If conservation rates are 
successful they may have the unintended effect of reducing revenues 
to the utility and putting more upward pressure on rates. The 
evidence indicates that the proposed structure strikes the 
appropriate balance in that it addresses the trade-off between 
conservation and revenue stability. 

The 40/60 split meets the Brown and Caldwell criteria of a 
water-conserving rate structure. The structure will reduce SSU's 
exposure to revenue instability, which will allow the utility to 
project future income and plan needed investments in a cost 
effective manner. While the 40/60 structure may provide less 
incentive to conserve water than the previous allocation, we note 
that all approved gallonage charges exceed one dollar per one 
thousand gallons. Mr. Shafer testified that a minimum gallonage 
charge of one dollar can be used as a conservation or resource 
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protection measure to prevent reckless water usage. We therefore 
approve SSU’s proposed base facility/gallonage usage split of 
40/60. 

c. ADDrODriate Rate Structure 

The unique nature of SSU affords us greater latitude in 
setting rates. SSU is geographically dispersed in 25 counties and 
is comprised of over 150 separate water and wastewater service 
areas. Its size and diversity allows us to consider numerous goals 
and objectives. We have also taken into consideration our stated 
goals and objectives, recognizing that those goals and objectives 
may compliment or be in direct competition with each other. We 
have also taken into consideration the arguments and evidence 
presented by the parties and staff witnesses. As observed by Staff 
witness Beecher, we recognize that not every goal can be perfectly 
achieved. 

A number of rate structure options were specifically addressed 
in the record. We h,we reviewed the options in great detail. 
Attachment G, which is appended to this Order, sets forth our 
analysis of the rate structure options and the comparison of water 
service rates at consumption of 10,000 gallons per month and 
wastewater rates at a cap of 6,000 gallons for each option. 

Stand-Alone Rates. We first examined stand-alone rates because 
that is the structure normally approved for a single facility 
utility. This structure results in the closest approximation of 
the true cost of service of each service area. Marco et. al. 
contended that stand-alone rates are appropriate based on the 
premise that there should not be subsidies among service areas. 

However, stand-alone rates can result in very high, 
unaffordable rates for some facilities, as can be seen from the 
analysis of bills shown on Attachment F. SSU witness Ludsen 
further argued that there is no true stand-alone cost because 40 
percent of SSU’s costs are allocated, and capital structure is 
uniform to all of SSU’s facilities. Under cross-examination, Dr. 
Beecher agreed that the stand-alone cost of service between service 
areas would depend upon the allocation method chosen by the 
Commission. She also testified that subsidies exist in any rate 
structure. Specifically, ratemaking involves some kind of 
averaging to arrive at classifications of customers. There are no 
individual rates. Staff witness Shafer also testified that the 
existing rates of any water and wastewater utility under our 
jurisdiction have subsiidies inherent in them. 
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Uniform Rates. Consistent with the Citrus Countv decision, we 
have made a finding of functional relatedness among SSU's 
facilities in this proceeding. Therefore, a uniform rate may 
lawfully be implemented. This finding, however, does not 
necessitate the implementation of a uniform rate if we find another 
rate structure to be more appropriate. 

Uniform rates offer the best answer to affordability concerns 
because they average the costs of all service areas and spread 
those costs over all customers. However, uniform rates result in 
inherent subsidies that. must be absorbed by the service areas whose 
stand-alone rates are lower than uniform rates. In its post- 
hearing filing, Marco referred to the testimony of Mr. Hansen, who 
stated that a comparison of stand-alone to uniform rates for the 
1996 test year revenues indicate that Sugarmill Woods customers 
would pay annual subsidies for water of $649,497 and $632,749 for 
wastewater for a total annual subsidy of $1,282,246, resulting in 
a 95 percent increase in rates. We examined the levels of subsidy 
when comparing stand-alone to uniform rates for all facilities, as 
demonstrated on Attachment F to this Order. 

According to Staff witness Beecher, single-tariff pricing 
(uniform rates) is a public policy decision because it involves 
trade-offs among competing policy objectives. The two extreme rate 
structure options, uniform and stand-alone, inherently showcase the 
need to balance affordability with the level of subsidies. 

SSU witness Ludsen testified to both the short and long run 
benefits of uniform rates. According to his testimony, the short 
run benefits include lower rates for utility customers, insulation 
of customers from rate shock, lower rate case expense, and ease of 
understanding by customers. Long run benefits include 
administrative efficiencies and economies of scale in accounting 
and operations and maintenance, reduced frequency and cost of rate 
case filings, and access to capital. 

SSU witness Vierima testified that uniform rates promote 
affordability for all customers and ensure that capital costs, 
which are incurred un.iversally, are recovered similarly. This 
impacts SSU's ability to attract capital as well as the cost of 
that capital. Witness Vierima further testified that capital 
providers consider elasticity of demand, or the ability and 
willingness of a util.ity's customers to pay their bills, as a 
component of risk when reviewing debt or equity requests. Daniel 
Poirier, a customer off the Intercession City facility in Osceola 
County, quoted an exce'rpt from the 1995 edition of Moodv's Utility 
Manual, a Dunn & Bradstreet Investment Guide, which supported the 
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utility's points on the economic and conservation benefits of 
uniform rates. 

In support of a uniform rate structure, Keystone/Marion 
addressed several advantages in its brief, including lower rates, 
mitigating rate shock, lower rate case expense, ease in 
understanding, administrative efficiency, frequency and costs of 
rate case filings reduced, and easier access to capital. 
Keystone/Marion also presented an overview of our past decisions 
regarding uniform rates, including Docket No. 930880-WS, which was 
memorialized by Order No. PSC-94-1123-FOF-WS. In that docket, we 
addressed many of the issues that have been addressed here. 
Keystone/Marion also pointed out that we found in that docket that 
uniform statewide rates should be the goal for SSU. 

Dr. Beecher presented extensive testimony as to the advantages 
and disadvantages of uniform rates. She testified that uniform 
pricing can lower administrative and regulatory costs, improve rate 
and revenue stability, and ensure affordability for customers of 
very small systems. Importantly, single-tariff pricing is a pricing 
strategy, not a costing strategy. By itself, it may not encourage 
significant economies of scale because only the costs associated 
with the pricing process itself are considered. Economies of scale 
in production, requiritng physical interconnection, are achieved 
separately, regardless of rate structure. Dr. Beecher noted that 
this rate structure can lead to economies of scale through 
secondary benefits such as encouragement of industry consolidation, 
regulatory compliance and universal service. As to the 
disadvantages of uniform rates, Ms. Beecher testified that the 
structure can undermine economic efficiency, distort price signals 
to customers, and may not be consistent with traditional cost-of- 
service principles. Single-tariff pricing can also result in 
incentives to overinvest, disincentives for controlling costs, and 
a competitive advantage in acquisitions. 

Dr. Beecher testiEied that potential lenders may be concerned 
about the utility's financial viability and ability to meet debt 
obligations if the customer base cannot support the cost of water. 
She also testified that. affordability of water service is a growing 
problem. Affordability affects utilities in terms of expenses 
associated with credit, collection, and disconnection activities, 
revenue stability and working capital needs, and bad debt or 
uncollectible accounts the other customers must cover. 

Uniform Rates as a Lonq-Term Goal. While a uniform rate 
structure offers many advantages to utilities, customers and 
regulators, by its very nature it also presents potential problems. 
Under cross-examination, Dr. Beecher stated that a shift away from 
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stand-alone rates may slightly undermine the utility's incentive 
for controlling costs. Regulatory incentives must be maintained 
under a uniform rate to control costs and ensure prudent decisions 
with regard to capital expenditures. Under cross-examination, SSU 
witness Sandbulte stated that approximately $100 million in capital 
additions have been made since the last rate case under uniform 
rates. Moreover, the utility has projected capital additions for 
service areas under our jurisdiction of approximately $27 million 
for 1995 and $16.7 million for 1996. 

Statements made by Ssu witnesses have raised our concern over 
the utility's projecte,d 1996 capital expenditures. Mr. Sandbulte 
stated that the rate structure has an impact on whether capital 
expenditures are made. Mr. Terrero testified that some of the 
projects budgeted for :L996 probably would not occur if stand-alone 
rates were imposed. He further stated that SSU would not have made 
close to $1 million in capital expenditures in the Palm Valley 
service area had it not been for the expectation of uniform rates. 
Prior to 1991, capital expenditures at Palm Valley were 
significantly lower than after the year uniform rates were first 
approved. After 1992, SSU expended $823,467 to replace the water 
distribution system. Mr. Terrero also testified that his 
recommendations of capital expenditures are directly affected by 
the existence of unif:orm rates. He stated that he based his 
recommendations on whether the expenditures will create a rate 
shock to the customer base. Mr. Denny testified that 
implementation of uniform rates also affects decisions as to 
whether to undertake capital improvements and the timing of 
environmentally mandated projects. We have also stated our 
concerns regarding the utility's operating efficiency and progress 
in regulatory compliance elsewhere in this order. 

Utilities should be prudent and efficient in their business 
operations. According to Staff witness Shafer, pricing decisions 
may influence the utility's behavior regarding accountability and 
prudence. The most efficient way to ensure accountability is to 
force a utility to look at these decisions as they relate to the 
costs and benefits of the particular service area rather than on a 
total company basis where individual investment decisions often 
appear immaterial. Dr. Beecher testified that regulators may wish 
to use auditing or other evaluation techniques, coordinate with 
other regulatory agencies to establish the utility's progress in 
regulatory compliance, review the utility's planning documents to 
evaluate long-term strategic plans for its service areas, monitor 
and evaluate the effectiveness of single-tariff pricing, and 
consider alternative dispute resolution to provide affected parties 
a forum for participation and an opportunity to reach a settlement 
agreement on certain issues. Finally, she noted that a regulatory 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 221 

body may want to asse,ss the utility's efforts in educating and 
involving customers about the nature and purpose of water rates. 

Our review of the evidence in the record indicates that the 
benefits of uniform rates outweigh the negative aspects. 
Therefore, we find that: uniform rates should be the long term goal 
for this utility. In that regard, we reaffirm our decision in 
Order No. PSC-94-1123-FOF-WS. However, the considerations raised 
above must be addressed prior to finalizing a move to a uniform 
rate structure. As stated, uniform rates may provide incentive for 
a utility to overinvest and not control its costs. The regulatory 
options raised by witness Beecher must be explored in order to 
ensure that we are sending the proper signals to the utility in 
terms of operating efficiently and effectively. Our current 
procedures for monitoring water utilities will be evaluated to 
determine if the uni,que nature of SSU warrants a different 
evaluation process, such as additional accountability of 
construction projects ,prior to completion. 

As suggested by Ilr. Beecher in her publication titled 
Allocation and Rate Desiqn for Water Utilities, it may be useful to 
develop evaluation criteria for cost allocation and rate design in 
the context of a planning framework. Pricing is clearly associated 
with planning. The planning process not only serves to identify 
trends in supply and {demand and future capacity options, but to 
identify the goals and priorities of the water utility. Pricing 
alternatives can be assessed in these terms. 

In addition, as discussed below, before a uniform rate is 
implemented for all of SSU's service areas, additional study of the 
most costly facilities must be initiated to determine whether they 
should ever be included in a single uniform rate. Further, our 
acquisition policy with respect to this utility will need to be 
explored on an informal basis in terms of the impact on system-wide 
costs and ultimately, rates. The step to a final rate structure 
for this utility must address how future acquisitions will be 
treated in terms of rate design. 

The reaffirmation of uniform rates as a long term goal is key 
to a choice of rate structure in this case. Because we find 
uniform rates to be the ultimate goal, the rate structure chosen 
herein is a move toward that end. We have developed a structure 
which strikes the best balance between the competing policy 
objectives of reasonable rates and cost of service, and which also 
serves as fair and reasonable step to a uniform rate structure. 

Uniform Rate Differentiated bv CIAC Level. Various witnesses 
testified that because of the inherent averaging of all factors 
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among all facilities under the uniform rate structure, customers of 
plants with higher CIAC levels would not receive the benefit of 
these levels in their monthly service rates. In an attempt to 
evaluate and address this concern, we considered a rate structure 
which differentiated ,the uniform rate based upon varying CIAC 
levels. The basis for this rate structure was presented by staff 
witness Robert Casey. The intent of the rate structure was to use 
the uniform rate as th.e base and move service areas toward their 
stand-alone rates on t:he basis of CIAC levels. Our review of the 
calculations of this rate and the resulting billing schedules lead 
us to conclude that CIAC is only one factor affecting rates, and 
does not have a controlling impact on ultimate rate levels. 

Our comparison amlong service areas with similar CIAC levels 
indicated no solid correlation between CIAC level and stand-alone 
rates. Mr. Ludsen testified that the uniform rate differentiated 
by CIAC and treatment type was not only complex and difficult to 
understand, but does not take into consideration the many other 
factors which determine the level of a customer's bill, such as 
density, consumption, age of facilities, economies of scale, 
location, and environmental requirements. Based upon the many 
factors and the degree to which they affect rates, coupled with the 
makeup of SSU's many plants, we cannot establish any validity in 
differentiating rates by only one factor. Thus, we reject this 
rate structure as a viable option. 

Uniform Rates D i f f p .  Staff witness 
Starling calculated factors which differentiated costs based upon 
treatment type. Using these factors, we examined a rate option 
differentiated by type of treatment, for water service areas only, 
and reviewed the resulting rates and typical bills that would 
result. We found it necessary to utilize five treatment types, 
while SSU's proposed rate structure consisted of only two: 
conventional treatment and reverse osmosis. 

We do not agree that SSU's segregation of Marco Island and 
Burnt Store service ,areas into a Reverse Osmosis category is 
appropriate. While there is a significant difference in the two 
treatment methods, we note a great disparity in the potential 
stand-alone rates for these two service areas. Burnt Store 
customers would pay a. little less than twice as much as Marco 
Island under a stand-alone rate. If type of treatment was a main 
factor in the rate level for reverse osmosis plants, we would 
expect much less disparity in the rate levels. A comparison of 
other service areas indicate that factors other than type of 
treatment are driving the rates of the highest cost service areas. 
In ascending order of bill level at 10,000 gallons, Burnt Store 
ranks 77 out of 95 service areas. Our concerns about the narrow 
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focus of rates differentiated by CIAC, discussed above, were also 
present in this situation. Thus, we find no validity to 
differentiating rates 13y only this one factor. 

Uniform Rates Differentiated bv Treatment TvDe and CIAC. This 
potential structure combined the methodologies discussed for the 
two previous rate options. Here again, we are troubled by the lack 
of any meaningful correlation among a plant's potential stand-alone 
rates based upon these variables. A review of the bills at 10,000 
gallons did not indicate any logical consistency. For example, 
Hobby Hills, Keystone Club Estates, and Quail Ridge service areas 
use "pump and chlorinate" for their treatment process and have 
identical CIAC levels of three percent. Therefore, calculation of 
their respective stand-alone rates would give equal consideration 
to both treatment type and CIAC. However, the stand-alone bills at 
10,000 gallons for these service areas are $31.54, $41.44 and 
$123.94, respectively. We find the same flaws in the individual 
application of treatment type and CIAC-differentiated rates and 
reject this potential combined rate. 

Utility-ProDosed Rate Structure. As stated above, SSU's 
proposed uniform rate structure classifies service areas in two 
categories: reverse osmosis for the water treatment facilities at 
the Burnt Store and Marco Island service areas and conventional 
treatment for all other water service areas. All wastewater 
customers are included in the same service classification and would 
be charged the same uniform rate. 

Marco, et a1 strongly opposed SSU's proposed rate structure, 
believing that the rates should be based on cost of service in 
order to be fair and equitable. Sugarmill Woods witness Hansen 
testified that the total uniform rate subsidy cost for his service 
area is approximately $1.3 million higher than under the total 
stand-alone approach. In addition, Marco witness Mann testified 
that there is no cost of service justification for segregating the 
two reverse osmosis facilities and lumping them together for cost 
averaging. 

SSU's proposed rate structure, with the adjustments made in 
this Order, would yield disparate results between the bills of the 
two reverse osmosis facilities: Burnt Store's customers would pay 
a bill based on 10,000 gallons that is only 67 percent of its 
comparable stand-alone requirement, while Marco Island customers' 
bills would be at 102 percent of its stand-alone requirement. A 
comparison among the conventional treatment facilities shows even 
greater variation, ranging from Palms Mobile Home Park paying only 
14 percent of its stand-alone requirement to Amelia Island paying 
198 percent of its stand-alone requirement. There are factors 
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other than the type of: treatment that influence the rates, and, 
therefore, we do not find this particular rate design proposal to 
be satisfactory. 

Modified Stand-Alone Rates. The rate structure currently in 
effect for this utility is modified stand-alone. It is calculated 
by first reviewing the stand-alone rate of the various service 
areas for affordability. As stated in Mr. Shafer's testimony, the 
establishment of the benchmark for water service of $52 for 10,000 
gallons and for wastewater service of $65 for 6 , 0 0 0  gallons is 
based on the concept of affordability as determined in the previous 
rate case. Therefore, for those service areas where the stand- 
alone bills exceed these benchmarks, their bills are capped. The 
resulting base facility and gallonage charges apply to those 
service areas. The revenue deficiency created by capping the bills 
for these service areas are then be allocated among the remaining 
facilities. 

As stated in Order No. PSC-94-1123-FOF-WS at pages 25 and 26, 
a modified stand-alone rate structure "would move in the direction 
of uniform rates, yet maintain greater historical rate stability." 
This rate structure not only maintains a level of historical rate 
stability, it also addresses affordability and rate shock by 
setting benchmarks for customers' bills. Mr. Shafer testified that 
rate shock, or the substantial increase in rates relative to their 
previous level, is a factor in assessing the affordability of 
rates. Additionally, the inherent subsidies are less than under a 
uniform rate structure for many service areas. For example, only 
one water service area would pay a subsidy as high as 10 percent 
when comparing the stand-alone rates to the modified stand-alone 
rates. Under a uniform rate structure, 15 service areas pay 
subsidies greater than 10 percent, including six which pay 
subsidies over 50 percent and one which pays a subsidy over 100 
percent. 

However, this rate structure is complicated, difficult to 
understand and explain to customers, and cumbersome in that even 
though bills are capped at the benchmark, there remain separate 
rates for each service area. Further complications include the 
determination and timing of the benchmark and the treatment of 
index and pass through adjustments. While the modified stand-alone 
rate structure has been a viable structure in the short run for 
this utility, we do not believe it to be the answer in this 
proceeding. The structure lacks direction: there is no clear "next 
step" to reach the goal of uniform rates for this utility. 
Changing or increasing the benchmarks would not move the service 
areas toward uniform rates, only to uniform bills. 
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Stand-Alone Alternative. We did attempt to find a viable 
alternative that would maintain the positive aspects of stand-alone 
rates. We reviewed the two populations of service areas created by 
this rate structure: the 39 water and 21 wastewater service areas, 
whose stand alone rates do not meet the affordability test and are 
therefore capped, and those 56 water and 23 wastewater service 
areas that pay subsidies due to the capped structure. We examined 
what, if anything, could be done with each group in terms of fine 
tuning the rate structure to better address concerns of 
affordability, equity and subsidy, and, at the same time, move 
closer to the ultimate goal of a single uniform rate. 

As to the facilities in the capped group, we found that 
further study is needed1 in terms of growth potential, potential for 
interconnection with other SSU service areas, projected long-term 
plant improvements and upgrades needed. This study will enable us 
to determine why the costs of certain facilities are so high, and 
whether it is equitable to merge them into a uniform rate or target 
them for some other appropriate rate structure or other action. 

For those service areas under the cap we considered whether 
they could be made uniform at this time. This "hybrid" structure 
would take the service areas paying subsidies and combine them into 
a uniform rate. This structure resulted in what we found to be too 
great a level of subsidy for these remaining service areas when 
compared to their stand alone bill. For example, the structure 
would result in 12 water service areas paying subsidies greater 
than 1 0  percent, including six which would pay subsidies greater 
than or equal to 50 percent. Of these six, one plant pays a 
subsidy over 100 percent. 

Modified Stand-Alone Rates with Cauued Subsidies. As a 
variation of the modified stand-alone rate structure discussed 
above, we considered capping subsidies at five percent per service 
area. However, for the reasons discussed in our review of the 
modified stand-alone rates, we rejected this option. 

Cauband Rate Structure. Because the hybrid rate structure 
considered under modified stand-alone rates resulted in an 
unacceptable level of subsidy among the facilities under the cap, 
we studied this population further in an attempt to group them by 
similar costs to make a move toward uniform rates. This resulted 
in the capband rate structure. This structure, which is a 
variation of modified stand-alone, takes a larger step toward a 
uniform rate. The rate is calculated in the same manner as the 
modified stand-alone rate, with respect to setting caps and 
spreading the overage to the remaining service areas that are not 
capped. However, rather than setting separate rates for the 
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service areas which are under the caps, service areas with similar 
costs are grouped together, thereby minimizing the cross 
subsidization. To approximate similar costs, we examined billing 
at 10,000 gallons for w,ater and 6,000 gallons for wastewater, which 
is the same threshold used to establish the capped or benchmark 
bills. The bands were set at natural breaks designed to group 
homogenous facilities a.nd, thus, mitigate subsidies to the greatest 
extent. Our analysis resulted in eight bands for the water service 
areas and six bands for the wastewater service areas. This 
analysis is detailed in Attachment G. 

In arriving at our decisions, we have compared different rate 
structures as discussed above. We also compared the results of the 
modified stand-alone rate structure to the capband rate structure 
in terms of percentage and dollar amount of deviation from the 
stand-alone rates, the amount of subsidies paid, and the split 
between the base facility charge and the gallonage charge. It is 
important to note that all customers in a modified stand alone-rate 
structure would pay a subsidy, since the revenue deficiency created 
by capping the bills :ts spread equally to all 56 service areas. 
Customers in these service areas pay a monthly subsidy of $1.38. 

While no customers below the cap receive a subsidy under the 
modified stand alone approach, there are some customers below the 
cap who actually receive a subsidy under a capband rate structure. 
This is because there are some service areas whose bills under the 
capband are less than t-heir comparable bills under the stand alone 
method. While 85 percent of the customers would pay a subsidy, 15 
percent of the customers would receive a subsidy. Of the customers 
who pay a subsidy, only five percent of those customers pay a 
subsidy greater than $2.00, with a maximum of $3.64 per month. 

We believe that the capband rate structure is more appropriate 
than the modified stand-alone rate structure for two reasons. 
First, the capband structure represents a greater move toward the 
long term goal of a uniform rate. It eliminates the need for 
separate rate structures for each individual service area under the 
cap. The number of rates would decrease from 56 to eight for the 
water facilities under the cap, and from 23 to six for the 
wastewater facilities. Second, as noted above, the capband 
structure reduces subsidies in terms of deviation from stand-alone 
rates. This is true both in terms of number of service areas and 
number of customers. Uniform rates within the band mitigate the 
subsidy within the band. 

This rate structure is founded on testimony and evidence 
contained in the record. Mr. Shafer testified, and Dr. Beecher 
agreed, that in the case of SSU we have more options available to 
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address affordability of rates since there are multiple plants 
under a single operational umbrella. Mr. Shafer also testified 
that one option available is to limit bills of customers throughout 
the utility and shift the burden of some high costs plants to 
others. This would help to design a rate structure that mitigates 
rates that are at the extremes of the rate range. When asked 
during cross-examination whether she would find it acceptable to 
underprice one group of customers, causing an overpricing to 
another group, Staff witness Beecher replied that she would advise 
regulators to consider not only the rate design options they might 
have, but also how they can be implemented to mitigate any negative 
impacts. She added that “phasing in“ rates could be done over 
time, or even with alternative rate designs. Upon further cross- 
examination, she agreed that the Commission’s obligation in rate- 
setting is to take a long-term view in terms of what is in the best 
interests of the customers. 

Witness Mann also testified concerning this grouping concept 
in his testimony. Specifically, he stated that “if you wanted to 
isolate or categorize the water treatment plants by their cost of 
service, Marco Island and Burnt Store would logically be included 
in separate categories with traditional treatment plants of 
comparable costs.” Further, as mentioned in Marco’s brief, in the 
Citrus County decision the court cited to the testimony of Forrest 
L. Ludsen in Docket No. 920199-WS, noting that he believed that in 
the future, SSU may be ready for uniform rates set according to 
rate bands that would group the customers of similarly situated 
systems together, but that they were not ready at that time. 

Based on the above, we find the capband rate structure to be 
superior to the modified stand alone-rate structure. It embraces 
all of the advantages of the modified stand-alone rate structure 
and adds the additional advantages of simplifying the rate 
structure by moving the utility closer to a uniform rate, and 
minimizing the relative amount of subsidy paid by the customer. As 
Mr. Shafer testified, the real issue in regard to subsidies 
contained in rates is the degree to which subsidies occur. In 
support of rate structure simplification, Mr. Shafer also testified 
that, in terms of efficiency, the more complex the rate structure 
the greater the cost to the utility to administer. The capband 
structure addresses these concerns. Furthermore, we find these 
rates to be fair, just and reasonable. 

The resulting approved rates for SSU‘s facilities under the 
capband structure are set forth in Schedules Nos. 5-A and 5-B for 
water and wastewater, respectively. These schedules are grouped in 
alphabetical order for each facility, and include rates during and 
following the two year ROE adjustment period. 
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3. Weather Normalization Clause 

SSU witnesses Ludsen and Whitcomb testified that forces beyond 
S S U ' s  control such as weather have caused SSU to face a higher 
level of business and financial risk than other water and 
wastewater utilities. SSU proposed a revenue adjustment mechanism 
called a weather normalization clause (WNC) to enable SSU to 
maintain revenue stability and to insure that it receives the 
revenue requirement associated with the gallonage charge during 
rainy seasons. Using a methodology similar to those of fuel 
adjustment clauses for electric utilities, the WNC was designed to 
provide monthly adjustments to the gallonage charge to reflect 

proposed ten steps to calculate the monthly adjustment under the 
WNC . 
deviations from the target consumption levels per bill. ssu 

SSU contends that there are many advantages to the WNC, 
including revenue stability, a simplified ratemaking proceeding, 
ease of implementation of water conservation rates, reduced rate 
case expense and financial viability. The utility argued that the 
WNC would be a "win-win-win" for SSU, its customers and Florida's 
water supply. SSU witness Whitcomb testified that there are no 
disadvantages. 

Conversely, OPC found many disadvantages to the proposed WNC. 
It argued that the clause has never been attempted by any other 
utility, creates customer confusion, sends conflicting signals to 
the customers, does not consider the change in variable expenses 
that will result from the change in consumption, may create 
perverse incentives related to quality of service issues, does not 
provide SSU the incentive to operate efficiently, must be 
implemented with uniform rates, and could be an administrative 
nightmare for the Commission. 

OPC argued that we should deny the utility's request to 
implement the WNC, or, in the alternative, approve the clause for 
a trial period. OPC contended that if the clause is implemented, 
we should adjust test year consumption to ensure that the effects 
of weather are minimiz,ed, adjust the formula to consider expenses 
that vary directly with consumption, and require SSU to pay 
interest on any excess revenue resulting from the implementation of 
the clause in any month. Ms. Dismukes proposed several other 
adjustments regarding the base facility charge. 

We have reviewed the testimony and the utility's proposed WNC 
formula in detail. While the concept behind SSU's proposed clause 
has merit, we will not approve the WNC clause, based on several 
considerations. First, as noted herein, we have approved SSU's 
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proposal to recover 40 percent of its revenues through the base 
facility charge. Dr. Whitcomb testified that the proposed 40/60 
split fulfills the uti.lity's desire to reduce the level of SSU's 
exposure to business and financial risk. In other words, SSU's 
revenue instability may be controlled through implementing the 
40/60 base facility ;split, which is simple to administer and 
creates almost no customer confusion. 

A revenue stabilization or WNC might be appropriate if it is 
shown that revenue instability is a significant concern. However, 
the need for such a clause could be obviated by such things as 
adjustments to billing determinants for weather, conservation and 
other identified factors, as well as the proper split between base 
and gallonage charges. We note that there are other ways of 
achieving revenue stability. For example, the utility could 
utilize a revenue stabilization fund wherein excess revenues would 
be stored in a fund until the revenues decrease as a result of 
weather or other factors. According to Dr. Whitcomb, there is no 
difference between a revenue stabilization fund and a WNC, although 
there may be differences in how they are administered. 

As mentioned previously, the WNC requires a 10 step 
calculation with four-month and two-month lags built into the 
calculation. This complex calculation is certain to cause customer 
confusion. Customers would see their rates fluctuate several times 
within a matter of months. Given the level of existing customer 
confusion and concern about rate structure, now is not the time to 
implement a cumbersome and confusing revenue stabilization clause. 

SSU witness Whitcomb attempted to mitigate any concerns 
regarding the complexity of the proposed clause. He agreed that 
the clause would take some work to get started, but believes that, 
once implemented, it would become a minor administrative task. We 
disagree. Administering this clause puts an additional burden on 
the utility and our staff, which the utility has not adequately 
addressed. For instance, the utility's filing did not address how 
the WNC adjustment would be reflected in the utility's tariff, how 
the Commission will be informed of the amount of the adjustment in 
order to answer customer complaints or inquiries or how often and 
in what format the clause should be reviewed or audited. Cross- 
examination of Mr. Ludsen did not alleviate these concerns. 
Implementing a new billing mechanism as complicated as a revenue 
stabilization clause warrants more thought and planning than was 
shown by the utility in this case. 

We are also concerned that the WNC has not been implemented in 
the water industry. Mr. Ludsen testified that he is not aware of 
any privately-owned utility in the United States that employs such 
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a clause. However, regardless of this fact, SSU witnesses expected 
the WNC to reduce SSU’s cost of equity by 25 basis points. Witness 
Whitcomb testified that: the purchased gas adjustment clause and the 
fuel adjustment clause were all new innovations in their respective 
industries. He also testified that he did not think that the fuel 
adjustment clause was subject to the same level of scrutiny when it 
was implemented. 

We note that the fuel adjustment clauses were subject to a 
high level of scrutiny by this Commission. According to Order No. 
6357, issued November 26, 1974, we initiated an investigation of 
the fuel adjustment cl.auses of regulated electric utilities. It 
was six years later that the fuel cost recovery clause was finally 
adopted pursuant to Order No. 9273, issued on March 7, 1980. While 
we are not finding that a revenue stabilization clause for a water 
utility would take thi.s long to review, the record needs further 
support to justify such a mechanism. 

Finally, Mr. Ludsen and Mr. Whitcomb testified that the only 
rate structure to which this mechanism can be applied is the 
uniform rate structure. As discussed herein, we have not approved 
a uniform rate structure at this time, thereby obviating the 
ability to implement the WNC. 

4. Consideration of Water Conservation Rates 

Aside from our determination of rate structure and the Base 
Facility Charge and gallonage split, we have reviewed whether 
additional modification to rate structure is warranted to promote 
conservation. Our review specifically addresses whether an 
inverted or inclining :block rate should be implemented for service 
areas showing high per capita usage. 

SSU and all intervenors agreed that no additional rate 
adjustment is needed. However, the reasons for their positions are 
quite different. SSU views itself as one system for both water and 
wastewater and proposed a uniform water and wastewater rate for all 
of its jurisdictional plants, with a separate rate classification 
for reverse osmosis water plants. Pursuant to criteria contained 
within the Brown and Caldwell Rate Study, this rate structure would 
qualify as a conservation rate structure. Although two utility 
witnesses testified that an inclining block rate would be a more 
aggressive conservation measure, the utility did not propose such 
a rate in this docket. 

Nassau Associations and Marco argued that we have no statutory 
authority to depart firom cost of service to effect conservation. 
They contended that in. order to properly affect conservation, the 
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rates must consider the cost of providing such service: if a rate 
contains a subsidy, the person receiving the subsidy will receive 
improper price signals and may waste water. They contended that 
the proper price signals are best provided by stand-alone rates. 

Rates are only one component of an effective conservation 
program. SSU has recognized the need for water conservation and 
acknowledged that it serves several high usage communities. The 
utility's proposed program to affect conservation in these areas is 
a good beginning. The rate increase approved in this docket coupled 
with a usage sensitive rate, should provide a reasonable 
conservation incentive. We also note that SSU' s customers have 
been subjected to several different rate structures and have seen 
dramatic shifts in the3tr rates and bills within a matter of months. 
These shifts may have an impact on consumption. Some degree of 
rate continuity should be established before evaluating and 
establishing aggressivs conservation rates. Accordingly, we do not 
find that rates should be adjusted to promote conservation at this 
time. 

While we are not implementing an inverted or other 
conservation-oriented rate in this docket, we do not intend to 
discourage consideration of such rates in future proceedings. 
Seventy five of the 95 water plants involved in this case are 
presently in Water Resource Caution Areas as designated by the 
various Water Management Districts and eleven of these plants have 
average per customer usage of over 10,000 gallons per month. In 
future cases, we believe high usage plants within Water Resource 
Caution areas may be considered for aggressive conservation rates 
absent reduced usage through the other components of SSU' 
conservation program. Therefore, SSU is put on notice that this 
issue will be explored in its next rate proceeding. The utility 
shall file information sufficient for us to review conservation 
rates at that time. 

5. Bulk Raw Water Rate, 

SSU initially proposed a bulk rate of $1.82 per 1,000 gallons 
for its only bulk raw water customer on Marco Island. However, SSU 
witness Guastella testified that a rate of $1.75 per 1,000 gallons 
was a reasonable rate. According to a raw water rate study 
conducted by the utility, the rate was designed to recover only the 
costs necessary to produce and transmit raw water from the 
utility's mainland wa.ter sources. It does not include costs 
associated with treatment and delivery of potable water to the 
utility's general service customers. Mr. Guastella sponsored an 
exhibit showing an allocation of SSU's proforma 1996 revenue 
requirement components. However, the utility did not substantiate 
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its projections. In its post hearing brief, SSU stated that the 
rate of $1.75 per 1,000 gallons reasonably reflects the costs 
associated with the potential supply and transmission of raw water 
at Marco Island and t:hat the approved rate should apply only to 
SSU's Marco Island service area. 

Although the methodology used by the raw water rate study is 
accurate and reasonable, we have made significant adjustments 
throughout this Order which causes the approved rate to differ from 
SSU's proposal. Based on these adjustments, we hereby find the 
bulk raw water rate for Marco Island to be $1.53 per 1,000 gallons. 
Based upon our decision concerning the adjustment to SSU's ROE, the 
appropriate bulk raw water rate after the two year period shall be 
$1.56 per 1,000 gallons. 

6. Reuse Rates 

SSU requested reu13e rates for the seven plants which vary from 
no charge to $.87 per 1,000 gallons. The highest rate was 
determined through a cost allocation study for Marco Island. 
Similar studies were not conducted for the remaining reuse 
facilities. Marco and Nassau Associations contended that the rates 
should be cost based and determined on a system by system basis. 
With the exception of Marco Island, however, there is nothing in 
the record that would demonstrate how this would be accomplished. 
We have addressed reuse rates for each plant below. 

a. Deltona 

Deltona currently provides reuse pursuant to a contract to two 
golf courses: the Deltona Hills Golf & Country Club and the Glen 
Abbey Golf Club, Inc. We approved a reuse rate of $ . 0 6  per 1,000 
gallons for the Deltoina plant in Docket No. 920199-WS. SSU has 
requested that the rate not be changed because of contract 
obligations. 

SSU has not implemented this rate for these customers. The 
evidence indicated no billing history for these customer. Although 
Deltona has "no charge contracts" with the golf courses, the 
contracts indicate that the golf courses are required by the 
agreement to repay the capital improvement for the pumping station 
and holding tank rate equal to the Country Club's operating cost at 
a rate of $ . 0 6  per 1,0800 gallons in place. When asked about this 
discrepancy, SSU witness Ludsen testified that although the 
contracts provide for a reuse rate, SSU is unable to force its 
customers to pay because there is no alternative for disposal at 
Deltona. If the customers were not to take the reuse water, SSU 
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would need to find other tracts of land for disposal, which could 
be very costly. 

A utility must charge its tariffed rates. According to 
Sections 367.081(1) and 367.091(3), Florida Statues, a utility may 
only collect the rates and charges that have been approved by the 
Commission. The lack of an alternate disposal site may be a valid 
factor in considering the appropriate reuse rate. However, by 
Order No. PSC-95-0423-FOF-WS, we approved the contracted rate and 
required SSU to file ,a tariff reflecting that rate. Unless the 
tariff is changed, the utility must implement the charge. 
Therefore, we order S S U  to either implement the tariffed rate 
immediately or, if it cannot do so, file a request to approve a 
change in its tarifE, pursuant to Section 367.091, Florida 
Statutes. While SSU'j3 failure to implement the charge could be 
construed as a willful violation under Section 367.161, Florida 
Statutes, the utility's conduct does not rise to the level of 
sanctions. Revenue for the reuse provided to the two Deltona 
customers shall be imputed. After applying the reuse rate to the 
1994 gallons of reuse for the golf courses shown in Exhibit 249, we 
find that the imputed amount is $12,285. 

b. Florida Central Commerce Park and Lehiah 

In 1993, the Florida Central Commerce Park facility began 
providing reuse to nine businesses within that service area 
pursuant to a contract executed in 1988. SSU bills the customers 
based on the number of sprinkler heads, with revenues based on a 
total of 648 sprinkler heads. The current reuse rate for Florida 
Central Commerce Park is $.06 per sprinkler head. Lehigh provides 
reuse to the Admiral Lehigh Resort at a rate of $.11 per 1,000 
gallons, which has been in effect since December of 1993. 

SSU proposed to increase the current rates for these two 
facilities by the percentage revenue requirement increase it 
requested in this proceeding. However, the MFRs indicate that the 
rates were increased by the percentage revenue requirement increase 
for interim rates, not final rates. The final rates contained in 
the MFRs are the product of applying the percentage twice. 
Consequently, the MFRs contain final reuse rates of $.lo per 
sprinkler head for Florida Central Commerce Park and $.18 per 
1,000 gallons for Lehigh. 

We find it appropriate to approve the final rates contained in 
the MFRs. Although SSU's brief indicates that there was an error, 
Mr. Ludsen testified that SSU's intent was to increase the reuse 
rate for these service areas by the average revenue increase 
approved in the docket. Further, the rates contained in the MFRs 
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for these service areas are considerably lower than the cost-based 
rate requested for Marco Island. These rates address these 
factors. Therefore, we find these rates to be reasonable and 
approve them. 

c. Marco Island 

Four customers receive reuse from the Marco Island facility. 
Three receive reuse at a rate of $.25 per 1,000 gallons and one 
receives service for rto charge in exchange for an easement. SSU 
requested that the rate for reuse be increased to $.E7 per 1,000 
gallons. This requested rate is based on a cost study for Marco 
Island conducted by SljU witness John Guastella. The study is an 
equitable representation of the costs to provide reuse at Marco 
Island. The reuse customers are being asked to recover 13.96 
percent of the wastewater revenue requirement at Marco Island. 
This is not an unreasonable amount. 

Mr. Guastella's study established that a reuse rate that can 
be generally applied for irrigation service at Marco Island. 
According to Mr. Ludsen, this rate was established to recognize the 
replacement of potable water. It was calculated by allocating the 
utility's operating results for 1994 into two categories: "Effluent 
Reuse" and "Other", ad:justed to reflect a full return on rate base. 
"Other" represents the collection and treatment of wastewater. The 
reuse revenue requirement includes only those items of investment 
and expenses associated with the filtering, pumping and 
distribution of effluent, excluding an injection well. In order to 
determine the reuse rate, the reuse revenue requirement was divided 
by total effluent treated for 1994. 

While we find no fault with the reuse rate study, we believe 
it is appropriate to update it to reflect the now established Marco 
Island wastewater revenue requirement and the projected 1996 
effluent gallonage. We therefore applied Mr. Guastella's 
allocation factor of 13.96 percent to the approved wastewater 
revenue requirement to derive a 1996 reuse revenue requirement. 
This figure was then divided by the projected 1996 treated effluent 
amount of 658,204,000 to arrive at an approved charge of $.54 per 
1000 gallons for three of Marco Island's reuse customers. The 
fourth recipient of reuse, the Tommie Barfield School, has agreed 
to give SSU an easement in exchange for reuse at no charge. We 
find this arrangement to be appropriate. Therefore, we approve a 
reuse rate of $.54 psr 1,000 gallons for Marco Island's reuse 
customers, with the exception of the Tommie Barfield School. 
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d. Other Reuse Customers 

SSU provides reuse to customers at its Amelia Island (Amelia 
Island Links Golf Course and Long Point Golf Course), Point O’Woods 
(Point O’Woods Golf Course) and University Shores (Chapel Hill 
Cemetery, Inc.) facilities at no charge. Each of the customers in 
those service areas have alternative sources for irrigation and 
have agreed not to use these other sources if SSU provides 
sufficient reuse to meet their demands. 

One of the considerations when establishing reuse rates is the 
existence of alternative sources which, if less expensive or free, 
will cause a customer to discontinue accepting reuse. We find it 
appropriate that these customers who have been receiving reuse for 
no charge continue to do so because the provision of reuse to these 
customers allows SSU to dispose of its effluent without having to 
invest in additional land as disposal sites. Therefore, the reuse 
customers benefit from receiving reuse at no charge and the utility 
and its customers benefit from the cost savings that occur since 
the utility does not have to purchase the land. 

We note, however, that the majority of customers who have been 
receiving service for no charge have been doing so for at least 10 
years. The testimony of representatives of the SJRWMD and the 
SWFWMD regarding consumptive use permitting indicates that the 
water management distr.icts are strongly encouraging reuse, and that 
therefore, alternative sources may no longer be available to these 
customers. Mr. Ludsen testified that two kinds of reuse rates 
would be appropriate: one for potable replacement and one for 
nonpotable replacement. SSU Witness Kowalsky provided testimony as 
to how SSU had made effiorts to expand reuse in Florida and to SSU‘s 
commitment to providing reuse as a form of water conservation. 
While the utility addressed the issue of reuse as an alternative 
method of disposal, the utility did not adequately address the 
issue of reuse rates. 

Although we believe charges are not appropriate in this 
proceeding, a rate may be appropriate in the future. SSU is hereby 
put on notice that it :should begin exploring reuse rates for these 
customers who are currently receiving reuse service at no charge, 
and that this issue will be addressed in its next rate filing. 

Our findings above result in the following reuse rates, 
We find these rates to be differentiated by facility and customer. 

fair just and reasonable. 
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Facility 
Marco Island 
Marco Island 
Marco Island 
Marco Island 
Lehigh 
University Shores 
Amelia Island 
Deltona 
Point O'Woods 

Customer 
Tommie Barfield School 
- 
Island Country Club 
Mainsail Commons 
Marco Shores Country Club 
Admiral Lehigh Resort 
Chapel Hill Cemetery 
All reuse customers 
All reuse customers 
Point O'Woods Golf Course 

Approved Rate 
no charge 
.54/1000 gal. 
.54/1000 gal. 
.54/1000 gal. 
. 1 8 / 1 0 0 0  gal. 
no charge 
no charge 
.06/1000 gal. 
no charge 

7. Allocation of Reuse Revenue Reauirement 

The Legislature has found that reuse benefits water, 
wastewater and reuse customers. Therefore, pursuant to Section 
367.0817(3), Florida Statutes, we are authorized to allow a utility 
to recover the costs of a reuse project from water, wastewater, or 
reuse customers or any combination we deem appropriate. 

SSU did not propose that any of the costs attributable to 
reuse be allocated at this time. SSU stated that the reuse 
facilities were constructed prior to the implementation of Section 
367.0817, Florida Stat.utes. As a result, spreading the costs to 
water customers was not previously considered. SSU also contended 
that water customers wlho are not reuse customers will be penalized 
because they will be paying for reuse as well as potable water. 

Section 367.0817, Florida Statutes, provides the authority and 
discretion to allocate revenues and set rates to recover some 
portion of the cost of reuse projects to water customers. However, 
this Commission has only recently considered the regulatory 
treatment of recovering reuse costs from water customers. Prior to 
the 1994 legislation, ,the basis of the recovery of reuse costs was 
fairly straightforward. A majority of the cost was recovered from 
wastewater customers since reuse represents a form of effluent 
disposal, a necessary component of wastewater processing. Reuse 
rates were then set at a level, often zero, so as to encourage end 
users to use reuse and not seek alternate sources. Recovering reuse 
costs from water customers presents a different regulatory 
scenario, because the cost allocation should be based upon the 
perceived benefits. This process entails identifying and 
quantifying specific costs and benefits and developing a 
methodology to reflect: these costs in water rates. While these 
issues have been recently considered in other dockets, the topic 
has not progressed to the point that policy or practice has been 
established. 
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We do not agree with ssu's suggestion that customers must be 
reuse customers in order to benefit from reuse. The Legislature 
has specifically stated that there are benefits of reuse to the 
water customers. Moreover, SSU' s witnesses agreed with this point. 
Mr. Wilkening testified that those who benefit from reuse should 
bear the costs of the reuse project, including water customers. 
Mr. Ludsen testified that he believed that the water customers do 
benefit from the provi,sion of reuse. However, the utility did not 
consider developing a methodology for allocating the costs. Dr. 
York further agreed that reuse benefits both water and wastewater 
customers. 

While the record supports the fact that water customers 
benefit by reuse, it: does not support allocating the costs 
associated with reuse at this time. SSU is unique in that it has 
various facilities located throughout the state. In past cases 
where we have addressed this issue, the utility in question was a 
single facility located in a single location. For example, see 
Order Nos. PSC-96-0663-FOF-WS, issued May 13, 1996, and, PSC-95- 
1360-FOF-SU, issued Nogember 2, 1995. Because of the unique nature 
of SSU, other issues must be considered when allocating some of the 
reuse costs to SSU's water customers. These issues include whether 
the costs should be allocated to the water customers of the 
facility with reuse, the water customers within a water management 
district or within a county, or, even all SSU water customers 
statewide. 

As demonstrated by testimony at the service hearings, SSU's 
customers are concerned, and in some instances confused, regarding 
rate structure and rate level issues. Given the complexity of 
these issues, customers need additional information regarding the 
importance of reuse in relation to Florida's water supply problems 
and the associated benefits which accrue to both water and 
wastewater customers. Therefore, we find that none of the revenue 
requirement associated with reuse shall be allocated to water 
customers in this docket. The utility is hereby put on notice, 
however, that this issue will be explored in its next rate filing. 

8. Miscellaneous Service Charses 

While SSU requested increases in monthly service rates, 
service availability charges, main extensions, meter installation 
charges and reuse rates, it did not request any increase for its 
miscellaneous service charges. SSU's current miscellaneous service 
charges were set in 1988, and have not increased since that date. 
Our staff raised these charges as an issue in this proceeding 
because SSU has not requested a change in these charges in eight 
years. 
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Our review of orders approving price index increases indicates 
that over the eight years that these rates have been in effect for 
SSU, its monthly service rates have been indexed 29.44 percent to 
cover increasing costs. Therefore, if the miscellaneous service 
charges covered their associated cost in the period of 1986 to 
1988, they cannot be covering the cost now. This leads us to the 
concern that non-recurring costs are being recovered through 
recurring, monthly service rates. 

Mr. Ludsen stated that the utility had not conducted a study 
to update or to determine what the actual charges are. A study of 
the charges would include a survey of other utilities, and 
examination of the c0,s.t~ behind the charges. Mr. Ludsen agreed 
that this type of study should be conducted in the future. 
However, the utility has based its charges upon Staff Advisory 
Bulletin (SAE3) 2nd Revised 13, dated January 1, 1988. These 
bulletins are issued by our staff to provide informal, non-binding 
interpretations or classifications. SSU witness Ludsen agreed that 
there have been increases in costs since 1988. However, he 
contended that SAB 2nd Revised 13 should be updated for inflation, 
or that we should consider indexing miscellaneous service charges, 
in the same manner tha.t we allow utilities to index their monthly 
services rates. 

The record contains no evidence regarding any changes to the 
currently approved miscellaneous service charges. Nevertheless, we 
remain concerned that the rates are eight years old and cannot 
possibly cover current: costs. This situation is no doubt common 
among other water and wastewater utilities. Therefore, this issue 
will be reviewed by our staff outside the context of this docket. 
Our staff shall also examine whether miscellaneous service charges 
should be indexed in the future and included in index applications. 

9. Residential Wastewater Onlv (RWO) Rates 

SSU currently provides residential wastewater Only (RW0)in 
nine service areas. Because SSU does not supply water and has no 
water usage data on which to base a metered wastewater rate, the 
utility charges its RWO customers a flat rate. With the exception 
of the Tropical Isles: service area, the flat rate is based on an 
estimate of water consumption applied to the wastewater rates. 
This estimate is based on the average consumption of the metered 
residential customers within the particular service area and 
differs for each area. Because there are no SSU water customers 
within the Tropical Isles service area, the flat rate for this 
group of customers is calculated by simply dividing the wastewater 
revenue requirement by the number of customers. 
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The utility proposed to make the RWO rate uniform for all 
service areas. The proposed rate methodology would apply the 
statewide average residential consumption to the wastewater rates 
to come up with a uniform flat rate bill applicable to all nine RWO 
service areas. Our review of the record indicates that the average 
consumption of these individual service areas varies from 1,550 in 
Apache Shores to over 51,000 in Beacon Hills. Given this diversity, 
we find that using coinsumption data on a per service area basis 
provides a more accurate average. Therefore, we deny SSU‘s 
proposed uniform RWO rate, and instead require the utility to 
continue to calculate the RWO on a per service area basis. 

As noted above, Tropical Isles is an exception to this rate 
structure. These customers receive metered water service from the 
City of Ft. Pierce (Ft. Pierce). During the February 1, 1996, 
service hearing in !Stuart, several customers questioned the 
validity of year round flat rates for wastewater service when they 
have metered water rates. SSU did not provide any metered 
consumption information for Tropical Isles from Ft. Pierce. 
Therefore, at this time we have calculated a flat rate based on 
Tropical Isles’ revenue requirement. 

However, it is our practice to pursue metered water and 
wastewater rates whenever it is feasible to determine consumption. 
The utility stated it has had problems obtaining metered 
consumption information from municipalities in order to bill 
wastewater only customers. However, when asked if the utility had 
ever experienced a problem in getting this information from Ft. 
Pierce, Mr. Ludsen stated that, to his knowledge, SSU has never 
tried to get this information. The utility has not addressed how 
practical or costly it would be to obtain the metered water data. 

The utility is hereby ordered to investigate whether this 
information can be feasibly obtained from Ft. Pierce and file a 
report with this Commission within 120 days from the issuance date 
of this Order. This ireport shall detail the steps taken in this 
investigation, as well as the utility’s calculation of a metered 
rate taking into account the approved wastewater rate structure. 
A docket shall then be initiated so that we may address this issue. 
The utility is further ordered to notify the customers of Tropical 
Isles that this issue is being explored and that the results will 
be presented to the Ccmmission. 

As previously indicated, many of the Tropical Isles users are 
seasonal users, and questioned why a vacation rate could not be 
established. While t:hese customers are out of town, Ft. Pierce 
does not charge them for the time that their water service is off. 
Although this was only brought up by customers of Tropical Isles, 
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we evaluated the issue with all RWO customers in mind. A vacation 
rate may be appropriate because a flat rate includes some 
consumption. Mr. Ludsen testified on cross-examination that a 
vacation rate would be difficult to administer in terms of 
customers notifying th,e utility when they go on vacation. He also 
stated that because the revenue requirement would not change, if 
rates go down during the vacation period, the other period would 
have higher rates. 

We agree that it is not practical to offer a vacation rate for 
RWO service if the customer is unmetered for water service because 
it would be difficult to verify that the customer is actually on 
vacation. However, Ft. Pierce turns off the Tropical Isles 
customers' water service while they are on vacation. The utility 
could require customeirs to provide verification when Ft. Pierce 
turns off their water, or coordinate with Ft. Pierce so the utility 
is informed when service resumes. Therefore, we find it 
appropriate to order SSU to provide, in conjunction with the report 
regarding metering set forth above, a report addressing the 
feasibility of implementing a vacation rate. 

10. Treatment of Price Index and Pass-Throush Increases 

The benchmark rate level has been established as $52 at 10,000 
gallons of consumption for water and $65 at 6,000 gallons for 
wastewater. During our decision on remand in Docket No. 920199-WS, 
we were faced with the issue of how to account for index and pass- 
through increases. Eiecause the increases occurred between the 
initial uniform rate decision and the subsequent decision approving 
a capped rate structure, the index and pass-through increases had 
to be accounted for. By Order No. PSC-95-1292-FOF-WS, the 
increases were included on a stand-alone basis, effectively 
increasing the bench mark amount for those service areas that were 
already set at $52 ant3 $65. As a result, each affected service 
area had its own individual cap. 

Staff witness Shafer stated that if benchmark levels are not 
increased for index and pass-through increases, rates for all 
service areas will eventually converge on that benchmark level 
because rates already. at the benchmark levels would not be 
increased. This would increase subsidization by shifting index and 
pass-through increases from some service areas to others. Mr. 
Shafer also testified that even if we desired to maintain the 
benchmark values as a !way to maintain affordable rates in the long 
run, it is prudent to recognize the impact of inflation. For 
example, we could apply the index percentage to those rates that 
are already at the benchmark levels. This would not necessarily 
equate to the same rate for a particular service area that a stand- 
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alone index would yield but would serve to mitigate the extent to 
which other service areas would subsidize those service areas whose 
rates are already at the bench mark. This also would lead to 
convergence of the rate levels among service areas at a slower 
pace. Mr. Shafer recommended only increasing the capped amounts by 
the index value at the time that SSU actually applies for the index 
increase. Mr. Shafer- further testified that to avoid long term 
rate convergence, pass-through increases should be directly 
assigned to customers of particular service areas. 

SSU witness Forest Ludsen testified that he believed that 
future indexings and pass-throughs should be implemented so as to 
increase the amount regardless of the cap. He suggested that new 
caps and minimums should not be set until another full rate 
proceeding is conducted. To implement them in any other manner 
would be extraordinarily complex and confusing to customers. Mr. 
Ludsen testified that pass-through increases should be implemented 
only for a specific plant rather than on a utility-wide basis. He 
agreed that indexings should be implemented on a utility-wide basis 
rather than on a specific plant basis. 

We agree with Mr. Ludsen that the purpose of indexes is to 
allow utilities to recover increases in expenses resulting from 
inflation. The index factor is the same for each service area no 
matter where it is located in the state. Therefore, index 
increases must be implemented on a utility-wide basis. This may 
automatically move some service areas over the cap. However, the 
cap is a target for reasonable and affordable rates and not a 
ceiling. 

Regarding pass-through increases, for the service areas at or 
above the cap, we find it appropriate to require that a pass- 
through rate adjustment shall be implemented on a plant-specific 
basis. These facilities have been targeted as high cost plants that 
need to be studied further to determine if they ever would or 
should be included in a banded or uniform rate structure. In the 
meantime, a pass-through adjustment should be borne solely by 
customers within those service areas. However, for service areas 
that are part of a rate band, pass-throughs must be shared by all 
facilities within the band. These service areas have been 
identified as having similar costs, at least in terms of their 
stand alone rates. The rates should not be differentiated once 
they have been combined for ratemaking purposes. 

11. Wastewater Gallonaae Charues and Car, 

A differential in the wastewater gallonage charge between 
general service and residential customers recognizes that 
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approximately 20 percent of the water used by residential customers 
is used for purposes such as irrigation and is not collected by the 
wastewater systems. The utility has requested a 20 percent 
differential between the residential and general service wastewater 
gallonage charges. We approve this requested amount as reasonable. 

The utility has requested that the current gallonage cap of 
6,000 gallons for residential wastewater customers approved in 
Docket No. 920199-WS should be used for all plants in this case. 
This gallonage cap meets our previously stated goals and 
objectives, and therefore, we conclude that a wastewater gallonage 
cap of 6,000 gallons is appropriate for all plants. 

12. Rates and Charses: Summarv 

Consistent with our findings herein and the two-year period of 
adjustment to the util~tty's ROE, the approved rates are designed to 
allow the utility the opportunity to generate annual operating 
revenues of $32,835,742 and $24,553,319 for its water and 
wastewater plants respectively, excluding miscellaneous revenues. 
Furthermore, we approve the utility's proposal that all facilities 
in this docket be based on a monthly billing cycle. 

The utility shall file revised tariff sheets and a proposed 
customer notice to reflect the appropriate rates pursuant to Rule 
25-22.0407 (lo), Florida Administrative Code. The approved rates 
shall be effective for service rendered on or after the stamped 
approval date on the tariff sheets pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), 
Florida Administrative Code, provided the customers have received 
notice. The rates shall not be implemented until the required 
notice has been received by the customers pursuant to Rule 25- 
30.475 (1) (a), Florida Administrative Code. The utility shall 
provide proof of the date notice was given within 10 days after the 
date of notice. 

13. Impact of ROE Adiustment UDon Rates 

Based upon our decision concerning the adjustment to SSU's 
ROE, the utility's annual operating revenues after the two year 
period are $33,090,206 for the water service, which is an increase 
of $5,151,089 or 18.44 percent and $24,716,690 for the wastewater 
service, which is an increase of $2,705,533 or 12.29 percent. These 
increases exclude revenues from miscellaneous service charges. 

Based upon the approved capband rate structure, only the rates 
of customers below the benchmark will appear affected after the two 
year adjustment to ROE has passed. In other words, it will appear 
that the only rates being increased are for the facilities below 
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the cap or the banded service areas. This is not true. As a 
result of the methodology required to calculate the approved rates, 
the capped rates remain the same before and after the two year 
period. 

If we apply the two year rate increase across the board to all 
of the rates approved herein, and we stop there, revenues will be 
increased beyond the full amount of the rate increase. This is 
because the customers at the cap do not pay the actual “rate” that 
would apply to them but, rather, they are capped. Likewise, a 
increase in their true “rate” will never be realized by them, 
because their price is capped. Therefore, to achieve the revenue 
increase necessary, an iteration to reduce the capped rates is 
necessary. This calculation was made prior to calculating the 
final rates. Schedules Nos. 5-A and 5-B indicate this increase for 
the individual service areas. 

14. Statutorv Rate Reduction and Recoverv Period 

Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes, requires that rates be 
reduced immediately following the expiration of the four year 
period by the amount of rate case expense previously authorized in 
the rates. The reduction reflects the removal of revenues 
associated with the amortization of rate case expense and the 
gross-up for regulatory assessment fees resulting in $238,489 and 
$116,609 for the water and wastewater service areas, respectively. 

Consistent with Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes, the amount 
of rate case expense amortized over four years will be removed from 
the utility‘s revenues. As a result of the methodology required to 
calculate the capband structure, the capped rates will remain the 
same after the four year amortization period. Due to the benchmark 
in the capband rate structure, it will appear that the only rates 
being reduced are for the facilities below the cap or the banded 
service areas. This is not true. The customers at the cap do not 
pay the actual rate that would apply to them but, rather, a capped 
rate. To achieve the revenue reduction necessary, an iteration 
further reducing the rates below the cap is necessary. The rate 
case expense rate redu,cltion after four years is listed on Schedule 
No. 6 for those individual service areas affected by this 
reduction. 

The utility shall file revised tariff sheets no later than one 
month prior to the actual date of the required rate reduction. The 
utility shall also file a proposed customer notice setting forth 
the lower rates and reason for the reduction. If SSU files this 
reduction in conjuncti.on with a price index or pass-through rate 
adjustment, separate data shall be filed for the price index and/or 
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pass-through increase or decrease, and for the reduction in the 
rates due to the removal of the amortized rate case expense. 

15. Refund of Interim Rates 

By Order No. PSC-96-0125-FOF-WS, issued on January 25, 1996, 
we approved interim water and wastewater rates subject to refund, 
pursuant to Section 367.082, Florida Statutes. In this proceeding, 
the test period for establishment of interim rates was the 
historical twelve months ended December 31, 1994. The approved 
interim rates did not include any provisions for pro forma 
consideration of increased operating expenses or plant. The 
interim increase was designed to allow recovery of actual interest 
costs, and the floor of the last authorized range for equity 
earnings. 

Pursuant to Section 367.082(5) (a) (51, interim rates are 
calculated based upon the most recent individual rate proceeding. 
Therefore, interim rates were calculated on a stand-alone basis, 
depending upon the particular facility's most recent rate 
proceeding. Consistent with Section 367.082(4), Florida Statutes, 
any refund must be calculated to reduce the rate of return of the 
utility during the pendency of the proceeding to the same level 
within the range of the newly authorized rate of return. 
Adjustments made in the rate case test period that do not relate to 
the period that interim rates are in effect shall be removed. 

To establish the proper refund amount, we calculated a revised 
revenue requirement for the 1996 interim period using the same data 
used to establish final rates. Rate case expense was excluded 
because it was not an (actual expense during the interim collection 
period. No other adjustments were necessary. 

As noted above, for interim rate purposes, stand-alone revenue 
requirements were calculated. However, for the plants previously 
included in Docket No. 920199-WS, we approved a modified stand- 
alone rate structure for interim rates. With this rate structure, 
some of the facilities' rates are capped, with others providing 
subsidies. If a comparison were made only on a strict stand-alone 
basis, the subsidization between service areas would not be 
considered. This is consistent with our practice of calculating an 
interim rate refund. Therefore, for determining whether an interim 
refund is necessary, the revenue requirements for the plants in 
Docket No. 920199-WS were combined. The other stand-alone plants 
were analyzed separately. The Buenaventura Lakes, Lakeside, Spring 
Gardens and Valencia Terrace plants did not receive interim rates. 
Therefore, those plants were excluded from the calculation for 
interim refund. 
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We note that even. though individual final rates may be less 
than interim rates due to rate structure changes, no interim refund 
is warranted unless the newly authorized final rate of return 
exceeds the rate authorized on an interim basis. 

In its brief, SSU argued that no interim refund should be made 
unless the utility was earning outside the range of returns 
authorized in the finall order during the period in which interim 
revenues were collected. To require any interim refunds would 
deprive SSU of the opportunity to recover reasonably incurred 
expenses and a return on its investment, which would be 
confiscatory. Applying the requirements of the interim statute, we 
find that refunds of interim rates are appropriate for several 
wastewater facilities. 

Our calculations €or determining interim refunds are shown in 
Attachment H, which is appended to this Order. Based upon these 
calculations, the utility shall make a refund of 5.69 percent of 
the wastewater service revenues collected under interim rates for 
Lehigh, and refund of 27.53 of the wastewater revenues collected 
for Marco Island. Becaiuse the Enterprise facility has been removed 
from this proceeding, the utility shall refund all wastewater 
service revenues collected under interim rates for this facility 
which exceeded the previously approved rates. 

The utility shall make the refunds with interest in accordance 
with Rule 25-30.360(4), Florida Administrative Code. The utility 
shall submit the proper refund reports pursuant to Rule 25- 
30.360(7), Florida Administrative Code. Pursuant to Rule 25- 
30.360(8), Florida Administrative Code, the utility shall treat any 
unclaimed refunds as CIAC. 

16. Electronic Fund Transfer 

Approximately 6,!500 customers are now paying their bills 
through the electronic fund transfer program implemented by SSU in 
April of 1996. We infitially considered requiring the utility to 
initiate this program, because the program has now been 
implemented, no further ruling is necessary. 

XIII. ;SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGES 

By Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS, we ordered SSU to file an 
application to adjust its service availability charges. In this 
proceeding, SSU requested uniform service availability charges for 
all of its customers b(ssed upon the same service classification of 
its proposed service rates. Utility witness Ludsen testified that 
this methodology was consistent with the proposed uniform rate 
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structure and the recognition of SSU as one utility. SSU requested 
the following combined service availability charges: conventional 
water treatment: $750, reverse osmosis water treatment: $1,500; 
wastewater treatment: $1,500. These total charges are comprised of 
plant capacity charges, meter and service installation charges, and 
water main extension charges. 

SSU witness Ludsen described the steps SSU took to determine 
its proposed service availability charges. First, the utility 
calculated the percentage of CIAC to total UPIS for the projected 
test year ending December 31, 1996. Rule 25-30.580, Florida 
Administrative Code, ,sets forth the guidelines for minimum and 
maximum percentages O E  CIAC. The maximum level of CIAC is 75 
percent of total plant, while the minimum is the percentage of 
distribution or collection lines to total plant. SSU determined 
that the resulting contribution levels would not satisfy the 
minimum requirement of Rule 25-30.580 (1) (b) , and that the existing 
charges should be incrteased. Next, SSU conducted a survey of over 
300 county, city, cooperative, and investor-owned utilities 
throughout 46 counties, in this state. The result of this survey 
revealed that the average cumulative service availability charges 
were $752 for water and $1,491 for wastewater. SSU then analyzed 
the survey results to identify charges in proximity to its service 
areas. In doing so, SSU examined its competitors charges and 
determined that its piroposed cumulative charges, including AFPI, 
would be competitive. 

Finally, SSU determined the minimum and maximum level of 
cumulative service availability charges necessary to comply with 
Rule 25-30.580. Based on the analysis, it determined that 56 
percent of the facilities currently serving the conventional water 
treatment class, 11.32 percent of the facilities currently serving 
the reverse osmosis water treatment class and 43 percent of the 
facilities currently serving the wastewater class would be 
contributed at the proposed charges. SSU further determined that 
the minimum level of service availability charges necessary to 
comply with the minimum level under the rule would be $672 for the 
conventional water treatment class, $49 for the reverse osmosis 
water treatment class and $599 for the wastewater class. 

SSU determined that the creation of separate service 
availability charges for each service area, in order to comply with 
the minimum contribution level established in Rule 25-30.580, would 
result in widely diveragent rates. Mr. Ludsen testified that these 
service-area-specific charges would render SSU uncompetitive with 
competing, proximate utilities. He further testified that service 
availability charges are subjective in themselves, and there is not 
a strict regimen to adlhere to. The service availability rule does 
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not always work because many situations may distort the results, 
making them unrealisti42 or unusable in his view. 

Staff witness Williams provided an overview of this 
Commission‘s policies concerning CIAC and service availability 
charges. Mr. William:; testified that Rule 25-30.580 recognizes 
that each utility is in some senses unique by providing a wide 
range in which utility management can establish its policy. 
Additionally, the rule provides for exemptions from these 
guidelines if compliance causes unusual hardship or unreasonable 
difficulty, or is in the best interest of customers. To bring 
utilities within the guidelines, if a utility experienced low CIAC 
levels, we have implemented or increased charges, whereas if a 
utility experienced over-contributions, we have lowered or 
eliminated its service availability charges. 

Mr. Williams also testified that intergenerational inequities 
are inherent in utility ratemaking and exist in the implementation 
of service availability charges. Some customers may have connected 
to the utility system and paid little or nothing, and future 
customers may have to pay very substantial charges. The reverse 
may also occur, where existing customers may have paid substantial 
service availability charges, while future customers will have to 
pay little or no charges. We recognized these intergenerational 
inequities at the time the rules were adopted. Mr. Williams also 
agreed, under cross-examination, that intergenerational inequities 
could occur across two or more different service areas of one 
utility. Staff witness Beecher testified that inter-generational 
inequities, or how costs are spread over time, are difficult to 
evaluate. In order to address these intergenerational inequities, 
the Commission has varied from each customer paying his or her pro- 
rata share of costs and.developed service availability charges with 
the intent to adjust the CIAC level on a total utility basis. 

Mr. Williams testified that there are drawbacks to the rule. 
The guidelines are a moving target, looking forward in time when 
the utility plant is at designed capacity. This type of analysis 
requires projections of growth rates and many assumptions. The 
factors used to calcuhte this forward look in time are constantly 
changing. AS facilities depreciate, replacements are needed to 
meet regulatory standards. Customer growth may not meet or may 
exceed projections. 

Mr. Williams provided specific details as to SSU’s evolution. 
Prior to the late 198O’s, SSU grew in size through acquisitions of 
small utilities. Many of these small utilities were previously 
unregulated due to their size or location. SSU inherited the 
individual CIAC levels of these utilities, which were based upon 
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various levels of charges, donated property and imputed CIAC. Many 
of these service areas were built-out, therefore SSU could not 
charge any service availability charges. After SSU was purchased 
by the Topeka Group in the late 1980’s, its acquisitions tended to 
involve utilities with substantial CIAC levels. These later 
acquisitions had substantial charges based on sophisticated 
policies that had been in place for a number of years, and may 
still be in effect today. 

Mr. Williams testified that when the CIAC rules were adopted, 
they were done so based upon the entire population of regulated 
utilities. Therefore, they were adopted as guidelines for 
designing service availability charges. SSU is a very unusual 
utility, made up of hundreds of separate facilities. Mr. Williams 
further stated that the rules on service availability charges may 
have been followed in the past, but when the service areas are 
combined, as in the case of SSU, it creates a problem. Mr. 
Williams further testified that CIAC policy and ratemaking 
treatment move together throughout the life of the utility. Once 
the goals and rate )structure are chosen, then these can be 
complimented by the design of the service availability charges. He 
stated that, conceptually, if a uniform rate is approved then a 
uniform service availability charge should be approved. 

In our consideration of service availability charges, we also 
considered the issue of competitive and market-based rates. 
Utilities sometimes set service availability charges that are lower 
than the prevailing charges of a county or city. Environmental, 
growth, and infrastructure requirements may be difficult to meet if 
the charges are too low. Ms. Beecher testified that a national 
survey she conducted indicated that most investor-owned utilities 
use little or no conn(ection fees in order to attract additional 
customers. Conversely, charges which are based upon a market rate 
are set as high as possible in the surrounding markets. This would 
make it possible for those people who have paid for the 
infrastructure to derive some benefits from these costs. However, 
developers would reap a windfall by building in investor-owned 
utilities’ service areas with lower service availability charges 
because counties charge much higher impact fees. 

We have considered all of these factors in the approved 
combined service availability charges of $1,379 for water and 
$1,950 for wastewater, as detailed below. We find these charges to 
be fair, just, and reasonable as they are based upon both actual 
costs and a market rate. These charges balance the concerns of 
competition, by letting growth pay for itself while not collecting 
a charge that is too Itow to address future growth and regulatory 
requirements. These charges will be slightly above the combined 
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average of competitors, but will still remain competitive with 
surrounding utilities. We have approved meter and service 
installation, and water main extension charges based upon cost. We 
believe that this is the appropriate methodology for these charges. 
In approving the wastewater main extension charges, we took into 
consideration other anomalies related to SSU. 

Mr. Williams testified that on a total utility basis, the 
service availability goal should meet the minimum guidelines as 
contained in Rule 25-30.580(1) (b), or at least move the utility 
closer to the minimum level. We agree that while it may be 
difficult to set a goal, the minimum level of CIAC should be used 
as a guideline. The approved combined service availability charges 
result in CIAC levels of 61.73 percent for water and 45.77 percent 
for wastewater. This is above the minimum CIAC level of 37.37 
percent for water and 37.86 percent for wastewater. The 
calculations indicating these amounts are appended to this Order as 
Attachment I for informational purposes. As discussed below, the 
approved service availability charges are found on Schedules Nos. 
7, 8 ,  and 9. 

We have addressed the following elements of SSU's proposed 
service availability charges separately: plant capacity charges, 
meter and service instadlation charges, and main extension charges. 
We have applied our findings and considerations regarding service 
availability charges to our review of these individual charges. 

1. Plant CaDacitv Charses 

SSU requested the following plant capacity charges: $219 for 
conventional water treatment; $1,250 for reverse osmosis water 
treatment; and $850 for wastewater treatment. S S U  witness Bliss 
testified that the plant capacity portions of the service 
availability charges were calculated by determining the average 
cost per ERC based on projected 1996 account balance and projected 
1996 plant capacities ,as indicated. Mr. Bliss also testified that 
capacity charges were calculated separately for treatment plant and 
lines. 

Mr. Bliss agreed that the calculation of individual plant 
capacity charges would result in unrealistic amounts. For example, 
for the Holiday Heights service area, with a 1996 projected gross 
book value of plant of $107,452, SSU's calculations resulted in a 
stand-alone minimum plant capacity charge of $260,636. Mr. Ludsen 
and Mr. Bliss agreed that there was an error in this calculation 
and many other errors t.hroughout the analysis, and in fact this was 
one of the reasons t:hat SSU did not request these stand-alone 
charges. 
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Aside from the errors in SSU's calcul tion of these ch rges 
that were previously identified, there were several flaws in the 
schedules which provide the calculation of the overall plant 
capacity charges for conventional water treatment, reverse osmosis 
water treatment, and wastewater. For its calculation of all of the 
proposed overall plant capacity charges, SSU took net UPIS as of 
1996, grossed up for used and useful. Then SSU divided this amount 
by the number of 1996 E:RCs to determine net plant per ERC. Finally 
SSU subtracted a percentage which represents SSU's investment in 
net plant. 

The first individual flaw appeared in the calculation of the 
overall conventional w,3ter treatment charges. SSU removed utility 
investment of 10 percent. According to Rule 25-30.580(1) (a), the 
maximum amount of CIAC! should not exceed 75 percent of the total 
original cost, net of accumulated depreciation. This flaw appeared 
again in the calculation of the overall wastewater treatment 
charges, where SSU removed utility investment of eight percent. 
According to witnesses Ludsen and Williams, the maximum level 
provides that the utility retain some investment in the utility as 
an incentive to continue ownership and operation. If the owner has 
no investment in the utility and no rate base on which to earn a 
return, any increase in operating expenses will result in losses 
which will discourage proper operation of the facilities. 

SSU first subtracted the non-used and useful plant, then added a 
margin reserve of ERCs. The purpose of calculating service 
availability charges is so that growth will pay for itself as the 
utility expands. Therefore, the calculation of service 
availability charges should be based on total UPIS and total ERCs 
at design capacity. Finally, there is a fatal flaw in SSU's 
calculation of all thiree of its proposed plant capacity charges. 
The calculation does not take into consideration the minimum amount 
of CIAC as required by Rule 25-30.580(1) (b). This minimum amount 
should be equal to the amount of water transmission and 
distribution and wastewater collection systems. At a minimum, SSU 
should have subtracted this amount before calculating its proposed 
plant capacity charges. 

We do not believe that it is reasonable to use standard 
calculations to determine the appropriate plant capacity charges 
for SSU. Based on its unique structure and because SSU has in the 
past, and will continue, to acquire utilities throughout the state, 
there cannot be goal as  to the level of CIAC. Circumstances will 
continue to change foi: SSU, based on future acquisitions, future 
sales, continued plant investment, and a varied growth rate. 

There were other flaws related to all three calculations. 
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Therefore, a market based rate is appropriate for determining plant 
capacity charges for SSU. 

As stated herein, SSU conducted a statewide survey of service 
availability charges for water and wastewater utilities. Our 
analysis of the market information differed from SSU's in several 
ways. A significant number of utilities did not have a plant 
capacity charge, which may be due in part to the fact that the 
majority of the surveyed population consisted of municipalities and 
counties, which often subsidize their utility services. SSU used 
the average of the combined minimum and maximum service 
availability charges. Because meter and service installation, and 
main extension charges should be cost based, only the plant 
capacity charges should be reviewed when determining the market 
based charge. Secondly, SSU included its own current service 
availability charges in the average. In order to obtain an 
overview of charges imposed by competitors, these charges should be 
isolated. We therefore removed SSU's charges from the information, 
resulting in average charges of $709 for water and $1,343 for 
wastewater. When the highest and lowest charges were also removed 
to eliminate skewing, the average amount of plant capacity charges, 
was $687 for water and $1,338 for wastewater. When SSU's charges 
were included and the lowest and highest were eliminated, the 
average amount of plant capacity charges was $643 for water and 
$1,247 for wastewater. 

Based upon the average plant capacity charge in this survey, 
we find the appropriate plant capacity charge for all of SSU's 
service areas is $700 €or water, and $1,300 for wastewater. While 
this amount is based upon an average market rate of plant capacity 
charges, these charges, combined with the other approved charges, 
create the best service availability charges for SSU at this time. 

Differentiated bv T w e  of Treatment. As noted above, SSU 
proposed plant capacity charges differentiated by two types of 
treatment: conventional treatment plants and reverse osmosis 
plants. There are differences with respect to the initial 
construction costs, as well as operating differentials of these 
treatment types. SSU has two reverse osmosis facilities. 
Furthermore, SSU did not substantiate the plant capacity charges 
calculated in the MFRs on this basis. Therefore, while the concept 
of differentiating plant capacity charges by treatment type may 
have merit, there was insufficient evidence in the record upon 
which to approve the utility's proposal. 

Plant CaDacitv Charses: Differentiation bv CIAC. Staff 
witness Williams testified that because SSU has acquired existing 
systems, it has inher~ted the individual system CIAC levels with 
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varying potential for customer growth. The wide ranges in CIAC 
levels of the existing service areas are largely a result of the 
service availability policies and charges of the prior owners. 

We have considered whether the plant capacity charges should 
be differentiated by thle existing level of CIAC of the service area 
to bring each service area to some prescribed level of CIAC. This 
question must be answered in the context of whatever overall goal 
for service availability charges is established for this utility. 
Mr. Williams testified that Rule 25-30.580 is forward-looking in 
that it establishes guidelines to be applied to a utility when it 
reaches design capacity. Due to SSU's acquisitions of systems, the 
necessary projections of the utility at buildout are not practical. 
Further, it would be difficult for the change in capacity charges 
to have any impact on the CIAC level for specific plants which are 
at or near buildout. 

Keystone/Marion, the only party that discussed of this issue 
in its brief, argued that capacity charges should not be 
differentiated by the level of CIAC because SSU is one system and 
every contribution received from a customer is a contribution to 
that single system. 

The unique nature of SSU must be considered in setting plant 
capacity charges on a going forward basis. For this reason and 
others discussed in detail above, we have approved uniform plant 
capacity charges for all of SSU's service areas which are based on 
a market study. In this way, all future customers will pay a 
reasonable amount toward their pro rata share of treatment plant to 
serve them. Implementing plant capacity charges in service areas 
where none existed is a step in the right direction regardless of 
CIAC levels. Because we have not set plant capacity charges based 
upon the achievement of a prescribed level, we likewise do not find 
that capacity charges should be differentiated for current CIAC 
levels. 

Provision for Replacement Costs. Plant capacity charges are 
designed so that each customer connecting to the system will pay 
for a share of treatment facilities. Because these charges recover 
a portion of total plant costs necessitated by all factors, 
including replacement, growth and regulatory mandate, the charge, 
by definition includes a provision for both replacement cost and 
growth. Therefore, for a growing plant, no specific modification 
of the plant capacity charge is needed. 

However, plants which are near to or at build-out raise a 
regulatory concern. Staff witness Williams testified that it would 
be difficult to change the CIAC level for specific plants which are 
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near or at build-out. Cash CIAC is traditionally collected as a 
one time charge in order to connect to a plant. However, as 
facilities depreciate and need replacement or additional capital is 
needed to meet regulatory standards, there may be little or no 
additional CIAC depending on the extent of additional customer 
growth. As noted by staff witness Beecher, aging infrastructure is 
a problem which cannot be ignored. 

The above scenario presents a regulatory problem without a 
conventional solution. For example, a built-out plant may need 
substantial replacement of aging facilities. Because no customer 
growth is available to generate additional CIAC, the plant 
additions will only lessen the existing CIAC level. Mr. Williams 
presented a methodology whereby SSU could generate the needed 
capital while treating the collection of such funds as CIAC instead 
of as revenue collected through monthly service rates. He 
suggested that a surcharge, separate from the monthly service rate, 
could be used to recover from existing customers replacement costs 
as well as the cost of facilities needed due to regulatory or 
environmental mandates. 

Of the parties in this docket, only SSU stated a position on 
this issue. However, SSU offered no argument or analysis in its 
brief to support its position, which is essentially that the 
proposed charges are appropriate and need no additional provisions 
for replacement or growth. 

Allowing a utility to generate additional CIAC from existing 
customers would be an innovative way to address low CIAC levels and 
generate additional capital to replace aging equipment. Mr. 
Williams was not aware of similar charges in other jurisdictions. 
Implementation of such charges would represent a drastic change 
from our present service availability policy. To address this 
concern, we may eventually evaluate our CIAC policy on a generic 
basis to consider the appropriateness as well as methodologies of 
collecting additional CIAC from existing customers. However, we 
find that no specific provision for replacement costs or growth is 
appropriate at this time. 

Plant Capacitv Charue: Conclusion. We find that a uniform 
Dlant caDacitv charge is in the lonq term best interest of the 
customerS as well as-the utility. Weagree with Mr. Williams that 
if SSU has separate service availability charges for each service 
area, it would be very difficult to design reasonable charges and 
still comply with the minimum and maximum guidelines contained in 
the rule. Further, there was little evidence presented in the 
record that persuades us that the water plant capacity charge 
should be differentiat'ed by treatment type. Based upon all of the 
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evidence in the record, we find the appropriate plant capacity 
charge for this utility to be $700 for all water service areas and 
$1,300 for all wastewater service areas. Schedule No. 9 reflects 
the approved plant capacity charges. 

The utility's tariffs filed on June 28, 1995 for plant 
capacity charges are denied as filed. If the utility files revised 
tariff sheets within th.irty days of the issuance of this Order, our 
staff shall have administrative authority to approve the revised 
tariff sheets upon verification that the tariffs are consistent 
with our decision. If revised tariff sheets are filed and 
approved, the plant capacity charges shall become effective for 
connections made on or after the stamped approval date of the 
revised tariff sheets. 

2. Meter Installation and Service Installation Charses 

SSU Witness B1 iss testified that meter and service 
installation charges were determined based on company-wide averages 
of actual material and labor costs to install these components. 
SSU also provided schedules detailingthe proposed charges and cost 
justification. SSU'S cost justification for meter and water 
service installation charges detailed the labor costs, specific 
materials, and an allocation of A & G Overhead for each service. 
SSU provided similar information for unpaved and paved wastewater 
service installations. The unpaved installation includes an Open 
Cut Permit (if required) at cost. The paved installation includes 
a cost of pavement repair. No party opposed or provided testimony 
concerning SSU's proposed charges 

Utility witnesses testified that SSU has developed a 
standardized purchasing method and obtains its materials in bulk 
for all of its service areas through a centralized purchasing 
department. SSU shares equipment and personnel services, including 
meter installation, among its facilities. Based upon this 
evidence, we find the costs of the materials and labor to be the 
same for each service area, and that the cost justifications for 
these charges are reasonable. 

The approved meter installation and service installation 
charges are depicted on Schedule No. 7. These charges shall become 
effective for connections made on or after the stamped approval 
date of the tariff sheets pursuant to Rule 25-30.475 (2), Florida 
Administrative Code. 
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3. Main extension charses 

SSU provided schedules detailing the calculation of its 
proposed main extension charges on a uniform and stand alone basis. 
For its calculation of all of the proposed main extension charges, 
SSU used the net value of transmission/distribution and collection 
lines as of 1996, grossed up for used and useful. SSU then divided 
this amount by the numher of 1996 ERCs to determine net investment 
of lines per ERC. Finally, SSU subtracted a percentage which 
represents its investmsnt in net plant. 

This methodology deviated in two significant areas from our 
standard practice of c.alculating a main extension charge. First, 
SSU subtracted the non-used and useful plant, then added a margin 
reserve of ERCs. The purpose of calculating a service availability 
charge is to make growth pay for itself as the utility expands. 
Therefore the calculation of the main extension charges should be 
based on total lines and total ERCs at design capacity. Secondly, 
SSU included a reduction due to utility investment. This 
calculation does not take into consideration the minimum amount of 
CIAC as required by Rule 25-30.580 (1) (b) , Florida Administrative 
Code. This minimum amount should be equal to the amount of water 
transmission and distribution and sewage collection systems. It is 
our standard practice to calculate the main extension charge with 
no investment percentage reduction. Therefore, 100 percent of the 
investment should be used to calculate the main extension charge. 

We initially calculated the water and wastewater main 
extension charges based on Rule 25-30.580(1) (b) , resulting in a 
main extension charge of $446 for the water service areas and $895 
for the wastewater service areas. As discussed above, the 
resulting combined service availability charges should remain 
competitive. This resulting main extension charge for water would 
be fair, just, and reasonable. However, the resulting wastewater 
main extension charge, taken in combination with the approved plant 
capacity charges, would not be reasonable, in that it would not 
remain competitive with the market based rate. 

We considered removing the built-out service areas from the 
calculation to arrive at a more reasonable wastewater charge. 
However, these calculations again resulted in an unreasonably high 
number. While we do not necessarily agree with the utility's 
methodology for calculating its water or its wastewater main 
extension charge, we accept SSU's proposed uniform main extension 
charge for its Wastewater facilities as being a reasonable charge. 
We shall utilize the standard practice set forth in Rule 25- 
30.580 (1) (b) for calculating the appropriate uniform water main 
extension charge. Therefore, we find that the appropriate main 
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extension charge is $446 for water and $480 for wastewater. 
charges are depicted on Schedule No. 8. 

These 

Because we have approved the utility's proposed uniform 
wastewater main extenision charges, the wastewater tariff sheet 
filed by the utility on June 28, 1995, for the main extension 
charge shall be approved as filed. The wastewater main extension 
charges shall become effective for connections made on or after the 
stamped approval date of the tariff sheets pursuant to Rule 25- 
30.475 (2), Florida Administrative Code. However, because we have 
approved a water main extension charge different from the utility's 
request, the water ta:riff sheet filed on June 28, 1995 for the 
water main extension charge is denied as filed. If the utility 
files revised tariff sheets within thirty days of this Order, our 
staff is given administrative authority to approve the revised 
tariff sheets upon verification that the tariffs are consistent 
with our decision. The main extension charges shall become 
effective for connections made on or after the stamped approval 
date of the revised tariff sheets. 

4. Suaarmill Woods Wastewater Main Extension Charse 

Our review of pertinent orders indicates that the wastewater 
main extension charge of $280 for Sugarmill Woods has not been 
approved by this Commission. The error apparently occurred during 
the course of the tramsfer of the utility (Twin County Utility 
Company) to SSU, and the subsequent implementation of SSU's rates 
and charges for the service area. The utility contended that it 
has only assessed customers the authorized customer connection tap- 
in charge of $100. SSU witness Forest Ludsen agreed that the 
charge was never approved and that if a customer substantiates that 
the wrong charge was assessed, the amount should be refunded with 
interest. 

Based on the evidence in the record, we find that the 
wastewater main extension charge of $280 was not approved. The 
record does not indicate that any customer has been assessed the 
incorrect charge. However, if a customer presents proof of being 
incorrectly charged, SSU shall refund the amount with interest. 
SSU shall submit tariff sheets which reflect the appropriate 
charge. 

5. Allowance for Funds Prudentlv Invested (AFPI) 

We have reviewed the utility's requested AFPI charges for 
those facilities that were below 100 percent used and useful. We 
find that the utilityl;3 calculations were consistent with Rule 25- 
30.434, Florida Administrative Code, regarding AFPI. However, we 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 257 

have made modifications in this Order which affect those 
calculations. We have made those changes, which are reflected in 
Schedule No. 10 attached to this Order. The schedule for each 
facility indicates whether an AFPI charge for plant capacity, main 
extension fees, or a combination of the two, is approved. 

SSU proposed three exceptions to the calculations indicated by 
Rule 25-30.434. The utility requested approval to cap AFPI charges 
for any service area at an amount equal to its requested level of 
service availability charges. Secondly, the utility requested 
approval to apply the cap to AFPI charges in the Chuluota, Florida 
Central Commerce Park and Marco Island wastewater service areas, 
even though the cap reduced the current AFPI charge. These caps 
would allow the utility to remain competitive with neighboring 
utilities’ charges and benefit growth in the long run. We find 
these proposed exceptions to the considerations set forth in Rule 
25-30.434 to be acceptable, with the notation that the charge will 
be capped at the service availability levels approved herein, 
instead of the amounts requested by SSU. 

SSU further proposed to maintain existing AFPI charges in 
instances where the total revenue collected under the existing 
charge was greater than the revenue which could be expected if new 
AFPI charges were implemented. We do not find this request to be 
appropriate. The use of the previous charge would cause a mismatch 
of the current AFPI components. As noted above, many of the 
facilities had major changes made to the used and useful 
adjustments, with corresponding changes to the future number of 
customers and expenses. With the exception of the cap proposed by 
the utility, AFPI charges should not deviate from the calculations 
and appropriate adjustments. 

The approved AFPI charges for each service area are depicted 
in Schedule No. 10. Pursuant to Rule 25-30.434 (4), Florida 
Administrative Code, these charges shall become effective January 
1, 1997, which is the month following the end of the period used to 
determine the charge. Further, if any connections have been made 
between the beginning date and the effective date of the charge, 
AFPI shall not be collected from those connections. For any given 
facility, a prior charge is effective until that time. All of 
SSU’s prior tariff charges for AFPI shall be cancelled as of 
January 1, 1997. 

XIV. CONSTITUTIONALITY OF UNIFORM RATE STRUCTURE 

In its brief, ,SSU stated that this Commission has no 
jurisdiction to interpret statutes or laws other than Chapter 367, 
Florida Statutes, or to decide constitutional questions in order to 
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defeat the utility's request for uniform rates. SSU contended that 
uniform rates are fair, just and reasonable and not unduly 
discriminatory. Moreover, SSU argued that pursuant to Citrus 
County v. SSU, 656 So. 2d 1307, 1311 (Fla. 1st DCA 1995), a uniform 
rate structure may be a.pproved if the utility's land and facilities 
are functionally related, as required by the statute. By Order No. 
PSC-95-0894-FOF-WU, issued July 21, 1995, in Docket No. 930945-WS, 
we held that all of :;SU's facilities and land are functionally 
related statewide. SSU's position is that uniform rates are lawful 
because they comply with all applicable criteria of Chapter 367, 
Florida Statutes. 

Keystone/Marion aligned with SSU' s position on this issue. 
They added that because the First District Court of Appeal has 
found uniform rates appropriate (citing to Board of Countv Comm'rs 
v. Beard, 601 So. 2d 1.307 (Fla. 1st DCA 1995)), as well as legal 
for SSU upon an appropriate evidentiary finding (Citrus County v. 
w), a constitutional infirmity based on a uniform rate structure 
argument is highly unlikely. 

Marco argued that it is a violation of Section 367.081 (2) (a), 
Florida Statutes, to impose uniform rates without any regard for 
whether the resultincg rate base and operating expenses are 
necessary or used and useful to the utility service being provided 
to the customers of any particular facility. Marco cited C.F. 
Indus., Inc. v. Nichols, 536 So. 2d 234, 238-39 (Fla. 1988) in 
arguing that shifting the costs of serving one group of customers 
to another is discriminatory because it causes one group to pay 
more than its fair share and gives unlawfully preferential 
treatment to those customers who are not required to pay the costs 
of their services. Marco also relied upon Action Group v. Deason, 
615 So. 2d 683 (Fla. 1993) for the proposition that uniform rates 
are unduly discriminatory. As Witness Beecher testified, water 
pricing that does not accurately reflect cost of service sends 
incorrect signals to consumers and could encourage wasteful 
consumption, especially when the rate charged is less than the cost 
of providing the service. Marco also quoted from Wabash Valley 
Elec. Co. v. Younq, 287 U.S. 488 (1933), as legal support for 
treating S S U ' s  non-interconnected water and wastewater facilities 
as separate systems for ratemaking purposes. 

Moreover, Marco argued that the adoption of statewide uniform 
rates will result in an unconstitutional taking of customers' CIAC 
under the Florida and Federal Constitutions because CIAC will 
consequently be redistributed from one subdivision's rate base to 
another. Accordinq to Marco, CIAC must be considered protected 
private property pursuant to Blumbers v. Pinellas County, 836 
F.Supp. 839, 846 (M.D.Fla. 1993). 
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We note that in its brief, Marco presented a "non issue 
comment on size of case" and a "non issue overview and conclusion." 
However, Rule 25-22.056(3), Florida Administrative Code, requires 
that: 

[iln any proceeding where a prehearing order has been 
issued, and such prehearing order contains a statement of 
the issues as well as the positions of the parties 
thereon, all post-hearing statements and other documents 
filed pursuant to this rule shall conform to the form and 
content of the statement of the issues and positions. 

By failing to identify these "non issues" in its prehearing 
statement, Marco has waived them. PSC-95-1208-PCO-WS at 5; Rule 
25-22.056(3) (a), Florida Administrative Code. Moreover, Rule 25- 
22.056 ( 3 )  (b), Florida Administrative Code, requires that if a brief 
is filed, each argument must be identified by the issue number to 
which it relates. For these reasons, we do not address these "non 
issues, (( 

We are persuaded generally by the positions of SSU and 
Keystone/Marion on this issue. The First District Court of Appeal 
has not ruled upon the constitutionality of implementing a uniform 
rate structure. Nevertheless, because we are not empowered to rule 
upon constitutional questions, we decline to speculate on the 
matter. For this same reason, we decline to address Marco's 
argument that the adoption of statewide uniform rates will result 
in an unconstitutional taking of customers' CIAC.' 

This Commission has exclusive jurisdiction over each utility 
with respect to its authority, service, and rates. Section 
367.011(2), Florida Statutes. Pursuant to Section 367.081(2) (a), 
Florida Statutes, the Commission must "fix rates which are just, 
reasonable, compensat.ory, and not unfairly discriminatory. '' 
Section 367.081(2) (a), Florida Statutes, requires, among other 
things, that we allow a utility to collect a fair return on its 
investment in property used and useful in the public service. The 
rate of return "cannot be set so low as to confiscate the property 
of the utility, nor can it be made so high as to provide greater 
than a reasonable rate of return, thereby prejudicing the 
consumer." United Tel. Co. v. Mavo, 345 So. 2d 648, 651 (Fla. 

'"As an administrative agency created by the legislature, I the 
Commission's power, duties and authority are those and only those 
that are conferred exDresslv or imDliedlv bv statute of the 
State. ' 'I Citrus Countv <. SSU,* 1307 So: 2d at- l3cl (quoting Rollinq 
Oaks Utils. v. FPSC, 5 3 3  So. 2d 770, 773 (Fla. 1st DCA 1988). 
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1977). In order to set lawful rates for SSU, we must set rates 
that will provide the utility with an opportunity to earn a 
reasonable rate of return on its investment without unduly 
discriminating between customers who are similarly situated and who 
receive essentially the same service. 

Moreover, this Commission may lawfully approve the 
implementation of a uniform rate structure pursuant to Section 
367.021 (ll), Florida Statutes, upon making the requisite finding 
that SSU is a single system composed of facilities and land 
functionally related in the provision of water and wastewater 
service to the public in a manner beyond fiscal functions resulting 
from common ownership. Citrus Countv v. SSU, 656 So. 2d at 1310- 
11. SSU's facilities need not be physically connected in order to 
constitute a functionally related system under the law. Id. 
Because we find herein that SSU's land and facilities are 
functionally related and constitute one system as required by law, 
we may lawfully approve a uniform rate structure in this docket. 
A s  previously stated, we have not authorized a uniform rate 
structure in this docket, but have authorized uniform service 
availability charges. 

Marco essentially presented various arguments as to why 
uniform rates should be per se unlawful. However, they are not. 
We find that because Florida law allows this Commission to set 
uniform rates for a utility system that is composed of facilities 
and land functionally related in the provision of water and 
wastewater service to the public, Citrus Countv v. SSU, 656 So. 2d 
at 1309, Marco's arguments must fail. Marco evidently believes 
that the law is unconstitutional, at least as applied to them. If 
such is the case, they may challenge the law in an appropriate 
forum. 

XV. DOCKET CLOSURE 

This docket shall be closed after the time for filing an 
appeal has run, and upon our staff's verification that the utility 
has completed the required refunds with interest and the proper 
revised tariff sheets and customer notice have been filed by the 
utility and approved by staff. The utility's bond may be released 
upon staff's verification that the refund has been completed. 

XVI. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Commissj.on has jurisdiction to determine the 
water and wastewater rates and charges of Southern 
States Utilities, Inc., pursuant to Sections 
367.081 and 367.101, Florida Statutes. 
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2. As the applicant in this case, Southern States 
Utilities, Inc., has the burden of proof that its 
proposed ratss and charges are justified. 

3. The rates and charges approved herein are just, 
reasonable, compensatory, not unfairly 
discriminatory and in accordance with the 
requirements of Sections 367.081(2) and 367.101, 
Florida Statutes, and other governing law. 

4. Pursuant t.o Chapter 25-9.001 (3), Florida 
Administrative Code, no rules and regulations, or 
schedules of rates and charges, or modifications or 
revisions of the same, shall be effective until 
filed with and approved by the Commission. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
application by Southern States Utilities, Inc. for increased rates 
and charges for water and wastewater service is hereby approved to 
the extent set forth in this Order. It is further 

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

ORDERED that all matters contained herein, whether set forth 
in the body of this Order or schedules attached hereto are, by 
reference, expressly incorporated herein. It is further 

ORDERED that the motions to dismiss filed by the Office of 
Public Counsel, Marco et. al. , Nassau Association and Citrus County 
are hereby denied. It is further 

ORDERED that the motion for attorney's fees and costs filed by 
Southern States Utilities, Inc., is hereby denied. It is further 

ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc.'s return on 
equity shall be reduced by 50 basis points for a two year period. 
It is further 

ORDERED that the increased rates approved herein shall be 
effective for service rendered on or after the stamped approval 
date of the revised tariffs sheets in accordance with Rule 25- 
30.475, Florida Administrative Code, provided the customers have 
received notice. It is further 
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ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc. shall provide 
proof of the date notic:e was given within 10 days after the date of 
the notice. It is further 

ORDERED that, prior to the implementation of the rates and 
charges approved herein, Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall 
submit a proposed customer notice explaining the increased rates 
and charges and the reasons therefor. It is further 

ORDERED that, prjtor to the implementation of the rates and 
charges approved herein, Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall 
submit, and have approved, revised tariff sheets. The revised 
tariff sheets will be approved upon staff's verification that they 
are consistent with this Commission's decision and that the 
proposed customer notice is adequate. It is further 

ORDERED that the tariff sheets filed by Southern States 
utilities, Inc., for water and wastewater meter installation and 
service installation charges, wastewater main extension charges are 
approved as filed. It is further 

ORDERED that the tariff sheets filed by Southern States 
Utilities, Inc., for water main extension charges, and water and 
wastewater plant capacity charges, and water and wastewater plant 
capacity charges are denied as filed. It is further 

ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc., is authorized to 
charge the water main extension charges, and water and wastewater 
plant capacity charges, and water and wastewater plant capacity 
charges approved by this Order, provided the utility files, and has 
approved by our staff, revised tariff sheets within 30 days of the 
issuance of this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that the approved water main extension charges, and 
water and wastewater plant capacity charges, and water and 
wastewater plant capacity charges shall become effective for 
connections made on or after the stamped approval date of the 
revised tariff sheets. 

ORDERED that thte refund report shall be completed in 
accordance with Rule 25-30.360, Florida Administrative Code. It is 
further 

ORDERED that the rates approved herein shall be reduced at the 
end of the four-year rate case expense amortization period. 
Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall file revised tariff sheets 
no later than one month prior to the actual date of the reduction 
and shall also file a customer notice. It is further 
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ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall file all 
required reports within the time periods prescribed in the body of 
this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc., shall implement 
the approved charge for reuse service to all of its customers in 
the Deltona Service area or file a request with this Commission to 
change its tariff. It further 

ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc.'s next rate 
filing shall contain information sufficient to enable this 
Commission to review whether conservation rates should be 
implemented, and should address reuse rates for all reuse 
customers, and the potential allocation of the reuse revenue 
requirement among wat.er, wastewater, and reuse customers. It is 
further ordered 

ORDERED that Southern States Utilities, Inc. shall file index 
and pass-through increases in the manner set forth in this Order. 
It is further 

ORDERED that j.n future rate filings, Southern States 
Utilities, Inc., shall provide minimum filing requirements and 
annual reports on a plant specific basis. It is further 

filing an appeal has run, after the approval of revised tariff 
sheets, and our staff's verification that the required refund has 
been made. 

ORDERED that thi.s docket shall be closed after the time for 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 30th 
day of October, 1996. 

v BLANCA S .  BAY6, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 

( S E A L )  

ME0 
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DISSENTS 

Chairman Clark dissents in part, with opinion: 

I respectfully disagree with the majority decision regarding 
the question of setting used and useful percentages below those 
determined in SSU's previous rate case. Setting used and useful 
percentages below the levels established in SSU's previous rate 
case, under the circumstances presented in this case, is contrary 
to the doctrine of administrative finality and, results in an 
inappropriate policy that undermines the reliability and stability 
of prior Commission decisions. 

Florida Courts have long recognized that at some point, an 
agency's order must paiss out of its control and become final. The 
concept of administrative finality stems from the belief that there 
should be a terminal point to every proceeding at which the parties 
and public may rely on an agency's decision as being final and 
dispositive of the rights and issues involved. The courts, 
however, have recognized the appropriateness of modifying an 
earlier order due to changed circumstances or public need or 
interest. 

The Commission should not lower the used and useful 
percentages from previously established levels absent changed 
circumstances. Adopting a different methodology that results in 
lower used and useful percentages when there has been no 
accompanying reduction in consumption or customer base, sends the 
wrong signal to the utility and potential suppliers of investment 
capital. 

Banks and other potential creditors of water and wastewater 
utilities rely on financial forecasts and other information to 
indicate the ability of borrowers to repay loans. Similarly, 
potential equity investors rely on such forecasts to indicate the 
potential to earn a reasonable return on their investment. 
Investors should be able to rely on regulatory policies not 
changing in such a way that adversely affects the level of 
investment on which utilities are allowed to earn a return, absent 
changed circumstances. Changes in regulatory policy that tend to 
"pull the rug out from under the investors" are a factor that 
unnecessarily adds to investors' uncertainty about a utility. This 
uncertainty translates into increased risk to investors. Such risk 
and uncertainty, in turn, causes investors to demand a higher rate 
of return to induce t:hem to invest in the utility. This higher 
rate of return ultimately results in higher rates for customers. 
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In consideration of the foregoing, I believe that the 
Commission's decision to reduce the used and useful percentages to 
levels below those found reasonable in SSU's previous rate case is 
inappropriate. 

Commissioner Deason dissents in part, w i t h  written opinion: 

In addition to the dissenting votes reflected below, 
Commission Deason dissents with written opinion on the issues 
identified in the Prehearing Order as Issues 2, 4, 5, 29, 53, and 
128. 

Service Oualitv and ROE adiustment 

I dissent from the decision finding that this utility's 
quality of service is "marginally satisfactory". While I 
acknowledge that the evidence shows that the product delivered and 
treated by the company meets, in virtually all instances, the 
applicable regulatory standards, I believe there is more to service 
quality. In my opinion, the term "quality of service" has a 
specialized meaning for the purposes of our ratesetting function. 
In the vast majority of circumstances it is appropriate to consider 
only the physical aspect of the delivery of a utility's service. 
In ratesetting all interactions with the customers are a measure of 
service quality. If our job were only to act upon the official 
determinations of DEP and/or the county health departments, we 
would not go through the exercise of holding extensive hearings 
throughout the state to hear from the customers. 

In over a dozen hearings we heard from the customers - -  
thousands of them. I did not come away from those hearings with 
the understanding that SSU was doing all that should be done for 
its customers. Certainly some of the discontent we heard was based 
on the company's requested increase. Still, I remain concerned 
that SSU has focused more on corporate goals of expansion and 
acquisition and less on what should be their first priority of 
customer service. Management needs to focus on delivering the 
highest quality of service. The record convincingly demonstrates 
that SSU has failed in this regard. I would not find the overall 
service quality to be marginally satisfactory or satisfactory at 
all. 

This leads me to the next area where I differ from the 
majority decision on the methodology of implementing the downward 
adjustment to ROE. Hopefully the message the Commission sent the 
company in the downward adjustment of 50 basis points on equity 
will have the intended effect. My doubts about the effectiveness 
of a limited duration return on equity reduction are reflected in 
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my dissenting vote on those issues, upon reconsideration of August 
15, 1996. I would not have allowed the rates of the customers to 
be increased two years from now unless there was a showing by the 
company that the service and management problems had been 
addressed. What the Commission has authorized instead is an 
automatic predetermined rate increase in two years' time which will 
not necessarily let us know whether the deficiencies necessitating 
this adjustment have been corrected. 

CAPBAND Pass-throushs 

I respectfully dissent from the decision to allow SSU to apply 
pass-through increases to all customers throughout a given band. 
I believe the Commission will rue the day that we allowed this 
unintended (or perhaps uncontemplated) consequence of the pass- 
through statute. My concern is that the utility will directly pass 
through charges and taxes imposed by local governments and require 
customers wholly outside the jurisdiction of those entities to 
explicitly pay those charges and/or taxes. 
valorem tax increases being borne by customers of a distant county 
who are already perhaps paying an intra-band subsidy as it is. 
Certainly the existence, or lack thereof, of the intra-band subsidy 
will not hide the awkward fact of these pass throughs being imposed 
on customers whom the legislature probably did not intend that 
burden to fall upon. 

Most visible will be 

I recognize that the other industries have uniform rates that 
contain similar cost Isharing in them. However, recognizing the 
physical interconnectedness of these industries, the legislature 
perhaps did not see the need to impose the functional-relatedness 
test for uniform rate setting, nor do they allow pass throughs for 
those other industries. 

Buenaventura Lakes Wetlands 

I respectfully dissent from the treatment of the 169 acre 
wetlands utilized for a backup facility related to the Buenaventura 
Lakes (BVL) facility. The majority agreed that any used and useful 
adjustment be made in the general used and useful determinations. 
I do not dispute the adjustments made there. My concern is that 
the combination of the three issues do not explicitly address the 
real issue. In my opinion the question that should be answered is 
whether it is cost effective to pass on the cost of over $1 million 
for a backup facility that is processing less than one tenth of the 
effluent for which it was originally designed and constructed. I 
do not find that SSU has met its burden of demonstrating that this 
is a cost-effective, and thus prudent, investment. 
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Prior to SSU purchasing the BVL system, the wetlands were 
found to be 15.2 perceint used and useful. In re: ADDlication of 
Oranqe-Osceola Utilities, Inc. to increase water and wastewater 
rates in Osceola Countv, Docket No. 871134-WS, Order No. 20434, 
issued December 8 ,  198tL After the purchase, SSU has redesignated 
this facility up as a :back-up and called it a reuse facility and, 
as if by magic, the facility has effectively been elevated to 82.87 
percent used and useful without processing any more effluent on 
average. 

Neqative Acauisition Adjustments 

As I have in the past, I dissent from the Commission's 
decision to ignore the negative acquisition adjustments (NAA) 
resulting from the acquisition of systems such as Lehigh and 
Deltona. As I understand the majority decision, the basis for non- 
recognition is because this issue has been previously addressed 
with no new evidence and that the Commission's acquisition policy 
is to not recognize a NAA absent "extraordinary circumstances. " My 
disagreement is manifest in both of these points. 

As this is the first time we will be explicitly applying any 
variation of uniform ratemaking in the context of a rate case, I 
believe that the establishment of rate base is a completely wide- 
open issue. Unlike the initial Lehigh rate case, for example, we 
are for the first time imposing on other customers, the cost 
component of rate base that does not represent SSU's investment in 
the particular system. That is a crucial distinction for me. It 
is one thing, in the context of our policy, to continue basing 
rates paid by the system-specific customers on the previously 
established rate base. It's quite another to seek to pass that 
non-existent investment along to other customers who had no 
standing or conceivable interest in whatever proceeding where the 
non-investment was given recognition. 

Additionally, I would reiterate my position that the 
appropriate regulatory approach to the NAA is to squarely place the 
burden on the company to justify why the actual investment of the 
utility should not be utilized in setting rates, especially where 
the cost basis of the investment affects customers who are not 
being directly served by those assets. When the utility investment 
level exceeds the original cost of the assets, the burden of proof 
concept would still require the utility to justify the imposition 
of additional costs ion the customers. There is no explicit 
positive acquisition adjustment issue here. I make the point in 
order to complete the theoretical framework that I believe is most 
fair. 
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The following dissents were made without written opinion: 

Commissioner Garcia dissented as to the finding that the value 
and quality of service provided by SSU to its service areas was 
marginally satisfactory. 

Commissioner Kies:Ling dissented as to the finding that half of 
the associated CIAC shmould be imputed on the ERCs included in the 
margin reserve. 

Commissioner Johnson dissented as to the allowance and 
amortization for deferred debits related to SSU's attempts to 
obtain a water source for its Marco Island service area. 

Commissioner Deason and Commissioner Kiesling dissented from 
the approval of SSU's projected wage increases of 5.75 percent for 
market equity, merit, licensure, and promotional adjustments, and 
the utility's proposed salary market adjustment of 2.7 percent. 

Commissioner Kiessling dissented from the approval of the 
utility's conservation expenses in that there was no evidence to 
support the requested expenses. 

Commissioner Deason and Commissioner Kiesling dissented as to 
the approved rate case expense for this proceeding, and would 
remove the $45,000 i.n travel expenses not supported by any 
documentation. 

Commissioner Deason and Commissioner Johnson dissented as to 
the classification of expenses associated with Dockets Nos. 930880- 
WS and 930945-WS as Regulatory Commissioner Expense-Other, and the 
appropriate amount of those expenses. 

Commissioner Deas'Dn dissented from the approval of additional 
rate case expense for Docket No. 920199-WS incurred subsequent to 
the final order in that docket. 

Commissioner Deas'on dissented as to the utility's appropriate 
rate structure. 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures, and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adverse1.y affected by the Commission's final action 
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by 
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of 
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme 
Court in the case of am electric, gas or telephone utility or the 
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water or sewer 
utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting a.nd filing a copy of the notice of appeal and 
the filing fee with the appropriate court. This filing must be 
completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance of this order, 
pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Civil Procedure. The 
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900 (a), 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 



I SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
CAPITAL STRUCTURE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

PER UTlUN 1996 

! LONG TERM DEBT 
2 SHORT-TERM DEBT 
3 PREFERREDSTOCK 
4 COMMON E Q U I N  
5 CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 
6 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 
7 DEFERRED ITC'S-WTD COSl 
6 ADJUSTMENT FOR GAS 

9 TOTAL CAPITAL 

PER COMMISSION 1996 

10 LONG TERM DEBT 
11 SHORT-TERM DEBT 
12 PREFERRED STOCK 
13 COMMON EQUITY 
14 CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 
15 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 
15 DEFERRED ITC'S-WTD COSl  
16 ADJUSTMENT FOR GAS 

1 17 TOTAL CAPITAL 

SCHEDULE NO. 1-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
AFUDC ANNUAL & MONTHLY DISCOUNTED RATE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

LONG TERM DEBT 

PREFERREDSTOCK 
COMMON EQUITY 
CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 
DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

ADJUSTMENT FOR GAS 

SHORT-TERM DEBT 

DEFERRED ITC'S-WTD COST 

TOTAL CAPITAL 

MONTHLY DISCOUNT RATE 

CAPITAL 
RECONCILED 

TO RATE COST WEIGHTED 
BASE RATIO RATE COST 

77,143.874 
0 
0 

50.777.276 
1,140,988 
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1,258,646 
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56 MORNINGVIEW 59,822 (31,707) -5300% 28,115 64,353 (34.554) -5369% 29,799 
57 26.01 27. M 0 
58 26,71 23. 86 0 
59 Y CLUE 32,325 30, 93. 0 O.W% 0 
60 13,643 26. 93. 15 19838% 102,455 
61 srl.697 138, 82 98 15.88% 348,9?0 
62 PALM VALLEY 43.081 230.986 536.17% 274.067 0 0 OW% 0 
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Southern State. Utilitlea, Inc. 
Schedule of Revenue Requirement. 6 Revenue IiicreaSeS 
Test Year Ended December 31,1996 

Schedule No. 2 
Docket No. 96M'JS-WS 

Waatewahr  Water 
Adlusted Comm. Cunm. Comm. Adjuated Comm. Comm. C m .  
TestYear Appmved Approved Approved TestYear Approved Approved Approved 

d P M N A M E  Revenues. !;lnnaase % I n m a s e  Rev. Req. Revenws l m a s e  % I n c m s e  Rev. Req. 

TOTALDOCKETNO.960496-WS 2'1.938.117 UMAQQ l&6¶.% 2LWAl.Z 28ttBz) 129611- 

I WATER I WASTEWATER 
Total FPSC Rate Base 78,916,790 78,916,790 50,440,146 50,440,146 
Overall Rate of Return (Mid-point 8 50 basis pt!s on ROE, resp) 10.13% 9.94% 10.13% 9.94% 
Net Operating Income Generated (Rate Base X ORR) 7,994,271 7,844,329 5,109,587 5,013,750 

- .. .. 

r-1 
Gross-up for State, Federal Income 8 Reg Assess Fees 
Revenue Incnaae In Two Y e a n  For Equity Adjustment 

Difference 149,942 95.836 
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SUl AMELIA ISL.AND 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'~YEARENDEDlZf31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . - .. . -. -. . -. -. - -. _ _  . - - . - . -. . . - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTEO COMMISSON ADJ 
PER UTIUTY UTILITY TEST MAW COMMISSION TEST M A R  

COMPONENT 1096 ADJUSTMENTS MLITYl996 ADJUSTMENTS 1008 
.- .. .. .- .. . __ ..... ~. 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 3.849.336 o s  3.849.336 (22,803) 3326.533 

2 LAND & LAN0 RIGHTS 74.503 0 74,503 0 74.503 

3 NON-USED& USEFULCOMPONENTS 0 0 0 (488.282) (488.282) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,483.234) 0 (1.483.234) 36s (1,482,865) 

5 ClAC (2,373,572) (8,169) (2,381,741) 0 (2,381,741) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 571.893 0 571.693 0 571.695 

7 ACWISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (43.845) 0 (43.945) 0 (43.945) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (10,995) 0 (10.995) 0 (10.535) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 246,550 0 246.560 291,012 537.562 

I 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 63.691 0 63,691 (21.119) 42.572 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 4; 894.027 (8.169)s 885,856 (240.823) 645,035 
____ __ 

=========a== _-_========= ==-_======== 
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SIXAMFI.L.4 ISI.ANn 
CllEDllLE OF WASTEWATER W I E  BAS.: 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12LIlB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

~. 

COMMISSION Aa TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PERUTUN UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
-. .- .. .- .. .. . . . .. . . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 7,579,505 

2 LAND 78.993 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (135,602) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION AWUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

(2,571.184) 

(3.039.685) 

893,568 

(205,945) 

0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (9.578) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 330,206 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

I2 OTHER 

RATE BASE 

56,486 

0 5 7.579.505 

0 78.533 

0 (135,602) 

0 (2.571.184) 

(9.480) (3,049.145) 

0 893.569 

0 (205,945) 

0 0 

0 (9.578) 

0 330.206 

0 55.486 

v3.w 7.505.599 

0 78,533 

(695.431) (831.033) 

1.896 (2,569.ZSs) 

(41.615) (3.wO.760) 

1,128 894.687 

0 (205.945) 

0 0 

0 (9.578) 

212,140 542.346 

(18.398) 37,088 
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Iy AMELIA ISLAND 
NIISTMESTS TO RATE BASE 
isr YEAR ENDED iinim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 96MSS-WS 
PAOE 1 OF 1 

-. - - -. - __ -. . -. . . . _. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. __ - .~ -. . - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust f a  plant slippa#e!&uble bmkings 113 
3 Realloc of River Park m m o n  plant S-1 

Total 

LBN[L 
1 LehQh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehah land. Parcel 4. Tract C PHFIJ 1-6 
5 EoGr  pits i n d  cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

N O N Y S E P A N P W L  
To r e k t  ne( non-used and useful ad,ustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippag4Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on p h r  N-U/U assets, 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Planlt S-1 

Total 

€!K 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
3 M a m  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 conectii for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debt Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

=KING C A P I W  
To renect the plant s ~ ~ l f i c  al&loi 

PTtlEB 
Marw Island deferred debt-water 1432 

0 0 

529 461 
(23.332) (74.367) 

(22,803) (73,906) 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

- 

(488.282) (695,4311 

0 0 
635 2.128 

0 0 
(266) (232) 
369 1,896 

0 0 
0 (41,615) 
0 0 
0 (41,615) 

0 0 
0 0 

(4,788) (33.579) 
0 1,128 
0 0 

(4,788) (32.451) 

(21.1 19) (18.398) 

n 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

- _  -. _. -. - - 
TEST M A R  ADJUSTED C0MMISSK)FI ADJ 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TESTMAW CWMISSON TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS I S %  HCREASE REQUIREMENT 
~- 

~ 

~- - 

I--- 
I ,  --?"" -*.,- "..\,-.a ,arc 

I V r C n m l l N U  nC"LI."LI 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

296,947 7.715 S 304,662 2,409 307.151 S 

52,655 0 52,655 (20.504) 32,151 

307,151 

32,151 



iS1V AMEl.lA ISI.ANll .. __..._._ ~ 

iTATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
YESTYEARENDED Iu31D6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-9 
DOCKET NO. W % W S  

- - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION c9J 
PER UTlUN UTILITY TESTYEAW -ISSON TESTMAR REVENUE REVENUE 

HCREASE REQUlREMNT DESCRIPTION 13% ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlTy 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 15% 
- . .. .~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 1,236,599 (86,770)s 1.167.829 (284.900) 882,929 144.385 1 .M7.314 
.--I. I__- 

OPERATING EXPENSES 16.35% 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 460,653 15.867 S 476,520 (14,524) 461,993 S 461.993 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

B OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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iUI AMELIA ISLAND 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- - -. -. -. .- . - -. . - - . -. __ . - . ._ 
EXPLANAmN WATER WASTEWATER 

. . .- .. . ...... __ .. 

PPEBBTINOBEVEbwES 
1 Remove requested flml revenue increase 
2 Bdling determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenw for dm%unted seNCC 1-77 
4 MixallaneOus non utility inwme 1-77 

Total 

QPERATIQN W I N 1 W C L U : P E N S E  
1 Realloute salary of SSU'r president S.8 
2 Con& attrition a te  from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT e?penses 1-59 
4 HswRt study 1-82 
5 LmbymgIAcquisition salaries 8 mix exp 183 8 1-64 
6 Hepatnls Amortuation Adlmtment 1-116 
7 Budgeted overlime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amonvalion 1- 

10 Purchased pomr Delona Lakes 1-80 
11 Amatue Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 Cunent rate case expense 1-93 
14 bniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Jwsddlctnm Docket Expense 1-95 
16920199ratecaseexpensel-96 
17 T N W p  budge( adlustment 1-99 
18 Emply recopnnwn normaluation I 100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Ex- Unaccounted Fa Water 1-2' 
21 Excess Infinraton 1-23 
22 Gams/Losses I 105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdal 

: s-1 

AMORIKATJON E X P W  
Marw Island Deferred Deb4 

W E S  OTHERIMN I N C O m  
1 RAFs on r w n u e  adjustments a h ?  
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1.107 
3 kon-uSBd and useful propelty taxes 1-1 M) 
4 Dlsmnts received on property laxe3 S-14 

Total 

INGOMUAXES 
To a d p t  to 1 s t  year inwme tax exlmse 

(122.318) ( ~ . T 7 0 )  
(102,889) (216,195) 

0 0 
74 65 

(225,133) (284,9003 

(643) (sso) 
2.469 (1 4,524) 

0 0 

0 0 
(rn.so4) (45.984) 

0 

(10,131) (1 2,621 ) 
0 0 

(3,222) (12.465) 
(1.325) (2.SSS) 

(1 4,676) /27,885) 

(65,948) (39,463) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

,GE 2 8 0  

SUI APACHE SHORES 
CHEDTJLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'ESTYEARENDED 12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

. -. . - - - .- - __ -. -. - - .. -. . -. -. -. . - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSON ADJ 
PER UTIUPI UTILITY TEST YEARl CWMISSION TEST YUR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY *SO6 ADJUSTMENTS tSS6 
. - .- .. - .. .- .. .. .- .. .. - 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 159.112 o s  159.112 (46) 158.084 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 1.576 0 1.576 0 1,576 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (19.303) 0 (19,303) (3.158) 02.461) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (57.278) 0 (57,278) (23) (57.301) 

5 ClAC W.950) 0 (3.950) 0 (3.950) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 15.542 0 15.542 (47) 15.495 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (330) 0 (330) 0 (330) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.139) 0 (1.139) 0 (1.139) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.712) 0 (2,712) 2.954 242 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 6.599 0 6.599 (2.188) 4.411 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 65.117 o s  65,117 (2.53) 62.608 
__.___I __I___ 

=Zi========== I=========== ====ii======= ====r======= 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
GE 281 

Wl APACHE SHORES 
ZHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASIS 
ESTYEARENDD 1yJli% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

. _. -. - ~ -- ~. . . . . . . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSW A W  
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST MAW COMMISSIDN TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 AWUSTMENTS 1986 
. . .. . .... ~ . .. .. .. . .. . ... .... 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 165,645 O S  165.645 573 166,216 

2 LAND 2.403 0 2,403 0 2.403 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (29.784) 0 (29.784) (1.252) (31.w 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (62.646) 0 (62.646) (120) (62,766) 

5 ClAC (26.963) 0 (26.963) 0 (26.963) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 16.403 0 16,403 (114) 16.289 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (550) 0 (560) 0 (550) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (M7) 0 (847) 0 (847) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2,983) 0 (2.983) 544 (2.639) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.906 0 4,906 (1.627) 3.279 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE SASE s 65.584 0 5  65.584 (2.1963 63.388 
======i_===-_ __________ _________==_ _______-- ______- 
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SSUl APACHE SHORES 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE I---- TESTYFAR ENDED 12i31i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. IMO486WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realla of R m r  Park m m o n  plant :%I 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFiJ S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful ailjustment 

ACCUM- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Sllppage/Double Bmkings 113 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realla of River Park C o m m  Plant S-1 

Total 

G I K  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR CoJt Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correCtion-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR CoJt Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Deb2 Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To refled the plant specific allocation 

QItlEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1432 

0 0 
(1 03) 532 

55 41 
(48) 573 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

_ _ ~  

(3.1581 (1.252) 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

(47) (114) 
0 0 
0 0 

(47) (114) 

3.109 505 
(1 55) (161) 

2,954 344 

(2.188) I 1 , 627 ) 

0 



SSU/ APACHE SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. W % W S  

/TESTYEARENDED IMlM 
. . __ . - .- - ... - . . .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CDMMISSON ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILIN TEST YEW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS U T h l M  1990 UIJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUlREMENT 
.~ .- .~ .___ 

. 

~. r -- 

I OPER.AT!NG REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

13,907 33,496 s 47.403 55.889 103.292 (58.437) 44,855 
. ____. __-__ 

-56.57% 

27,041 

5.807 

(40) 

1.m s 28,431 

0 5.807 

0 

(1,425) 27.006 S 

(177) 5,620 

0 

3,888 1.2m 4.888 2,416 7.304 (2.630) 4.675 

(10,323) 11,922 1,599 21.293 22.892 (21.528) 1.264 __-___ --__ _- 



SSUl APACHE SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

- -. .. .. . . .. 
TEST YEAR A W S T E D  COWMISSW AW. 
PER UTlLlTy UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSDN TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS VTILIN 1998 bBJUSTMENTS 19% INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

t- -- 

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

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



ORDER NO.  P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
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3Ut APACHE SHORES 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- -. .. ___ 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

- . . .. .. .. ...... __ ...  

QFERAIlNERN.EMU€S 
1 R e m  mqwsted Rnal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 lmpuied revenue fw diiounted sewimce 1-77 
4 MiscellaneOuS non-utili income I-7i 

Tdal 

-lzIsE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Conect atlriion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keyslone Heights APT expenses I-SI 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 mi% exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Anmntzation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression ai3justment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltma Lakes ISB 
11 AmciiLze Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conselvation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. E K ~  1-94 
15 Jumdictiar Docket Exp=nse 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expanse 1-96 
17 Trw-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply rewgnition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
M Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Inffflratbn 1-25 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Tdal 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marm ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco island Deferred DeM 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above! 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes i-108 
4 Discounts received on property tax-; S-14 

Total - 
To adjust lo test year i n m  tax expense 

33.496 19,703 
22,385 11,102 

0 0 
8 6 

55.88s 30.81 1 

0 
(67) (49) 

(1,425) (1,358) 

0 0 

0 ' 0  
(177) (28) 

0 

2,515 1,386 
0 0 

(44) 0 
(55) (58) 

2,416 1,322 

21.293 12,383 
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SUI APPLE VALLEY 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. ...... . -  ............ . . . . . .  

E S T  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AOJ 
PER UTlLlM UTILITY TEST YEAR) COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1986 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. .  .. . . . . .  -. . . . . . .  . .  

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

1,173,904 

2,700 

0 

(434.817) 

(340.51 1) 

148.741 

0 

0 

(7,113) 

(3.142) 

41,202 

0 

O $  

0 

0 

0 

(495) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,173.904 

2.700 

0 

(434.817) 

(341.006) 

148.741 

0 

0 

(7.113) 

(3.142) 

41,202 

0 

(1.756) 

0 

(141,699) 

(10) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69.092 

(1 3,662) 

0 

1.172.148 

2,700 

(141,699) 

(434,827) 

(341,006) 

148,741 

0 

0 

(7.113) 

65,950 

27.540 

0 
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.. ....... 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

......................... . . . . . . .  -~ 

rEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION I 
PER UTILITY UTILIN TEST YEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS U T I U N  1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  .. - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 168.251 016 168.251 (53) 168.198 

2 LAND 1.764 0 1,764 0 1,764 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (3.664) (3.6641 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (82.539) 0 (82.539) (7) (82.546) 

5 ClAC (65.163) 0 (65.163) 0 (65,163) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 40.061 0 40.061 0 40.061 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.252) 0 (1.252) 0 (1.2521 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.846) 0 (2.846) 20,708 17.862 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7,250 0 7,250 (2.404) 4.846 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ 65,526 O S  65,526 14,580 80.106 
_ 

--------_--_ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 
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1UI APPLE VALLEY 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. . .. - .. .- . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . . . .- . . . ..  .- . 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
1 BVL transfer i-11 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 3 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-I 

Total 

!Arm 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

N O N - V S E D E F U L  
To reflect net non-used and useful adjiistment 

ACCUMULATED DE PRECIATIOM 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-16 
4 Reailoc of River Park Common Plant I;-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF CIA C 
1 Denona Lakes correctionwater S-4 
2 BVLtransfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

PEEEBRED INCOME TAXES 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WQBKUG CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 - - 

(141,699) (3.664) 

0 0 
162 23 
0 0 

(IO) (7) 
(172) (30) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 -  0 

70,231 20.871 
(1.139) (1 63) 
69,092 20.708 

(13,662) (2,404) 

0. 



SSUl APPLE VALLEY 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1M1/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 95M95-WS 

1 -. . - _ _ _  - ~ -- .~ .~ .~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTIUP( U n U W  TESTY- COMWSSWN TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION lSS6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS IO96 INCREASE w a u t m m u  
.. - ~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPEWTiNG EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

230.363 74.866 $ 305,229 
.I.___ 

(1 32,943) 172.286 103,365 

60.00% 
__ ___ 

(5,330) 149,273 5 

(4.490) 33,955 

0 0 

(9.244) 28,091 4,651 

(42,281) (27.323) 38.079 

(61.345) 183,996 42,730 

(71.598) (11.710) 60.635 ____________ ____________ ====Ell===== ========s=== 
492,434 ____________ _____-______ 

-2.38% ____---_____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

275.651 

149,273 

33,955 

0 

32.743 

10,756 

226.727 



SSUl APPLE VALLEY 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED l2/3li96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

a OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

I 

70,707 

50,584 

5.365 

0 

5.041 

1.758 

62,748 

9.94% 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 291 

UI APPLE VALLEY 
)JUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
CST YEAR ENDED 32/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

OPERATING RFVENUES 
1 Remove requesled final revenue incnease 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 imputed revenue for discounted SeNiCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPFRA TION a MAINTF NANCE EX I'ENSE 
1 Reallocate salaty of SSUs president S-8 
2 Corred attrition rate From 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-8'6 
7 Budgeted overlime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes I-SB 
11 Amorlize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply rewgnnion normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gainsllosses 1-105 

Total 

0-ATIONEXPENSE-NH 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plait slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adiustment 
6 Marw ASR cost Sharel-51 

Total 

-TION EXPENSE 
Marw Island Deferred Debit 

IAES O T H E R A N  I N W E  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments abovoi 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property laxe3 S-14 

Total 

(74,866) (6.548) 
(58.125) (8,093) 

n n 
48 8 

1132,943) - (14,633) 

(416) (73) 
(5.330) (1,898) 

0 0 
(131) 
140 
0 

(4.499) 
0 0' 

(4.490) ~ (190) 
__-- 

0 

(5.982) 
0 

(2.855) (loo) 
(406) (58) 

(9.244) (817) 

UXQME T A E S  
TO adjbst to test year inwme tax expense (42.281) (3,784) 
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1 
SSUl BAY LAKE ESTATES 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 100,669 O S  100,669 (23) 100,646 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 298 0 298 0 298 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.441) 0 (1.441) 16 (1.425) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (43,206) 0 (43,206) (3) (43,209) 

5 ClAC ' (12.607) 0 (1 2,607) 0 (12,607) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 8.825 0 8.825 0 8.825 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (525) 0 (525) 0 (525) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (144) 0 (144) (1.088) (1,232) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3.039 0 3,039 (1.008) 2,031 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

54,908 0 9  54.908 (2.106) 52,802 
::I__________ _______-===I ___________-  ____-____--- __----__---- -___--- ____________ ____-_____-- __----___--- RATE BASE a 

I I 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 293 

iU1 BAY LAKE ESTATES 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

PLANT IN S E W l E  
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant s i - I  

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parmls 1.2. and 3 PHFll S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land w s t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 EVL transfer 1-1 1 

TMal 

NO-ED AtWJSEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and Jseful a(lj.stment 

K C U M W E O  RE€SE.CIAllQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Eoomgs 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S- 1 

Total 

G ! K  
1 EM transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. A MORT. OF C IAC 
1 Deltona Lakes wrrection-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEEERRE D INCOME TAXES 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

W!RKlMQ CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

0 0 
(48) 0 

0 25 - 
(23) 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 .  0 
0 0 ___ 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

__- 

(990) 0 
198) 0 

(1.088) 0 

(1,0081 0 

Qmm 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1432 0 



SSU/ BAY LAKE ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- .- - _ _  -. - -- - - _ _ _ -  --- 
COMMISSION ADJ. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED I - -  

PERUTIUTY unuw TEST YEARI COMYlSSlON TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 
INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION me ADJUSTMENTS unuwises ADJUSTMENTS less 

- .- .- - 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHERTHAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

13.985 26.187 $ 40,172 
__. __ ~ 
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;I, BAY LAKE ESTATES 
DJIISTMENTS TO OPERA1 ING SlATE\IENTS 
EST YEAH E i W E U  12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

OPLWDNEBEYEWS 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diswunted seNI(.e 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility ,ncome 1-77 

Total 

OERATlQN BMAUCEkNC€EXPENSE 
I Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5.8 
2 Correct anntion rate from 5 87% lo  5 75% S-10 
3 Keptone Heights APT expenses 1-56 
4 Hewin stuay 1-62 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salar.eS h mlsc exp 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortuaton Aajustment 1-85 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU Drooosed reoresoion adlustment 1-74 
9 0AP Amorlluaiion I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Pr,Jgram S-13 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 Curnnl rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. E m  1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Ernply recogntion normalization 1-1011 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unacwunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gains/Losses 1-105 

Total 

DFPRECIAUON EXPE NSF-NET 
1 EVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Paik S-I  
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR I d 6  
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AnmRTIZBUDKELCPEW 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

T_AXESDTH!BTHANIN!XME 
1 RAFs on revenue adiustments abov? 
2 Reg Fees Marw Is8and 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts recaiveo on property taxes S-14 

Total 

ImmEmBs 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(26.187) 0 
13,643 0 

0 0 
4 0 

(12,540) 0 

0 0 

0 0 
(5) 0 
10 0 
0 0 
2 0 ~ 

0 0 
7 0 
- 

0 

0 
0 

(564) 
0 
2 0 

(35) 0 
(597) 0 

(4,483) 0 
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;U/ BEACON HILIS 
:HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO, 950495.WS 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE $ 5.521.406 0 $ 5.521.406 (90.059) 5,431.347 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 50.342 0 50.342 0 50.342 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1.081.398) 0 (1,081,398) 12,922 (1,068,476) 

(2.328.911) 0 (2,328.911) 5 ClAC (2,325,870) (3,041) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 555,462 0 555,462 0 555,462 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (22.777) 0 (22.777) 0 (22,777) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 76.094 0 76.094 429.134 505.228 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 131.941 0 131,941 (43.749) 88,192 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

$ 2.905.200 (3.041)$ 2,902.159 308.248 3.210.407 ____________ _____--___-- _---__---___ -__---__---_ ____________ ____________ __-_________ ____-_______ RATE BASE 
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SUI BEACON HILLS 
XEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1?.01/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - - - - - . - -. - - .- -. . - - - - -. -. - - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERUTlUTY UTILITY TEST YEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1998 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. .- .- - . - . .- . .- - . .- . - .. . - . .- . .. - . . - ... - . .- . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 6,132,346 0 $ 6.132.346 (53,285) 6.079.061 

2 LAND 23,293 0 23,293 0 23,293 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,539,966) 21,500 (1 518,466) 739 (1317,727) 

5 ClAC (3,674,805) (4.505) (3.679.310) 0 (3.679.310) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 991.51 3 0 991,513 0 991,513 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (21.997) 0 (21,997) 0 (21,997) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 224.602 0 224,602 585,348 809,950 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 127,426 0 127.426 (42.252) 85,174 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 0 2262.412 16,995 $ 2,279,407 490.550 2,769,957 ~= ===IIE====_ _======= ============ ====z======= 
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U/ BEACON HILLS 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

PLANT IN SER VlCF 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park Wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tracl C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land w s t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

N 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATFD DFPRECIATDN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageiDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse.bepr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

A C C W .  AMQR LcE!&v! 
1 Deltona Lakes wrreclion-water S-4 
2 BVLtransfer 1-11 
3 Correclion for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFFRRFD I NCOME TAXES 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

YYPRWCAELTAL 
TO reflen Ihe plant SpeUfic allocatioii 

QmER 
Marca Island deferred debit-water lHi2 

0 0 
(91.154) (54.343) 

1,095 1.058 
(90.059) 153,285) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
o_ 0 

0 0 

0 0 
13,473 1,271 

0 0 
(551) (532) 

12,922 739 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~- 

0 
0 

0 
0 

434,410 591,254 
(5.276) (5.906) 

429,134 585.348 

(43.7491 (42.252) 

0 



SSU/ BEACON HILLS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12f31196 

SCHEDULE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - ...... - _- .- - - .  -. ... -. -. - - ....... 

TEST YEAR AWUSTEO COMMISSION AW. 
PERUTIUTY mum TESlYEARl COYWSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1986 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUlREUENl 
. ........... ..... .- .- . .- .......... 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

1 OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

,3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

856,196 235.665 $ 1,091,861 (490,651) 601,210 493,036 1,094,246 
_.___ ...... 

82.01% 

(4,457) 482,106 $ 482,106 

(6.062) 148,360 148.360 

0 0 0 

(23.960) 51,717 22,187 73.903 

(186,500) (110.716) 181,630 70.914 
. ______. 

(220,979) 571.467 203,817 775.284 
__ ___ 

(269,672) 29.743 289,219 318,962 
============ ===I======== ===I====I=== I===I======== 

3210.407 _______-___-- 3,210,407 --_____---__ _________-__ _____________ 
9.94% _______-____- ____----_---- 0.93% _-______--__ ____________ 



SSUlBEACON HILLS 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1uJIr96 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ' 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

- 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 9M49SWS 

- - - -  

COWMISSION ADJ. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PERUTUJTY UTfUTY TESTY- COMW1ssN)N TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCmPTION 1886 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY me ADJUSTYEWS 1996 
- .- .- ._ __ .- .- - .- .- 

1.41 1,659 (75,062)$ 1,336,597 (151,458) 1,165,139 203,056 1,366,195 
__ ...I_.__ _I.._ 

17.13% 

844.245 29,747 S 673,992 (33,353) ' 840.639 S 640.639 

122.371 0 122,371 (1.510) 120,861 120.861 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

92,623 (2,032) 90.591 (6.921) 61,670 9,136 90.606 

76.974 (64.496) 14.476 (26,596) (14,120) 74.604 60,664 
.. ..__ __ _..._I_ - 

1,138,213 (36,763)S 1,101,430 (72,379) 1,029,051 63,941 1 ,I 12,992 
~. ___ ._I_ -- 

273,446 (36.279)s 235,167 (79,079) 156,066 119.114 275.203 
____======E= ____ ____I______ ___________= ------_____- _----_------ ------------ -==---------- 

2,769,957 2,769,957 

____________ ____________ ____________ - _---_----- 

__________== =.==========E 
$ 2.279.407 __________-- ___-____---- 2,262,412 _________-__ ____________ 

9.94% ______-___--- 5.M% 
____I__---_ _____________ ___________-  ____________ 12.09% 10.32% ________---- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _---__----__ 

' d u o  
> O X  

U H  
0 2  
0 2 0  

0 .  
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UI BEACON HILLS 
BJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
:ST YEAR ENDED 32/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

QPER4WGBWEWES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinantS 1-75 
3 mputed revenue for diswunted Service 1-77 
4 Mlsce laneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

PPERAUPN IL MA INTFNAN CF E X P W  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 rnisc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amortization Adjustment 1-81: 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjuslrnent l-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Pmgram 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognhion normalization 1-IOU 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unacwunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnflltration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPREWT IONEX PENSE-NFT 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPFNSE 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXFS OTHER THAN INCQME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments at 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 

3 

3 Non-used and useful propertytaxes 1-108' 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes S-14 

Total 

INCOW TBXES 
To adjust lo test year inwme tax expense 

(235,665) 75,062 
(255,140) (226.669) 

0 0 
154 149 

(490,651) .. (151.458) - 

0 

0 0 
(6.512) (1.944) 

450 434 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(6,062) (1,510) 

0 

(22.079) (6,816) 
0 0 
n n - - 

(1,881) (2,105) 
(23.960) (8.921) 

(186,500) (28.596) 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 

SSU/ BEECHER'S POINT 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznim 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 273,167 0 s  273.167 (12.087) 261.080 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 15,123 0 15.123 0 15.123 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (1 6,209) (16,209) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (39.129) 0 (39,129) 575 (38.554) 

5 ClAC (42,558) (13) (42.571) 0 (42,571) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 14,672 0 14.672 (191) 14.481 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (322) 0 (322) 0 (322) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 7.891 0 7,891 (8.483) (592) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.867 0 1,867 (619) 1.248 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 230.711 (13)s 230.698 (37,013) 193.685 ___--_______ ____________ :============ _---________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 
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;U/ BEECHER'S POINT 
XEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ET YEAR ENDED 12Wi96 

SCHEDULE NO. 1-6 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

CO D. 
COHMlSSlOM T 

COM A W 3 T M E N 2 9  WW 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

f 

2 OTHER 

RATE BASE 

95,383 

4.560 

(21,986) 

(26.783) 

(17.181) 

9.125 

0 

0 

(120) 

(1.891) 

O S  95.383 

0 4.560 

0 (21.986) 

0 (26.783) 

(2) (17.183) 

0 9,125 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95.378 

0 0 

695 0 695 465 
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U/ BEECHER'S POINT 
IJLSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

Total 

LBPLP 
1 Lehigh land Panels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Pam1 4, Tract C PHFlJ 1-6 
3 Collier pits land wst 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeHona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 EVLtransfer 1-11 

Total 

To reflect net n o n - u d  and useful ;idjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlIppagePJouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N U N  asset1 1-46 
4 ReaIIoc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

TMaI 

WBZ; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputation'of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitona Lakes arrredion-water 5-4, 
2 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debt Defened Taxes on ClAC 
2 credimferred Taxes on bpreciaition 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specifc allocation 

QmEE 
Marar Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 0 
(12.102) (11) 

15 6 
(12,087) (5) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(16.209) (272) 

0 
583 

0 
2 

0 0 
(8) (3) 

575 (1) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

(191) (179) 
0 0 
0 0 

(191) (1 79) 

(8.229) 584 
(254) (93) 

(8.483) 491 

(619) 2 230 

0 



SSUl BEECHER'S POINT 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1113L96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPREClATlON 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

12,816 68.948 I 81,764 (45,202) 36,562 39,152 75,714 
- _. _- 

107.09% 

1.933 40,206 f 40,206 

(745) 6,439 6,439 

0 0 0 

(2,243) 3,763 1,762 5,525 

(16,622) (10,122) 14,423 4.302 
_ .  

(17,677) 40.286 16.185 56.471 __- 
(27,525) (3,724) 22.967 19,243 

.=======51== %====E======= 

193.685 193.685 
.=E.======== ====5======11 

-1.92% 9.94% 
-----SI=E=== ___-- ====E======== 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 9W95-WS 

SSUl BEECHER'S POINT 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 14,235 71,364 t 85.599 (53.765) 31.834 53.643 85.477 
__- -- ____. 

OPERATING EXPENSES 168 51% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 71,437 856 s 72,293 (182) 72.111 I 72.111 

3 DEPRECLATION 2.679 0 2,679 (13) 2,666 2,666 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 2.786 2.906 5,672 (2.430) 3,242 2,414 5.656 

6 INCOMETAXES (25.187) 25.830 643 (19.494 (18,851) 19,761 910 
.... -.__ ____ --__ 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 51,695 29,592 5 81.287 (22, I 19) 59,168 22,175 81.343 - 
8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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)JUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
:ST YEAR ENDED l2/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C ~ 

DOCKET NO. 95049S-WS 
PAGE I OF I 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue inciease 
2 Billing detenninanls 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNIce 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-71 

Total 

P- 
I Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Corred anmion rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone He!ghts APT e m n s e s  1-59 
4 HemU study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisieon salaries 8 mix exp 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatltis Amortualion Adjustment 1-06 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate cars expe!nse S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed reoression iidiustment l-74 
9 OAP Amortuaeon I-86a 

10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-83 
11 Amortize Hurncane Preparedness Program S-I 3 
12 Conservation Expanse 1.92 
13 Current rate case expanse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm €g 1-94 
15 JurisdiCliOn Docket E m n s e  1-95 
16 920199 rate case expanse 1-96 
17 TNMP budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recogneon nonnaluatwn 1-100 
I 9  SharehoUer D;penses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-2' 
21 Exwu Infinration 1-23 
22 Gainshoses 1-105 

Total 

1 B M  Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Realloate Common Plant River P a h  SI 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Ne( used and useful adjustment 
6 M a m  ASR Coat Share 1-51 

Total - 
Marm Island Deferred Debn 

P 
I RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and u d u l  Drowrtv taws 1-108 
4 Discounts received on pmpehy tama S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust l o  test year income tax expenre 

(68.948) (71.364) 
23,744 17.598 

0 
(19) (7) 

1,933 (182) 
~ 

0 

(2.034) (2.419) 
0 0 

(119) 22 
(90) (33) 

(2.243) (2.4301 

(2.034) (2.419) 
0 0 

(119) 22 
(goj (33) 

(2.243) (2.4301 

(16.622) (19.4941 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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AGE 308 

SCHEDULE NO 3-A 
DOCKET NO 9M495-WS 

iUI BUENAVENTURA LAKES 
:HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCESFORCONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

7,894,223 

41.4W 

58.335 

(2,563,694) 

(3.609.298) 

1,015.026 

0 

0 

(64.448) 

302.547 

373,334 

0 

0 5  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,094,223 

41.400 

58.335 

(2,563,694) 

(3.609.298) 

1.015.026 

0 

0 

(64,448) 

302,547 

373,334 

0 

5.563 

0 

(17,125) 

(287.074) 

(128,808) 

87.356 

0 

0 

0 

(425.999) 

(123,790) 

0 

7.899.786 

41,400 

41.210 

(2,850.768) 

(3.T38.lW 

1,102,382 

0 

0 

(64.448) 

(123,452) 

249,544 

0 
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- AGE 309 

XJ/ BUENAVENTURA LAKES 
2HF.DUI.E OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDEU iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

_ - -  - - - - - - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMHlSSlON ADJ 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1998 CIDJUSTMENTS UTILITV 1996 ADJUSTMENTS I S M  
-. - - - .- - - . - - - - .- - - - - - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 17,642,717 0 5 17,642,717 (302,736) 17,339,981 

2 LAND 992.827 0 992.827 (53s) 992.289 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (531.528) 0 (531.528) (85.854) (617,382) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (5,219,609) 0 (5,219,609) (374.552) (5,594,161) 

5 ClAC (7.103.899) 0 (7. 103.699) (285,489) (7,389.188) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1,469.972 0 1.469.972 245,723 1,715,695 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

0 

0 

(51,632) 

742.704 

299.092 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 0 

(51,632) 0 (51.632) 

742.704 (1,057,971) (315.267) 

299,092 (99.173) 199,919 

2 OTHER 

RATE BASE 
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AGE 310 

XI/ BUENAVENTURA LAKES 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bosokings 1-13 
3 Realioc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LBNP 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Trad C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier p l s  land cost 1-7 
4 Sedion 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

W Y S E D W S E E U L  
To reflect net non-used and useful adptment 

&CW- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Piant SlippagdDoUble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UtU assets I.-& 
4 Realloc of River Palk Common Plant :;-I 

Tdal 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

w 
1 Deiiona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

INCOMF TPXFS 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant speciric allocation 

QItlEE 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-6:2 

31.494 1284.5361 
(291030) ' ( 2 0 ; w j  

3,099 2,483 
5.563 - I 302.736) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(283,987) 
(1,528) 

0 
- fl,559) 

(287,074) 

(126,635) 
(2,173) 

0 
(l28,8OT) 

0 
87,319 

0 
37 
0 

- 87,356 

1418.3251 
' (7;674i 
(425.999) 

1123.790) 

- (538) 
(538) 

(85.854) 

(372,035) 
(1,268) 

0 
(1,249) 

(374,552) 

(285,489) 
0 
0 

(285,489) 

0 
245,723 

0 
0 
0 

245.723 

(1,041,126) 
(16,845) 

(1,057,971) ____ 

(99.173) 



SSUl BUENAVENTURA LAKES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

mm YEARENDED iznims 
- - -. - .- -. ~. - - - - .- - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CCMMISSION ADJ. 
P E R U T n l N  UTILITY TESTYEARJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 19% ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS $996 
. . ... . . .. - .. .- . . .- . .- 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

I 

1.303.589 568,032 5 1,871.621 (635,710) 1.235.911 395.805 1.631.716 
__ ._._.___ __ 

32.03% 

920,478 54,535 5 975.013 (91.382) 883,631 $ 883,631 

244,214 0 244,214 (2.498) 241,716 241,716 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

99,929 110,602 210,531 (31.280) 179,251 17,811 197.062 

(69.225) 155.41 7 86,192 (176,796) (90.604) 145,811 55,207 - .. _ _  ---- 
1,195,396 320,554 $ 1.515.950 (301,956) 1,213.994 163,622 1,377,616 

___. .- -.. _____I -__I 

108.193 247.478 5 355.671 (333,754) 21,917 232.182 254,099 
________-=_= ____________ ________--__ ___--_______ __________I_ ============ ________ ____________ _________-__ ___--____--- 

3.447.425 S 3,447,425 2,557,548 2,557.54e ____________ ==========1= ============= ============ ____________ 
0.86% 9.94% __ ____________ __==========i ____________ ____________ _______ _______== ____________ 3.14% 10.32% 



SSUl HlIESAVEKn.TlA LAKES 
STKI'EMElr7 OF WASTEWSrFX OPEHhTlONS 

SCEEDULE NO. &B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

2.780.493 656,484 $ 3,436,977 (631,233) 2.805.744 257,567 3,063,311 -___ - _____ 
%i6% 

1,539.414 62,624 $ ' 1.602.038 (104.555) 1.497.483 5 1,497,483 

453.990 0 453,990 (24,659) 429,331 429,331 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

181,030 218.730 399.760 (35.119) 364,641 11,590 376,232 

34.540 96.441 130,981 (89.561) 41,420 94,885 136,305 
_.....I___ - ~ 

2.208.974 377,795 5 2.586.769 (253,894) 2.332.875 106,476 2.439.351 -- I_--- 

571,519 278.689 $ 850,208 (377.339) 472.869 151 ,W1 623,960 --_______--_ ____________ ___---______ ____________ ============ ============ ==1=====1==11 

8,240.844 $ 8,240,844 6,280.254 6,280,254 
____==-====== ===111===1=1 ==1===1=.===1 ____ 

6.94% 10.32% 7.53% 9.94% 
=/========a= _______-____ ____________ ______-____- ______-_____ ===========/= 
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:U/ BUENAVENTURA LAKES 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
I Remove requested final revenue incrase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted =Nice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

!Ers!i 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president SEI 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 148 
4 Hewitt study 142 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment I46 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortkation 14% 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalbation 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
19 GaindLosSes 1-1 05 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-1 07 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(568,032) (656,484) 
(68.115) 24.901 

0 0 
437 - 350 

(635.710) ( 631,233) - 

. .  
(1.2323 

(16,604) (37,200) 
(14,714) (11,788) 

(750) (601 ) 
(10,917) (8.746) 
(2,692) 0 

0 0 
0 0 

(91,382) (104,555) 

(28,607) (28,405) 
0 0 

63 (708) 
(2,736) (6;oosj 

(31,280) (35.1 19) 

(176,796) (89.561) 
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iU/ BURNT STORE 
XEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED izni~6  

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. - - - - .- - -. . - -. -. -. - __ - - _ _  - -. - 
ADJUSTED COMMISSION AQJ TEST E A R  

PER UTILllY UTlLlN TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 
COMPONENT is98 ADJUSTMENTS unun is96 ADJUSTMENTS ISSK 

. . .- . .- . - . .- . .- . .- . . .- . .- . .- . - . . - .. . .- . . .- . . - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 6.773.192 0 $ 6,773,192 (107,030) 6.666.162 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 33,695 0 33.695 0 33.695 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (1,472,550) 0 (1,472,550) (749.385) (2,221,935) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1.383.040) 144,511 (1,238,529) (137,515) (1,376,044) 

5 ClAC (355.357) (12) (355.369) 0 (355.369) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 71,305 0 71,305 0 71,305 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2.871) 0 (2.871) 0 (2,871) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (21,287) 0 (21.287) (48.760) (70,047) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 16.628 0 16,628 (5,514) 11.114 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE EASE $ 3,659.715 144,499 $ 3,804,214 (1,048,203) 2,756,011 
::1=====1==== ============ ============ Ill====iillll 
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iUI BURNT STORE 
XEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
CST YEAR ENDED I M ~  

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 5,418.671 0 E 5,418,671 (16.237) 5,402,434 

2 LAND 33,549 0 33,549 0 33.549 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (1,073,438) 0 (1,073,438) 205,154 (868,284) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,827,061) 247,282 (1.579.779) (246,954) (1,826,733) 

5 ClAC (3,813,225) 0 (3.813225) 0 (3,813,225) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1,222,060 0 1,222,060 0 1,222.060 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2,488) 0 (2,488) 0 (2,488) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (60.822) 0 (60.822) (17.404) (78,226) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 14,414 0 14,414 (4.779) 9.635 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 .......___........___ 
RATE BASE s (88.340) 247.282 16 158.942 (80,220) 78,722 _----___---- _---_____-__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  __--______-_ ____________ ____________  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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J/ BURNT STORE 

ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 
,JUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

E 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 TO adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common Plant s-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

YON-USED AND USFFUL 
TO reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

& X W & U E D  DFPRECIKUCL N 
I BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMQRT. OF CIAC 
I Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 lmwtation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFFRRED IN COME TAX ES 
1 Debt Deferred Taxes on CIAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKINGCA P UAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocatioll 

QIHEB 
Ma- Island deferred debit-water 1432 

0 0 
(1 07,168) (1 6,357) 

138 120 
(107,030) (16,237) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
n 0 

(749,385) 205.154 

0 0 
1,662 388 

(1 39,108) (247,282) 
(60) 

(246,954) (137,515) 
- (69) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0. 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
n 0 

- - 
- 

0 0 - 
0 0 - 

(42.284) (12.156) 
(6.476) (5,248) 

(48.760) (17.404) 

- (5,514) (4.779) 

0 



SSUl BURNT STORE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12i31M 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 A  
DOCKET NO. 95049J-WS 

193.233 810,414 S 1,003,647 (377,845) 625,802 144.458 770.260 
.___----- 

23.08% 

205,011 4,953 $ 209.964 (1,288) 208.676 $ 208,676 

180,941 0 180.941 (45,808) 135,133 135.1 33 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

84.260 35.329 119.589 (33,612) 85.977 6,501 92,478 

(1 93,459) 294,129 100,670 (93.731) 6,939 53,217 60,156 
~ 

276.753 334.411 $ 611,164 (174,439) 436,725 59.718 496,443 
__ 

(83,520) 476,003 $ 392,483 (203,406) 189,077 84,740 273.817 
===____----_ =======I==== ======_===== ----________ ------------ _________--_ ------I====== ------ 

2,756,011 
____-_-r====r 

2,756,011 _-__________ ______ 3,659,715 $ 3,804,214 ____________ ____________ ____________ _--_______-_ ____________ 
9.94% _____--___--- -2.28% 10.32% 6.86% ____________ =======E==== ____________- ____________ ____________ ____________ 



SSUl BURNT STORE 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

' 7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

ITEST YEAR ENDED I ~ I M  

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

__ -~ .- 

TESl YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTlUlY UTlurY TESTYEAR/ COYWSSION TESTVEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1-6 ADJUSTMENTS umiwisw ADJUSTUENTS isss INCREASE REQWREllENT 

I 

, . .- .- .- . .- .- - I 1 OPERATING REVENUES 296,322 (53,429)$ 242,893 156,944 399,837 (144486) 255,351 ___ . I OPERATING EXPENSES -36.14% 

12 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 190,367 5,376 $ 195.743 (3.773) 191,970 $ 191,970 
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CUI BURNT STORE 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

QPEBBIIN&B€WES 
1 Remove requested final revende increase 
2 Billing aetermmants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diswuntea Sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utiidy ncome 1-77 

Total 

OPLSATIQNA MAWENANCEEXPWSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 3-8 
2 Correct anntion rate from 5 87% to 5 15% S-10 
3 Keystone He.ghts APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewb study 1-82 
5 LobbvindAwuisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 - .  
6 Hepaiitis Amortization Adjustment 1-66 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Dip 1-94 
15 Jurisdiclion Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfiiiration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPE NSE-NEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMOR TlZATlON E X P B  
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTH ER THAN I N C O M  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

lNCOMF TAXES 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(810.414) 53,429 
432,550 103.498 

n n 
19 17 

(377,845) 156.944 
___- -. 

0 
- (168) (145) 

(1.288) (3,773) 

0 0 
(3.247) (707) 

57 49 
0 0 

(42,618) 7,762 
0 0 

(45.808) 7,103 
- 

0 - 

(17,003) 7,062 
0 0 

(14.301) 273 ~~ . .  
- (2,308; (1.871) 
- (33.612) 5,465 

(93.731) 71,969 
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SUI CARLTON VILLAGE 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 1U31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
%RuTtuTy UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
-. . .- . -. . . .  - . .  . . .  . . __ . .. . . . . . .  - 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 9 442,006 0 5  442.006 (27.396) 414.610 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 6,711 0 6,711 0 6.711 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (61.260) 0 (61,260) (135) (61.395) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (28.501) 0 (28,501) 440 (28,061) 

5 ClAC (46,532) (288) (46,820) 0 (46,820) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 12.862 0 12.862 0 12.662 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (944) 0 (944) 0 (944) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (257) 0 (257) 5,200 4,943 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5,470 0 5,470 (1.814) 3,656 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 329.555 (288)s 329,267 (23,705) 305,562 
. ._ 
_-__________ ________--__ ___----_____ ----_______- -_______---_ ____________ ____________ ____________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ____________ 
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I CARLTON VILLAGE 
IUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
:T YEAR ENDED 32/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- -_ .. _. -. - 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 
- . .- - .- .- - 

PLANT IN SERVIC E 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant 5.-1 

Total 

LAW 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

W S E D  A ND USFFU L 
To reflect net non-used and useful adiustment 

4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 
Total 

wL!2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF C IAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVLtransfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED INCO ME TAXES 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAP ITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

OTHER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

n 0 
(27,441) 0 

45 0 
(27.3961 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(135) 0 

0 0 
463 0 

0 0 

0 
$3 0 

- 440 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0- - 0 

5,603 0 
(403) 0 

5,200 0 

(1.814) 0 - 

0 - 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSUl CARLTON VILLAGE 
STATEMEW OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

.. -. - _ _  _- - - --- 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUl lUM UTILITY TESTYEAW COYMiSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION ISSS ADJUSTMENTS umiwwse ADJUSTUENTS lass INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

- .- . .- .- .- .- .- - . - .- .- .- .- - . 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 25,134 64,662 $ 89,796 (57,822) 31,974 49,523 81.497 
____ --_I.- 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 154.89% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 26,220 1,095 $ 27.315 (950) 26,365 $ 26,365 

3 DEPRECIATION 12.979 0 12,979 (883) 12,096 12,096 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 3,652 2.752 6.404 (2.740) 3.664 2,229 5.892 

6 INCOMETAXES (14,338) 23,465 9.127 (20.585) (1 1,458) 18.244 6,786 
__-. 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 28,513 27,312 $ 55,825 (25,159) 30,666 20.473 51.139 
__. ----___- 

8 OPERATING INCOME (3.379) 37.350 S 33,971 (32.663) 1,308 29,051 30.358 
===_======I ===?===E==== ============ ======I==1== =======1===== 

9 RATE BASE 

9.94% _____________ -1.03% 10.32% 0.43% ___----___-- ====I======= _____---__--- 1 RATE OF RETURN ____________ 
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UI CARLTON VILLAGE 
)JVSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
S T  YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. .~ ~. -. - 
WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 

. . . - .~ 

OP-G RE!EWES 
1 Remove requested Anal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 imputed revenue for diswunted SeNiCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility inwme 1-77 

Total 

OPERA TION (L MA INTENANCE EXPlENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president 5;-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-IO 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Prcsgram 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Ex'p 1-94 
15 Jurisdidion Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognilion normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
22 GainsRosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPPFCIA TION EXPFNSF -NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

BMQBUZATION EXPENE 
Marw Island Deferred Debit 

TAXFS OTtLEBTH AN M C W  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes 5-14 

Total 

INCOME TAXES 
TO adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(64,662) 0 
6,834 0 

0 0 
6 0 

(57,822) 0 
- 
- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
(899) 

19 
0 0 

0 
0 

(3) 
0 -  

(883) 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

(20.585) 0 - - -  
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SSU/ CHULUOTA 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEAR ENDED iinim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- .- } .... 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A 
PER UlYLlN UTlLlN T!EST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. -. ... .... .- . .  . .- . .- . . .  .- . . .  . .- ...... 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1,564.863 0 5 1.564.863 (190,830) 1,374,033 

2 LANO a LAND RIGHTS 2,063 0 2,063 0 2,063 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (2.827) 0 (2.827) (202,769) (205,596) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (212,377) 2,206 (210.171) 3,193 (206,978) 

5 ClAC (183.1 11) (571) (183.682) 0 (183.682) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 90,593 0 90,593 0 90,593 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 11.667 0 11,667 0 1 1,667 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (4,977) 0 (4.977) 0 (4.977) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (17,956) 0 (17,956) 8,971 (8,985) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 28.828 0 28.828 (9.559) 19.269 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 _ _ 
RATE BASE s 1,276.766 1,635 S 1278,401 (390,994) 887.407 -----------~ _____-----__ ________-=== ____________ _____---____ _________--- ____________  ___________ ____________ ________ 
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iU/ CHULUOTA 
ZHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED 1zn1~6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ 

ADJUSTED COMMtSSlON ADJ TEST YEAR 
IPER UTILITY UTILITY TESTYEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT $996 ARlUSTMENTS UTIUTY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. .. . .- .- . . - . . . -- 

$ 1,809,368 0 5 1.809.388 (22,566) 1,786,822 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAND 287,046 0 287,046 0 287.046 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (257,121) 0 (257,121) (151,030) (408,151) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (433,154) 33,185 

5 ClAC (98,793) (56) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 59,131 0 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1,004) 0 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (11.095) 0 

(399.969) 

(98.849) 

59,131 

0 

0 

(1,004) 

(1 1,095) ( 

244 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(399.725) 

(98.849) 

59,131 

0 

0 

0 (1.004) 

,751) (23.846) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

RATE BASE 

5,818 0 5,818 (1,929) 3.889 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- PAGE 326 __ 

U/ CHULUOTA 
>JUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
IST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

PLANT IN SERVICF 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 3 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pas land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deiiona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFD AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATFD D E P R E C I A X N  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUMAMQBT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DFFFRRED INCOME TAXES 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on CIAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(191,069) (22,614) 

239 48 
(190.830) - ( 22,566) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(202,769) (151.030) 

0 
3,313 

0 
268 

0 0 

3.193 244 
(120) (24) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- - 
_ _  

10.306 (1 1.015) 
- (1,335) (1.736j 

8,971 _ (12,751) 

(9,559) (1.929) 

0 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

... ~- ..... .... .. 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PERML~TY unuw TESTYEARl COYWSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENVE 

INCREASE DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1896 
......... . . . . . . .  ~ .. - ............................ . .  . - .. ....... 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

122.339 280,503 S 402,842 (144,088) 258,754 55.328 314,082 
..... -.-..___ __ _- 

21.38% 

130.136 3,976 $ 134,112 (9.877) 124,235 5 124,235 

55.614 0 55,614 (10,936) 44.678 44.678 

801 0 801 0 801 801 

31.894 12,657 44.551 (10.487) 34.064 2,490 36.554 

101,755 35.871 (36,606) (735) 20,382 19.647 (65.884) _ - 
152,561 118,388 $ 270.949 (67,905) 203,044 22,872 225.916 

(30.222) 162,115 $ 131.893 (76,183) 55.710 32,456 88,166 -----------_ ---_-_____-_ _---__------ ___========I ------------ 

887.407 __________--- 887.407 _________--- ____________-  1,276,766 $ 1.278.401 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 
9.94% ____________-  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  6.28% ____________ -2.37% 10.32% ____________ ____________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ____________ ____________ 



..... . ... . . - .. . . . . 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPEHA I'IONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- ~~- .- _- 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTEO COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTlUTY UTILITY TESTVEARl COMWSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION t99S AWUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 AWUSTWNTS 199s 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

O?ER.A?!NG EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

45,577 304,679 $ 350,256 (256,497) 93.759 203,469 297.228 
_._____ 

21701% 

1.668 $ ' 68.437 66.769 (1.524) 66,913 $ 

55,285 0 

0 0 

38,178 7,095 

55.285 (11,038) 44.247 

0 0 0 

45,273 (14,827) 30,446 

66,913 

44,247 

0 

9,156 39.602 

(75,173) 112.682 37,509 (85,750) (48,241) 74,956 26.715 
.- - _.___._ _- 

85.059 121,445 $ 206,504 (113,140) 93.364 84,112 177,477 
. - 

(39,482) 183.234 $ 143,752 (143,357) 395 119,356 119,751 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ------------- ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____--------- 
1,360,216 1,205,313 

9.94% 
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/SSIII CHIILUOTA 
STATEMENTS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

.~ __- 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

.~ -~ 

OPERATING PF VENUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Biiiing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted servica 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-uti l i  inwme 1-77 

Total 

OPERATIO N & M A I W N C E  EX PLNSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Conen anntion rate from 5 87% lo 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment I-8fi 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expen#se S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exip 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsRosses 1-105 

Total 

DFPRECIAT ION EXPE NSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES 0 THER T HAN INCOMF 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(280.503) (304,679) 
136,381 48.175 

(291) 
(9,877) (1,524) _ -  

0 0 
(6.490) (509) 

98 20 
0 0 

(4.543) (10,549) 
0 0 

(10,936) (11.038) 

(6.484) (1 1.542) 
0 0 

(3.5271 (2.666) 

(36,606) - (85.750) 
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SUI CITRUS PARK 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 1M1M 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 179,756 (3.025)s 176,731 (113) 176.61 8 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 2,823 0 2,823 0 2.823 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (45.166) 2.476 (42,690) (16) (42,706) 

5 ClAC (127.227) (40) (127.267) 0 (127,267) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 51,930 0 51.930 0 51.930 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (2.631) 0 (2.631) 0 (2.631) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 1,791 0 1.791 25,771 27,562 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 15.239 0 15.239 (5.053) 10,186 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 3 76.515 (589) s 75,926 20.589 96.515 
.~ 

____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 
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3Ul CITRUS PARK 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1Zi31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. .- __ 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD. 
PER unuw U T I L I ~  TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT is96 ADJUSTMENTS unuw is96 ADJUSTMENTS 1ss6 
. . . . . .  - .- ..... . . .  . - . .  . .  

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 16 528,695 016 528.695 (85) 528,610 

2 LAND 345.327 0 345.327 0 345,327 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (62,811) (62.811) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (270.974) 0 (270.974) (12) (270,986) 

5 ClAC (106,437) 0 (106.437) 0 (106.437) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 57,969 0 57,969 0 57,969 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.994) 0 (1,994) 0 (1.994) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.677) 0 (4.677) 21,054 16.377 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 11,549 0 11,549 (3,829) 7,720 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 559.458 O $  559,458 (45.683) 513.775 
.... .- ............. 

____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ _______---__ ---_---_--_- --_-_-____-_ 
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- 

,XI/ CITRUS PARK 
LWSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
SST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

PLANT IN SFRVICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust For plant slippage 1-13 
3 Reailoc of River Park wmmon plant S - I  

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pits land w s t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFD AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant :S-1 

Total 

QA!z 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Deltona Lakes wrrection-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciatioii 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

Qi%EB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water l6>! 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF ? 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 (62,811) 

0 0 
48 36 
0 0 

(48) 
(161 (12) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 - - 

25,943 21,568 
(17q (514) 

25;171 21,054 

(5,053) - (3,829) 



SSU/ ClTRUS PARK 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
WCKET NO. 95049SWS 

.. .. .- .-. . . .  . . .  - .. . . . . .  . _ _  
E S T  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTIUTY UTlUW TEST YEARI COMWSSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1906 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY ISBS ADJUSTYENTS lSS6 
........ .... ~. .... . . . . . . . . .  .... .. ............. 

I 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



SSU/ CITRUS PARK 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED Iu31i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-9 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. ~. ~. ~ 
- ....... 

COMMISSION ADJ. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PERUllLfTY UTILITY TESTYEAW COMWSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION t996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY I998 ADJUSTMENTS tS96 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. .  . . . .  ................................... ........ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPE?WT!NG EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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U/ CITRUS PARK 
)JUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDt'I.E NO. 4.C 
DOCKET NO. 95049s-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. . __ . - ~- ___- ~. -. - 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANAWN 
. . . . . . - . .- - 

OPEBdllNG REYWJES 
1 Remove requesteo final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 imputed revenue for discounted ServiDe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

E R A T I O N  8 MA INTENANCLEU3NSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct anraion rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 t iewd study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 m.sc exp 1-83 8 .-E4 
6 Hepatitis Amortizat;on Ad)uotment 1-88 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case experse S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression aojustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortuation I-86a 

10 Purcnased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize HLrriwne Preparedness Prcgram S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm. Ex3 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-dp budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply rewgndion normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Lnaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1.105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-NEI 
1 EVLTransfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AWBJIZATION EXPENSE 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHER THAN MCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marm Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(25,069) 
5.577 

0 
18 - 

(19,474) - 

0 

52 
0 

(24) 

(88.381) 
84,595 

0 
14 

(3,772) 

0 
(18) 
39 
0 

0 (5.847) 
0 0 

28 (5.826) 

0 

0 (1,108) 
- (61) (183) 
- (937) (1.4611 

- (6,909) 3.867 
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SUI CITRUS SPRINGS 
CHEDULEOFWATERRATEBASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 1MlB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. .~ . .._. . . . . .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERUTIUN UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
.. ............. ... ....................... 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 5,661.630 (2,OOO)S 5,659.630 (573) 5,659.057 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 7.251 3.400 10,651 0 10.651 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (1,775,868) 0 (1,775,868) (894.542) (2.670.410) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,132.273) 133.463 (998,810) (1 30.056) (1 .I 28.866) 

5 ClAC (611.895) 0 (611.895) 0 (611.895) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 87.393 0 87.393 (2,678) 84.715 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION (961,506) 0 (961,506) 0 (961.506) 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (13,453) 0 (1 3.453) 0 (1 3,453) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 56.078 0 56.078 (53.179) 2,899 

I1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 77,932 0 77,932 (25.841) 52,091 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

$ 1,395,289 134.863 $ 1.530.152 (1.106.869) 423.283 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ RATE BASE 
------------ ---_-_______ ____________ ____________ ____________ 
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iUI ClTRUS SPRINGS 
:HEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950195-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAND 

S 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

1,715,195 

24,119 

(274,711) 

(732.973) 

(1 07,126) 

10,655 

0 

0 

(5.141) 

(25,201) 

29.783 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,715.195 

24,119 

(274,711) 

(732.973) 

(107,126) 

10,655 

0 

0 

(5.141) 

(25,201) 

29.783 

(6.566) 

0 

466 

146 

(1.695) 

(157) 

0 

0 

0 

17,515 

(9.876) 

1,708.629 

24,119 

(274,245) 

(732.827) 

(108,821) 

10,498 

0 

0 

(5.141) 

(7.686) 

19.907 
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iU/ CITRUS SPRINGS 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.~ ~. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

~ 
__ .. . ~. . 

PLANT IN SFRVICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S - I  

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Oeltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFD AND llsEuLL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATED DEPREGBIIQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Siippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant SI 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM.AMORT. OF C IAC 
1 Dekona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 lmvutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

eEEERPFD INCOME TAXES 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIH!B 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(894.542) 466 

n n 

0 0 
0 (1.695) . .  
o_. - 0 

- 0 (1.695) 

0 0 
0 0 

(2.678) (185) 
0 28 
0 0 

(2.678) (157) _ -  

(47,681) 19.175 
(5,498) - (1.560) 

153,179) - 17,515 - 

(25,841) (9,876) 

0 - 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

ssu/ CITRUS SPRINGS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED Iu3lD6 

-. ~ - . -. 

COMMISSION ADJ. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PERUTlUN UTILIN TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION ism ADJUSTMENTS umiw ma ADJUSTMENTS 1-6 
. .  . . .  ...... . . . . . . .  ........ ................... 

t- 
1 OPERATING REVENUES 324,156 324,614 $ 648,770 (113,201) 535.569 (102,816) 432,753 

- ............... 
I OPERATING EXPENSES: -19.20% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

(12,812) 245,013 5 245,013 

(26.896) 65,735 65,735 

0 0 0 

(31,367) 77,007 (4,627) 72,380 

13,373 45,447 (37.876) 7,571 
.... 

(57,702) 433,202 (42,503) 390.699 - 
(55,499) 102.367 (60,313) 42,054 

___-_____=== _____------= ============= 

423.283 ___________-- _____________  423,283 ____________ ____________ 
9.94% _____________ _______------ 24.18% ____________ ____________  



................ 
iTATEME\T OF WASTEWATER OPERATIOZIS 
I Lsr YEAH ESUEU i zm% 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
WCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.- - .. 

COMMISSION ADJ. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
P E R M L l l Y  UTILITY TESTYEARl COUWSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION t896 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlM 1996 AWUSTUENTS 1896 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
....... ..... ~ . ......... ........................................... ...... 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

O?ER.A?!NG EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

211,020 101,316 $ 312,336 
_.__ 
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iU/ CITRUS SPRINGS 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

~. . ~. - ... ~. -. -. 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 
. . -. . 

~ 
. . . - -- 

Q!XRATIt&EEYENUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue incrf!ase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted servllr 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility .ncome 1-77 

Total 

OP- M A I N T E N A N W P W  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs presiaent ::-E 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5 87% to 5."5% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 dew 11 sludy .-E2 
s -obby.ng/Acq.isilion salai es a msc exp 1-63 a 1-84 
6 depatdis Amortization AdjAment 1-815 
7 Budaeted overtime to rate case exoerise S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortzalion I46a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gainsnosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXFS OTHFR ' D M i N X E  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful propertytaxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

LNCOMF TAXES 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(324,614) (101,316) 
21 1,322 (27.873) 

0 0 
91 35 

(113,201) - (1 29.154) 

0 
(786) (300) 

(12,812) (7.796) 

0 0 
(122) (399) 
266 101 

0 (55) 
(27,040) (182) 

0 0 
(26.895) - (536) 

0 

(5.094) 
0 

(24 313) 191 

(5.812) 
0 

I - . I - . - ,  

(1,960) (592) 
- (31.367) (6.213) 

- 13,373 (40.4241 
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SSU/ CRYSTAL RNER 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED i z n i ~  

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. - . . - -. . . 

COMMBSION ADJ. ADJUSTED TEST YEAR 
I'U( unim UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

r 
COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

... . . ~. . .- .- . . . . ....... 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 211.688 O S  21 1.688 (23) 211.665 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 19.180 0 19,180 0 19,180 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (37.994) 0 (37.994) (6,095) (44.089) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (53.733) 0 (53,733) (3) (53,736) 

5 ClAC ' (126.158) (36) (126.194) 0 (1 26.1 94) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 42.019 0 42.019 (136) 41,883 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (555) 0 (555) 0 (555) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.544) 0 (2.544) 25,669 23.125 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3,213 0 3,213 (1.065) 2.148 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 - ..... 
RATE BASE S 55.116 (36)S 55,080 18.347 73.427 

______---=== ============ ============ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

UI CRYSTAL RIVER 
BJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
.STYEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

PLANT IN SFRVICF 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 TO adjust for plant slippage i-1 3 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

!AM! 
1 Lehigh land Parmis 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deiiona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

Nc!&mED ANrNsL FUL 
To reflect ne1 non-used and usefJl ao.us1ment 

AT DEP R E C I A U  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 -~ 
2 P.ant Slippage/Oouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Oepr on prior N-JIU assets 46  
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant j - 1  

Tolal 

!aAc 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMOR T. OF ClAC 
1 Oeltona Lakes correction-water 5 4  
2 BVLtransfer 1-11 
3 Correction For Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-18 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFFRRFD INCOME TAXFS 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WQEKING CAPlIAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QmE!3 
Marco Island deferred debit-water l 4 : 2  

0 0 
(50) 0 
27_. 0 

(23) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
E 0 
0 0 

(6,095) 0 

0 0 
10 0 
0 0 

(13) 0 
(3) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 

0 0 
0 0 

(136) 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(1 36) 0 
- 
- 

25.875 0 
(206) 0 

25,669 - 0 

(1.065) 0 



SSU/ CRYSI'AL RIVER 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12i3lB6 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~. ~ . . . .  . .  . I.... . .  
EST YEAR ADJUSTED COYMlSSlON ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION tBS6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1898 AWUSTUENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. .  ~ . . . . . . .  ~ .... - . . . . . . .  ......... 

12,925 17,530 $ 30,455 - 
6,097 36,552 (4,555) 31.997 

-12.46% 
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I I CR\STAL RIVER 

3'1 \EAR ESDED 12131196 
BJIISTMENTS 'ro OPEKATIYG SIATEMENIS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~. . . - ~. .- __ 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

-~ . .~ . .- . ~ 

OPERATING REVFNUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

P PENSE 
1 Reallocate salaly of SSU's president S-8 
2 Corred attriiion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewill study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. 'exp. 1-83 a 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-88 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Cornm. EXD 1-94 
15 Jurisdidion Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
22 Gains/Losses 1.105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-NEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPE NSE 
Marw Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES 0 THER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful propelty taxes 1-108 
4 Diswunts received on propetty taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust lo test year inwme tax expense. 

(1 7,530) 0 
23,623 0 

0 0 
4 0 

6,097 0 
- 
- 

0 
(32) 0 

- (366) 0 

0 0 
(5) 0 
11 0 
0 0 

(179) 0 
0 0 

(173) 0 

0 - 

0 
0 

274 
0 

15 0 
0 
0 

(73) _ _ ~  
- - 217 

2.136 0 
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iU1 DAEWYLER SHORES 
XEDULE OF WATER RATE RASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1MlM 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . . .  ~. ~. .- 

COMMISSION AD2 TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1998 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 13% ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. . . . . . . . . .  ~- -. . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE $ 137.046 (32.542)$ 104,504 (40) 104,464 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS (1.746) 0 (1.746) 0 (1.746) 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (2.308) (2.308) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (61.767) 14.173 (47,594) (6 )  (47,600) 

5 ClAC (48.130) 47,237 (893) 0 (893) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 30,260 (30,137) 123 (69) 54 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET . 11.200 0 11,200 0 1 1,200 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (937) 0 (937) 0 (937) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1,693) 0 (1.693) 7.596 5,903 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.427 0 5,427 (1.799) 3,628 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 - ........ 
RATE BASE $ 69,660 ( I  ,269)$ 68.391 3,374 71.765 ____________ ____________ ____________ __-_-------- ------------ ____________ ____________ ____________ ______------ ------------ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

W I N  SERVICF 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LBND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND USFFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATFD DE PREClATlON 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse OeDr on Drior N-UIU assets 1.46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant :SI 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 lmoutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

A C C W O R T .  0 F ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED I N C O W  TAXFS 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITA L 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QItL!S 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 142 

0 0 
(85) 0 
4 5  0 

( 4 0 )  0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
o_ 0 - 
- - 

0 - - (2.308) 

0 0 
17 0 
n n 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 0 

(69) 

0 0 
(69) 0 - 

7.697 0 
0 
0 

(101) - 
7.596 - 

(1.793 

0 - 



SSUl DAETWYLER SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- _. 

TEST YEAR ARlUSTED COLMllSSlON ADJ. 
PERUTILITY unuw TESTYEAM CWWSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQWRENENT DESCRIPTION lese ADJUSTMENTS unun wee ADJUSTMENTS ISBS 
.. - .  - ~ ~ 

I 
11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

a OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

28,224 29.601 I 57,825 - 
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,U/ DAETWYLER SHORES 
)JUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
CST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

. . .~ . .. . . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . . . . 

OPFRAT ING R E V F W  E 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted servic:e 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

N EXPIENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.7'5% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. aexp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overlime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Promgram S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Dodcet-Reg. Comm. Ex13 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsiLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
Marw Island Deferred Debit 

P W  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

INCOME TAXES 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(29,601) 0 
7,883 0 

0 0 
6 0 

- (21.712) 0 
- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 (977) 
0 0 

(103) 0 
- 3 6 )  0 

(1,116) 0 _ _  

(8.522) - 0 
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iUI DEEP CREEK 
2HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950195-WS 

.. _- ... . .- ~. _. - - .~ 

ADJUSTED COMMSSION ADJ TEST YEAR 
PERLmupI UTILITY TEST YEABJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1-6 ADJUSTMENTS unuw 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1 0 ~ 6  
....... . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . .  . .. . . . . . .  

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 4,958.750 0 S 4,958,750 (11.750) 4.947.000 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 8.432 0 8.432 0 8,432 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS ~1,352,378) 0 (1.352.378) 63.126 (1,289,252) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,696,413) 123.948 (1,572,465) (123,812) (1,696,277) 

5 ClAC (543,100) 0 (543,100) (26.123) (569,223) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 132,726 0 132,726 304 133,030 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (22,125) 0 (22,125) 0 (22,<25) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (90,829) 0 (90,829) 53.318 (37,511) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 128.164 0 128.164 (42.497) 85,667 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 - 
$ 1,523,227 123.948 $ 1.647.175 (87,433) 1,559,742 ____________ ____________ ____________ ---_--__---- ____________ ____________  ____________ ________-_-- 

RATE BASE 
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PUlDEEP CREEK 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED lZ/3li96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ . . .. .- . ~. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD. 
PER UTILITY UTlLlTV TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. . - . ... .- . . . . . .. 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

s 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

9,324,366 O S  

14,202 0 

(42.422) 0 

(2,991,268) 234,974 

(9,499,375) 0 

2.991.319 0 

0 0 

0 0 

(22,507) 0 

(179.783) 0 

130,378 0 

0 0 

9.324.366 (10.099) 

14.202 0 

(42,422) 82.363 

(2,756,294) (234,939) 

(9,499.375) 0 

2,991.319 0 

0 0 

0 0 

(22,507) 0 

(179.783) (9.049) 

130,378 (43,231) 

0 0 

9,314.267 

14.202 

39,941 

(2,991233) 

(9.499.375) 

2,991,319 

0 

0 

(22,507) 

(188,832) 

87.147 

0 

RATE BASE 
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,. 
UJlSTMEN I3 TO R \ T L  RASE 
ESI Y ' E R  ENUED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adiust for Dlant slimage 1-13 
3 Reall& of River Par i  wrimon plant S-1 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFD A ND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATED DEPRFCIATID N 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant 53-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmwtation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 M&OASR cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tolal 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the piant specific allocation 

QIkEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

n 0 
(12.814) (11.181) 

1,064 1,082 
(11.750) (10,099) 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

63,126 82.363 . _  

0 
671 

(123,948) 

- (123,812) 
(535) 

0 
(26,123) 

0 
- (26,123) 

__ 

0 
0 
0 

304 
0 

304 

58,124 
(4,806) 

- 53,318 

(42,497) 

0 - 

0 
579 

(234,974) 
(544) 

(234,939) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

_ 
__ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
n 

~ 

0 
(9.049) 

- (9.049) 

(43,231) 



STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. ~. .- _ . .  . . . . . . .  ..... .- ............... 

ADJUSTED COYIYISSION ADJ. TEST YEAR 
PERUTILITY unun TESTYEARI COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCMPTION 1986 ADJUSTMENTS UnLlTy1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1896 
. .  . ................. .... ....... .- ........ 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPEFATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

19 RATE BASE 

~ RATEOFRETURN 

1,591,938 222,559 $ 1,814.497 (226.268) 1.588.229 262,722 1,850,951 
__._ 

16.54% 

1,401,013 (65,997)$ 1,335,016 55,083 1,390,099 $ 1,390,099 

100,193 0 100,193 97 100,290 100,290 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

183,192 (11.620) 171.572 (11.418) 160,154 1 1,823 171.976 

(75,486) 113,264 37.778 (100,941) (63,163) 96.785 33,622 _ -. -___ ..... 
1,608,912 35.647 $ 1.644.559 (57.179) 1,587,380 108,607 1,695,987 

(16,974) 186.912 $ 169,938 (169,089) 849 154.115 154.964 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ __---------- ------------- ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________  ____________ _____------- ------------- 
1,559,742 _____________ _______------ 1,559,742 ____________ 1,523,227 $ 1,647.175 

__________-- ____________ ____________ _.__________ ___________- 



STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 9W95-WS 

~ 

TEST YEAR AWUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
P E R V T I W  UTILITY TESTYEARI COMMSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 AWUSTMENTS UTILITY1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1896 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
- .. _ . -~ ~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 1,798,389 5,621 S 1,804,010 45.828 1,849,838 8,181 1,858,019 
__.____ 

OPERATING EXPENSES 0 44% 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

(45,576) '1,623,164 S 1,623.164 
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DEEP CREEK 
> J I ' S I M E t i l S  TO OPERATISC STAlEhlEZITS 
iST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

OPERATING REVENUES 
I Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted servicxf 1-77 
4 Misceilaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

0 P ERATION & MAINTE N ANCE EX P W  
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Corred attrition rate from 5.87% lo 5.7'5% S-IO 
3 Keystone Heights APTewenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries & misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment I-8ti 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case experlse S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression acljustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Dekona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate caseexpense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recogntion normalization 1-1001 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsiLosses 1-105 

Total 

P N E-N 
1 EVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES 0 THER THAN IN COME 
1 WFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes b.108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes 5-14 

Total 

lNCOME T A P S  
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(222,559) (5,621) 
(3,859) 51,297 

0 0 
150 152 

45.828 
~ -. (226,268) - 

0 
0 0 

- 55.083 - (45,576) 

0 0 
97 17,813 

- 
- 

0 

(1 0,182) 2.062 
0 0 

477 1,649 
- (1,713) (3,225) 

(11,418) - 486, 

(100.94_?) 73,765 
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SUDELTONA LAKES 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.. . - 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMHISSlON AD. 
PER UTlLlN UTlUTV TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILlTV4996 ADJUSTMEWS 1948 
~- .. . . _. -. 

1 UTlLll'f PLANT IN SERVICE $ 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED& USEFULCOMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

I2 OTHER 

13,099,486 

140,180 

(671,977) 

(6,600,121) 

(8,631,391) 

2,011,586 

0 

0 

(171,213) 

981.930 

991,794 

0 

o s  
33.m 

0 

122,163 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23.099.486 

173.180 

(671,977) 

(6,477,958) 

(8,831,391) 

2.01 1.586 

0 

0 

(171,213) 

981,930 

991,794 

0 

(1 45,600) 

(33.W) 

(1,141,642) 

(1 17,316) 

(72,366) 

(54.868) 

0 

0 

0 

(617.039) 

(328,860) 

0 

22,953,886 

140.1 80 

(1,813,619) 

(6,595274) 

(8.903.757) 

1,956,718 

0 

0 

(171.213) 

364,891 

662.934 

0 
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SUDELTONA LAKES 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATERRATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDLILE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

._ ... -. ..... 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTILITY U T U N  TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT I996 AWUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
__ .... ..... .- -- ~. ... 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 15,220,332 0 S 15,220,332 (4.646) 15,215,684 

2 LAND 305,602 0 305.802 0 305,802 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (927,295) (927,295) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (4,264354) 0 (4264,354) (256) (4,264,612) 

5 ClAC (693,101) 0 (693,101) (26,743) (719,844) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 253,651 0 253,851 (18.246) 235,603 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS -NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (34.604) 0 (34.604) 0 (34.604) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (263,056) 0 (263,056) (21,279) (284,335) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 200,451 0 200,451 (66,466) 133.985 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 10.725.321 0 5 10,725,321 (1,064,937) 9,660,384 
.................................................... 
------------ -------- ---_- _____ ____________ ..... i=_____ ............ 
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SUlDELTONA LAKES 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. .~ ......... .. . ~. . . ... . . . . . ~. .. . . . . . . . - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-'I 

Total 

!Arm 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2, and 3 PHFU !S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1.-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

W N Y S E D  ANRUEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and Jseful adpstment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1M6 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S..1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCVM.AMORT.OFCIAC 
1 Deltona Lakes corredion-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer i-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED NCOMF TAXES 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIHm 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 0 
(1 53.833) (6.312) 

8,233 - 1,664 
- (145,600) __ (4.648) - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 

(33,MM) 
0 
0 

0 0 
(33,ow) - 0 

- (1,141,642) (927.295) 

0 0 

0 0 
(72,366) (26,743) 

0 0 
(72.366J (26,743) - 

0 0 
0 0 

(55.884) (18.850) 
1.016 602 

0 0 
- (54.868) (18,248) 

(594,741) (6,497) 
(22.298) (14,782) 

(617,039) - (21,279) 

- - (328,860) (66,466) 

" 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSUDELTONA LAKES 
STATEMENI OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR W E D  12/31/96 

5,303.619 602,613 S 5.906.232 (1,383.224) 4.523.W8 620,847 5.143.855 1 OPERATING REVENUES 
~~~~~~~~~~ ~ 

OPERATING EXPENSES 13.73% 

3,087.741 132.315 f 3,220,056 (283.159) 2,936,897 5 2,936,897 2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

W d  m z  a z o  
0. 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



SSUlDELTONA LAKES 
STATEMEM OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

O?ERP.T!NO EXPENSES 

2 OPERAT~ON AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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;SU/DEI.TO\A LAKES 
LD.II'ST.MESTS TO OPERATIN(: ST.\TE.\l ENTS 
'EST \EAR ElriDED 12r31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

WERATINEREYENULS 
1 Remove reqLested final revenue increase 
2 Bill.ng determinants 1-75 
3 lmputea revende for discounted sewice .-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-d llh, income 1-77 

Total 

QPERNK&& MAMENANCLEXPENSE 
1 Reallocale salary of SSUs premen1 5.8 
2 Correct anrn on rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S.10 
3 r(eptone He ghts APT expenses 1-58 
4 H m l l  sudy 1-82 
5 LoabyingAcquisdion Salar es 8 misc exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 nepatdis Amonvation AdjLstment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjistment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortuation I-86a 

10 Purcnased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S.13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense -93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm Exp 1-94 
15 JJrisdiction Docket Expense ,-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up buaget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognaion normaluation 1-100 
19 Shareho.aer Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1.105 

Total 

DEFBE!3ATIQUXPENSUEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1.1 1 
2 Plants ippage aquslment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant R.ver Park S. l  
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and u s e f ~ l  adlustrnent 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMOBUZATIONEXENSE 
Marco sland Deferred Debit 

IAXES QIklERTHAtUWOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used ana useful properly taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts recelved on properly taxes S-14 

Total 

INCOMETAXES 
To aaiust to test year inwme tax expense 

(602.613) (1,774,051) 
(780,845) 610,863 

0 0 
234 - 1,160 

(1.383.224) (1,162.028) 

. 
(10,006) 

(283.159) 

(826) 

(403) 
(5.862) 

0 
0 

(2,022) 
- (52.470) 

8,153 
(24,932) 

0 
(5,992) 
3.380 

(2,032) 
(33,413) 

0 
(38.057) 

n 

0 

683 
(386) 

(1.203) 
(53,030) 

0 
(53.936) 

(52,291) " (62.245) 
n 

(326.237) - (338,664) 
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SUI DOL RAY MANOR 
XEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12t31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . . . .  - . -- .- .- - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMlSSKMl M 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 'I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY *SO6 ADJUSTMENTS 3906 
~ ................ .- . - .......... ......... ....... ___ __ 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 129.239 0 5  129.239 (2.647) 126,592 

2 LAND & LAND RffiHTS 188 0 188 0 tea 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (5,523) 0 (5.523) (852) (6.375) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (51.640) 0 (51.840) 57 (51.783) 

5 ClAC (1 1,326) 0 (1 1,326) 0 (1 1.326) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 9,197 0 9,197 0 9,197 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 6.439 0 6.439 0 6,439 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS ( 4 s )  0 (450) 0 (450) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.42'1) 0 (2.42'1) 26 (2.401) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2.605 0 2.605 (864) 1,741 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 76.102 o s  76,102 (4.280) 71.822 
_____- 

=========EL= ==-=-=--==== =========is= ==*-=------- 
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iUI DOL RAY MANOR 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. SSMBS-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

-- - . ... .. . . . .. . -. 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 

- .. . .___ . . . .- -. 

PM- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 ~~~ ~ ~~ 

2 To adjust fw Plant SlippagdDouble Elookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of Riwr  Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LAMD 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFLl s-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 EVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To r e k t  net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN ass& 1-46 
4 Realkx of River Park C o m m  Plant S-1 

Total 

aAc 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rater 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marm ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxer on Depreciation 

Total 

byQRKIw CAPUAL 
To reflect the plant specific allmation 

!2nm 
Marco ldand deferred deM-water le! 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 .  0 
- 0 0 

( 8 5 2 )  0 

0 0 
68 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

2 3  
57 

0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 
- 

(864) 0 

0 - 



SSU/ DOL RAY MANOR 
STATEMENI OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED IZi3lM 

SCHEDULE NO. &A 
W C K E T  NO. 950495-WS 

...... ..... . .  . . . .  . .  .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSDN A N .  
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST MAR/ COMMISSION TEST YEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

DESCRIPTWN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 AOJUSTMENTS 1996 HCRECSE REaUWlEMENT 
... ~ . . . -  .. . .  - 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

1 RATE OF RETURN 

I 
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SUI DOL RAY MANOR 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED lW3lB6 

.SCIIEI)tlI.E NO. 4-C 
1 W K P . T  NO. 950496WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ . . - - .- .. . . .  .... - . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATEF 
. .. .. . . . .. ..__ .... ... .~ .... - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for disccunted seMw 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility imome 1-77 

Total 

P- 
1 Reallaate salary01 SSu's piesident S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses i-58 
4 Hewat study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 mi=. exp. 1-83 8 la 
6 Hepateis Amortiition Adjustment 186 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expenlse S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU propmed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization 

10 Purchased power Deitma Lakes 188 
11 Amortize Hurrkane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Erp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 Trw-up budset adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition normalbation 1.100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiitrath 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adiustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATIONEWEMSE 
Marw I&nd Delerred DeM 

IAXE&QTHER THANJNWME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments a m  
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used am useful properly taxes I. lo8 
4 Discounts recelved on propeRy taxes .j-14 

Total 

INCQMILIXES 
To adjust to test year income tax expe ise 

26.822 0 
12.426 0 

0 0 
3 0 

39.251 0 

" 
(26) 0 

(251) 0 

0 0 
(124) 0 
' 9  0 

(1.520) 0 
- 0 0 

(1,635) 0 

0 0 

1,766 0 
0 0 

(82) 0 
(44) 0 

1,641 - 0 

- 15,237 0 

- 

- 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 3 6 6  

SUI DRUID HILLS 
ZHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

ESTYEARENDED iznim 
...... ... . __ .... __ ..__ .. 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED CONMISSION ADJ 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSKN TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILIN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. .  ............... ~ - __ 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 423.603 0 5  423.603 9 . W )  419,639 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 780 0 780 0 780 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (16.68'I) (16,687) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (158.309) 0 (158.309) 233 (1 58.076) 

5 ClAC (44,771) 0 (44.771) 0 (44.771) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 34,903 0 34.905 0 34.903 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 13.007 0 13.W7 0 13.007 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.366) 0 (1.866) 0 (1.866) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES cI.770) 0 (7,770) 1.419 (6,351) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 10,811 0 10,811 (3.585) 7.226 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE EASE $ 270,388 o s  270,388 (22.585) 247.803 
============ ============ =======-===- ===========I 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. SSMBS-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

SU/ DRUID HILLS 
JJJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 32/33i% 

1 .- _. . .. . .... . - .. ... 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 

1 . . . .  . . . .. . . - . . .. . . . . 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Toadjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Eoomgs 1-13 
3 Realla: 01 RNer Park m n w n  plant li-I 

Tdal 

LANP 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFll S-2 
2 Lehlgn land, Parcel 4. Tract c PHFL 1.6 
3 Collier pes law cost 1-7 
4 Secbon 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU -10 
6 8VL transfer 1-1 I 

Tdal 

NONUSEDAND USEEW. 
To r e k t  net non.used and usefbl ad bstment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Revem Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realla: of River Park Common Plant :3-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmputatwr of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cast Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes wrrection-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Caet Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED INCOME TAKES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PILLEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 

(16.687) 0 

- 

n n 
278 0 

n n 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
- 0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
_ .  
- 

1,419 0 
- (408) 0 
- 1.01 1 0 

(3.585) 0 

0 - 



SCHEDULE NO, 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

.. ._ . - . . - . - ._ . . . - .  .. . . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED C W M I S S W  ADJ. 

DESCRIPTION 1995 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlrY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE RECHWREMENT 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

.. .. . - 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

71,670 45,908 J 117,578 54.104 171,682 (61.483) 110,199 _____ 
-35.81% 

48,148 1,337 S 49.485 (I,=) 48,149 s 48.149 

16,390 0 16,390 (98) 16,292 

902 0 902 0 902 

16,292 

902 
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IL'lDWllln HILLS 
DJIISTMENTS TO OPERATIIYG STATE\IEYrS 
EST Y W E N D E D  l Z t 3 1 M  

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- . . ..... __ ._ __ . .  . .  ... 

EXPLANATKIN WATER WASTEWATP 
. -  ......... .. ....... . .... .. . .~ .... .. .___ .... . ~. . . . .. __ 

WERATINGREVENUES 
1 R e m  requested Anal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for dmwumea sew,:e 1-77 
4 Mscellaneous non-utlhty income 1.77 

Total 

OPERAXNUdAlhTENANCZEXEI!iSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSU s president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses I-= 
4 Hevd study 1-82 
5 LomyinplAcquisdion salares 8 misc exp 1-83 8 I-& 
6 Hepatmis Amortlratm Adjustment 1 8 5  
7 Budgeted wertime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression acljustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amdualion 

10 Purchased p ~ w e r  Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortue Hurncane Preparedness Picgram 5-13 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Undorm Rate Dwkel Reg Comm Ebp 1-94 
15 Junsaictum Dwret Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1.96 
17 T N W ~  budget adjdstmenl l-99 
18 Empiy rewgndion normaluaton 1-100 
19 Sharenolder Expenses 1-90 
20 Ex- Unaccounted Fw Wafer 1.21 
21 Excess tnfikration 1.23 
22 GainwLmses 1.105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocale Common Piant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Ccst Share 1-51 

Total 

P 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Nonused and useful property taxes I-IC8 
4 Discounts received on property taxes IS14 

Mar- Island Deferred Debit 

Totai 

-TAXES 
To adjust to test year income lax expewe 

13 0 
- 54.104 0 

(109) 
- (1,336) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

2,435 0 
0 0 

(343) 0 
(145) 0 

1,947 0 

20.801 0 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SUI EAST LAKE HARRIS ESTATES 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31i96 I 

. . . . . . .  . . 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSM Po. 
P E R U T U N  UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 AWUSTMENTS UTILITY 1OW ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
................................................... .. ..................... ......... .......... - 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 560.157 O S  560.157 (56) 580,101 

2 LAND 6 LAND RIGHTS 1 .DE3 0 1.096 0 1 .DE3 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (65.012) (65,012) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (46.766) 0 (46.766) 0 (46,773) 

5 ClAC (53w 0 (5.366) 0 (5.366) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1.858 0 1.858 0 1.858 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1,297) 0 (1.297) 0 (1,297) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (9.162) 0 (9,162) (95)  (10,107) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7.511 0 7.511 (2.490) 5,021 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 508.031 0 5  508.031 (68.510) 439.521 
========E-S= -====-===--- ============ 
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!SUI EAST LAKE H A R R l S  ESTATES 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
‘EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- . .- . . . - -_ . . ... ._ . . . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATET; 
-. .. . . -- ... . . .- . . . .... - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 3 
3 Realkc of Rivw Park c o m m  plant :;-I 

Total 

UNr! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1 ,2 ,  and 3 PHFLl 5.2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, Tract c PHFU lb 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant Slippage/Double Emkings 1-13 
3 Reverse DeDr on Drior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Reallcc of Rlver Park Common Plant :S-1 

Total 

w 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes wrrection-water S-4 
2 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 DeM Deferred Taxes on CIAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depfeciation 

Total 

YKBKING CAPlIAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QmE5 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1 6 :  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~- 
- 

- (65,012) 0 

0 
24 
n 

0 

- 
0 
0 

2 3 ; )  
II) 

0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 
- 0 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 

(945) 0 
- (544) 0 

(1,489) 0 

- 

(2.4901 - 0 



ISUl EAST LAKE HARRIS ESTATES 
3TATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
lEST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- __ - - ._ .. - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CDMMISSDN ADJ. 
PER UTILITY U T l U N  TESTYEAR! COMMISSM TESTYEAR REMNUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 WCREASE REWIREmNT 
-. .- . __ - 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

105.239 ---___ 18.038 102,853 5 120,891 115,013 235.904 (130.665) 

-55.39% 
___- _ 

24,600 1.356 S 25,956 (1 .I 16) 24,840 S 24.840 

19.426 0 19,426 14 19,440 19.440 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

3,979 4,686 8,665 4,731 13.396 (5.880) 7.517 

(22,914) 37,345 14,431 43.479 57,910 (48,136) 9,774 
_.__I__ .__._I__-. -__ 

25,091 43.387 5 68,478 47,109 115,587 (54,016) 61.571 
. ____ 

-1.39% 10.32% 9.94% 
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SU/ EAST LAKE H A R R I S  ESTATES 
laRISTMEh"l'S TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. . ..... ___. . . . . . .- 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
.. . ... .. . . ............ .. .~ .. ... ... .. .. .. .. . _ _  - 

1 Remow requested final revenue imrfsse 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diswunted ferviix 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili illcome 1-77 

Tdal 

OPFRAJIQN 6, MAI- PENSE 
1 Realbate salaly of SSU's president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5:75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 152 
5 LobbyinglAcquisiiion salaries 8 mi%. exp. 1- 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amot id ion Adjustment la 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expen,se S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Prcgram S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. E>:p 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense I-% 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
16 Emply recognition normalbation i-1 W 
19 Sharehokler Expenses 1-90 
x) Excess Unacwunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfiilralbn 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Tdal 

W E N S E N E I  
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Pa& S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Matco Island Deferred DeM 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1.108 
4 Disuxlnts received on properlytaxes S-14 

Total 

INCOME TAXES 
To adjust to test year income tax expenfe 

102,853 
12,151 

0 
9 

115,013 

5,176 
0 

(250) 
- (194) 

4,731 

43,479 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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SUI FERN PARK 
CHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
'ESTYEARENDED izni/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ -. -. - .. .~ . . 

COMMISSION AD. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER UTlLlN UTIUTY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

- ~. . . . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 331.628 o s  331.628 (66,216) 265.412 

2 LAND& LAND RIGHTS 1,353 0 1,353 0 1,353 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (17.359) (1 7.359) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (48,586) 0 (48,586) 1,565 (47,021) 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE, BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

(18.571) 

10,544 

0 

0 

(1.249) 

(5,304) 

7.815 0 

(18,571) 

10.544 

0 

0 

(1.349) 

(5,304) 

7.815 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

855 

(2.591) 

(18,571) 

10,544 

0 

0 

(1.349) 

(1.449) 

5.224 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 375 

XI/ FERN PARK 
WSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

-. ... 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . . . . . . .. . . .  . .  . .. . . .. . . . .  

PLANT Id SERvlCE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adiust for Dlant slimaae 1-13 
3 Reall& of RiGer Paridotimon plant S-I 

Total 

IACu 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATFD DFPECIAJIOM 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates I47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debn Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the piant specific allocation 

QrHEE 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(66,281) 0 

65 0 
166.216) 0 

- 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- (17.359) 0 - 

0 0 

0 0 
1.598 0 

(33) 0 
1,565 - 0 

0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
- 
_ -  - 

3.855 0 
- 2 3  0 

3.597 0 - 

" 



SSUl FERN PARK 
STAT- OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED ltt31196 

SCEFJJULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. .  . -  -. . - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COLlMlSSlON AW. 
PERUTtLlM UTILITY TESTYEAN COMMISSION TESTYEAR PEVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. . . . . . . . .  ................ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. _ _  ._ _ _  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

17 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

18 OPERATING INCOME 

19 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 377 ~- 

SSUI FEKV PAHK 
.\DJUSTMENTS TO OPER\TINti JTATEhLESTS 
'TEST YEAR ESUED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ - -. .- 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. _-_ _. . ~. -. -. - -  - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNiC'e 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utill income 1-77 

Total 

OPEBAIkSB MAINIENANCEXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct attntion rate from 5 87% 10 5.75% S-IO 
3 Keystone heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 HWtt study 1-82 
5 LobbynglAcquisRion saianes & misc 3xp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 hepatiis Amortization Adjustment 18E 
7 Bddgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed reDression aa uslment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortiualion I-86a 
IO Purchase0 power DeRona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortue nunlcane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservamn Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Un:form Rate Docket.Reg. Comm Ex11 1-94 
15 .rrr#sdiction Docket Expense ,-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T N ~ u ~  bLdget adpstment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalzation 1-1 W 
19 shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccomted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
22 GainSILoSSeS 1.105 

Tolal 

TION FXPFNSENEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park : S I  
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCDME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Is.and 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes I- IO8 
4 Discounts received on property laxer IS-1 4 

Total 

INCOME TAXES 
To adjust to lest year income lax expe ise 

52,601 
9,615 

0 0 
9 0 

62,225 - 0 
-___ 
-. - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
- - X 9 L  0 

(1,013) 0 

0 0 
161 0 
0 0 

(1.453) 0 

2.800 0 
0 0 

(95) 0 
---A9 0 

2,613 0 

25,329 . 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 378 ___._ - 

SSUM'ERN TERRACE 
SCHEDULE OB WATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEAR W E D  12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I - - -  - 

I 
COMMISSION AW TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 

PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST MAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 
COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

1 - -. - - - .- - .- ._ ._ - - .- -. - - - - - 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 137.279 0 5  137.279 (40) 137,239 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 1.131 0 1,131 0 1,131 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (41,639) 0 (41,639) (35) (41,674) 

5 ClAC (10.578) (45) (10,623) 0 (10,623) 

6 AMORTIZATION OFCIAC 3.958 0 3.958 0 3.958 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (922) 0 (922) 0 (922) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES n04) 0 no4) 2.323 1.61 9 

1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.340 0 5.340 0.7711 3.569 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 93.865 (45) 5 93.820 477 94.297 ____________ ============ ::=========== ---------___ ---______=== ____________ 



?DER NO. 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 
YGE 379 

PSC- 9 6 - 13 2 0 - FOF-WS 

IITI*7P,RN TERRACE . . . . -. ~~ . 
DJl,'ST\IESTS TO KATE B.4SE 
EST YF.\H ENDED 12151/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

IANR 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU i-6 
3 Collier pits land ws t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeRona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

To reflect net nowused and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant $1 

Total 

Wac 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

ACCUM.AMORT.OFCIAC 
I Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Deb# Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

OIHEB 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

-~ 
___ 

0 - 0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 n 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
._ 0 0 

2,456 0 
- 2 3 )  0 

2,323 0 

(1,7W - 0 

~- 

~ 
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ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 381 _. 

I'/FEKN TBHR\C'E 
MUST\IEZITS 'TO OPERATI\(: STATEMIINIS 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utildy income 1-77 

Total 

p N  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries & misc. @xp.'l-83 8 1-84 
6 HeDatitiS Amortization Adiustment I-8Ei 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotibe Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfikration 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

-0- 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marm Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

MCOME Tbx!s 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(24,672) 
1,146 

0 

0 
0 
0 

4 0 
(23,522) 0 ~- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

I 8  
(8) 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

10 0 
_ _ _ _ _ ~  
~ _ _  

0 - 

(1,058) 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(4) 
0 

(1,106) 0 

(8.628) 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
)CKET NO.  950495-WS 
iGE 3 8 2  

$U/FISHERMAN'S HAVEN 
2HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 97.562 0 5  97.562 (44) 97.518 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 654 0 654 0 654 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (39,992) 0 (39,992) (16) (40.008) 

5 ClAC (36.370) 0 (36.370) 0 (36.370) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 22.020 0 22,020 0 22,020 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCESFORCONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1,042) 0 (1.042) 0 (1,042) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (669) 0 (669) (647) (1.316) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 6,035 0 6.035 (2.001) 4.034 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

48.198 0 5  48,198 (2.708) 45,490 
I=========== ====1======= ============ ======I===== ============ 

RATE BASE S 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

iGE 3 8 3  ~~ 

IUIRISHERMAN'S HAVEN 
!HEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED imim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 416,645 O S  416.645 (77) 416.568 

2 LAND 1.938 0 1.938 0 1,938 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (42.683) 0 (42.683) (21,621) (64,304) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (113.657) 0 (113.657) (16) (1 13,673) 

5 ClAC (45,740) 0 (45,740) 0 (45,740) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 29.264 0 29.264 0 29,264 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.079) 0 (1.079) 0 (1.079) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (7.999) 0 (7.999) (405) (8,404) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 6,252 0 6,252 (2,073) 4,179 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 242,941 0 5  242.941 (24,192) 218.749 
I=========== ============ ====I======= ==========a= I=========== 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
CKET NO.  9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
G E  384 _ _ _ ~ _  

UIFISHERMAN'S HAVEN 
LTUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
STYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

.- . -. -. _. .- - .- - .- - - - .- 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. .- . - . . . .- ... .- - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-1 3 
3 Reailoc of River Park common plant S-I 

Total 

!AND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

NONUSERAND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and JSeflrl adpstment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SiippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realioc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 141 

Total 

ACC- 
1 DeRona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

I Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 CrediDeferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To refled the plant specific allocation 

QInE5 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(98) 
21 

(94) 
50 B (77) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 -~ 
0 0- 

(5521 0 

- (2,001) (2.073) ~- 

0 



SSUiFISBERMAN'S HAVEN 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
rEST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCEEDULE NO. +A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. .  ........ ~ - .- .- - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTlLlN T E S T Y W U  COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19% INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.............. .............. .. ...... . . . .- 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



SSUIFISHERMAN’S HAVEN 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATW OPERATIONS 
TESTYEAR ENDED ianiex 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.. . . ~. . ~ -. .- - - - .  . _ _  
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PERUTILITY VnuTy T E S T W  COMMOSDN TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY IS96 ADJUSMENTS 1996 
. . - . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . .. .- - . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .. .- 1 I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

L p - - - -  -~ 



:DER NO. PSC-  96 -1320  -:FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
LGE 387 __-. - 

CIFISHPRhlAN'S HAVEN 
IJCSTMESTS TO OPEKATISG STATEhlENTS 
:bT YEARENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNiCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili inwme 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-IO 
3 Keystone HeigMs APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study I42 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortibation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization i-86a 

IO Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply reccgnition normalmtion 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

TlON FXPFNSENEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Piant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adiustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes I- 108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 13-14 

Total 

v 
To ad.ust to test year income tax expense 

7 7 
(18.308) (59,427) 

- 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 ~- 
12 (1.339) - 

(2,674) 
n 

(824) 
n 

- (6,441 ) (19,462) 



!DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
)CKET NO. 950495-WS 
iGE 3 8 8  

SLlIEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

0 S 1,241,287 (14) 1.241.273 

130.123 0 130.123 0 130,123 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 1,241,287 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (44,992) 0 (44,992) (114,960) (159,952) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (356.206) 0 (356,206) 0 (356.206) 

5 ClAC (543.346) 0 (543,346) (34,440) (577.786) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 117,781 0 117.781 828 118,609 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION (194,565) 0 (194.565) 0 (194.565) 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (322) 0 (322) 0 (322) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.478) 0 (4.478) (4.276) (8.754) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.867 0 1.867 (61 9) 1.248 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 
-.- 

FlATE BASE s 347.149 O J  347.149 (153.481) 193,668 
E~=====l==== ======I===== ============ ============ ===========I 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

i ____ PAGE 389 

SS~R'I.ORIUA CESTRAI. COMMERCE p . w i  
AIAII'STMESTS TO KATE BASE 
TEST YEAHENDED 12131.96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C ~ ~~~~~ ~ ~ 

DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- - 

WATER WASTEWATER 
I 

- EXPLANATION 
, - , , .- , , , .- . . . .- . . . . . .- . .. .- . . . . -. . . ... I - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

Lam 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

NONYSED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 I 
2 Plant SiippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse DeDr on Prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 I Total 

GIAc 
1 BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM.AMORT. OF CIA€ 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-mter S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

YY- 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

eTtlEB 
Marco island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 -  0 

- 
- -~ 

0 0 
0 4 
0 0 
0 (8) 
0 (4) 

- 
- - 

0 0 
0 (W'W 
0 0 
0 (34,440) - ~ _ _ _  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 a28 

0 a28 - - - 

0 (4,276) 
0 (1,206) 
0 . (5,482) 



SSL'IFLORIDA CE.WR\I. COMMER(:E PARK 
STATEMEST OF \YASTEW.%TER OPER%TIOSS 
TEST SFAR ENDED izniiw 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I - - . . .- . -. . . . . -. .. 

COMMISSION ADJ. TEST M A R  ADJUSTED 
PER UTILITY UTlLlTY T E S T Y W  COMMISSION TESTMAR REVENUE RNENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS unLi iy  1996 ARNSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
~ .. . .. -. ... . - .. . . . . ____ . .. . ........ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 1 RATE OF RETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO.  950495-WS 
GE 3 9 1  -_ ___ 

UlFLORIDA CENTRAL COMMERCE PARK 
MUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- - 
, - - -. - - . . -. - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
~ - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

P M  
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.7556 S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acqulsition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 HeDatRis Amortization Adiustment l-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amotiiation I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotiie Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm. EXp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization i-1W 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1-1 05 

Total 

DFPRFCI- 
1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marw Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHFR WAN INCOME 
I RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

INCOME TAXES 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

0 
0 
0 

(1 13.082) 
85,626 

0 
0 2 - ._ - 
0 - (27.454) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 (55j 
0 0 
0 0 
0 (19) 
0 (459) - - - 

0 
0 
0 

0 

6 
(3) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 392 

WIFOUNTAINS 
2HEDVLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 13/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

317.864 0 5  317.864 (446) 317.418 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 
2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 93 0 93 0 93 

3 NON-USED8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (10.875) 0 (1 0.873) 581 (10,292) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (56.923) 0 (58.923) 23 (58,900) 

5 ClAC (130.551) 0 (130,551) (5.116) (135,667) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 18.712 0 18.712 121 18.833 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS ( 2 l n  0 (217) 0 (217) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (562) 0 (562) 27.449 26.887 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1,259 0 1.259 (417) 842 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 136,802 O S  136,802 22,195 158,997 
============ ============ ============ ============ ============ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

____~ PAGE 393 - 

WFOUNTAINS 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YFARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- - -. - - - -. -. .- -_ - - - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. . . .- . -. . . . .- . - . . .- . .- . .- .. . . . - 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 113 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

!AND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehiah land. Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collkr pits land cost i-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

N0N-D U S W  
To reflect net non-used ana useful ad.Lstmenl 

1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBI; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

WBI; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

&X!BLAMORT. OF CIA C 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PILtEB 
Marco island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 35 
86 0 
0 0 

121 0 
- 
____. 

27,757 0 
- (308) 0 

27.449 - 0 

- (417) 0 

0 



SSUiFOUNTAINS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

~ 
.- .- - 

COMMISSION ADJ. TEST M A R  ADJUSTED 
PERUTILITY UTtllTy T E S T W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

MSCRlPTlON 19.98 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADNSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

. ... - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

17 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

18 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE i RATE OF RETURN 
I 

4,621 46,380 5 51.001 (21.784) 29,217 23,194 52,411 
-_ 

79.38% 

19,940 

7.954 

0 

640 5 20.580 

0 7,954 

0 0 

(142) 20.438 5 

(174) 7,780 

0 0 

20.438 

7,780 

0 

2,919 2,026 4,945 (1.087) 3.858 1,044 4.901 

(13,455) 16,863 3.408 (8.457) (5,049) 8.544 3.495 _____ ................. 

17,358 19,529 5 36.887 (9.861) 27,026 9,588 36,614 _____ - 

-9.31% 10.32% 1 .38% 9.94% 



IER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
3KET NO. 950495-WS 
3E 395 __- 
UIFOUNTAINS SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

MUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
IST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

EME 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitl study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 mi=. exp. 153 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortlation I-86a 

10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-1 00 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnflkration 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

-PENS E N  ET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage aqt.stmenl 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 lmputat on of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adiustmenl 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

IBXFS OTHFR T m  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments aim 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

WX!METAXES 
To adjust 10 test year ncome tax expeise 

(46.380) 0 
24,595 0 

0 0 
1 0 

(21,784) 0. 

(13) 0 
(1 42) 0 _ _  - - 

(8,457) 0 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

LGE 3 9 6  

$UIpOX RUN SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
2HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
ESTYEARENDED iznir)6 

- - - - - -. - - -  - - - -  
COMMISSION A W  TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 

PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YURl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 
COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlTY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

- - - - _ _  ._ 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 653,898 O S  653.898 (1.1 47) 652,751 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 3.306 0 3.306 0 3.3m 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (172,747) 0 (172,747) 0 (172.747) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (131.365) 0 (131.365) 49 (131,316) 

5 ClAC (1 14.070) 0 (1 14.070) 0 (114,070) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 37,330 0 37,330 0 37,330 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCESFORCONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (749) 0 (749) 0 (749) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (9.669) 0 (9.669) 675 (8,994) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4,342 0 4.342 (1.440) 2,902 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 270.276 O S  270,276 (1.863) 268.413 
- 
.=========== ====-======= =======-.==== -----------_ ____________ -----------_ ____________ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 
\GE 397 _ _ _ ~ -  - 

SUlFOX RUN 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

EST YEAR ENDW 12/31/96 
- -. .- . -. . . -. - - - - - . - 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION A N  
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSDN TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 199s ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
- ... - - _. .- _. - .- - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 493.712 0 5  493.712 (32) 493,680 

2 LAND 3.609 0 3.609 0 3.609 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (131,123) 0 (131.123) (18) (131.141) 

5 ClAC (1 97,069) 0 (1 97,069) 0 (197,069) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 74,821 0 74.821 0 74.821 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (734) 0 (734) 0 (734) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.588) 0 (2.588) (2.069) (4.657) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4,255 0 4.255 (1.41 1) 2,844 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 244.883 0 5  244.883 (3.530) 241.353 
=====I=I==== ============ ============ =___________ 



ORDER NO.  P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

GE 398  - 

U/FOX RUN 
IJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- . .. - - - - - - - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. . . . . .- . . . . . .. . . . ... . - 
I BVL transfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LAN€! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

AND USFFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Pa* Common Plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deiiona Lakes correction-water 5 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

REEEERED INCOME TAXES 
1 Debn Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PILLEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(1,183) (67) 

36 35 
- (1.147) (32) 
- 
- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
- 

- - 

0 0 - - 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
- 

- - 

0 
0 

0 
0 

19 (1,611) 
0 0 
0 0 

19 - (1.61 1) 

675 12 069) 

- (1,440) (1,411) 

0 - _ 



SSUmOX RUN 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

,9 RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . . . . .  - _ -  -- - . - 

m r  MAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION a. 
PER UTlLlN U T U N  TESTYEAPJ COMM1ssION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. . . . . .  ............... .............. ~. . . 

1 RATE OF RETURN 



iSUlpOX RUN 
XATEMENI OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
IESTYEAR ENDED 12l3lI96 

SCEEDLKE NO. 4 B  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- _ _  - - - - - -  -- - -  - -  - -  .- - -- - -  - - - -  - -  - - - - _ _  _ _ _ -  _ _ _ _  
ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. TEST YEAR 

PERUTlLlrY UTILITY TEST YEAR/ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 
DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS unun ts96 ADJUSTMENTS 19s IWPEASE REQUIREMENT 

-. - - 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

39.857 91.257 S 131.114 (67,474) 63,640 64,913 128,553 
I _- _ _  ____ -I-.-_ 

102 52% 

70.396 8585  71,254 (1 .I 13) 70,141 $ 70,141 

13,937 0 13,937 10 13,947 13,947 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

11,324 4.148 15,472 (3.207) 12.265 2,921 15,186 

(27,392) 32,579 5,187 (23,800) (18.613) 23.913 5.301 .--___ --.-I__ __ 
68.265 37,585 s 105,850 (28.110) 77.740 26.835 104,574 

.._-I__ _I__ 
___I 

(28.408) 53,672 $ 25,264 (39,364) (14,1 CQ) 38.079 23.979 
=i.5==E====31 ===s==_== ________E=== -------- =E=ll=a=Z=sl -------I===I- 

244.883 $ 244.683 241,353 241.353 
-====l==E==l =Ell==sIs=== l=s===l===== =====SI====== 

______ 

-11.W% 10.32% -5.84% 9.94% 
1=1====1511s =======E===== 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 401 

W/FOX RUN 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. . - . .  

WATER WASTEWATEF EXPIAN ATlON 

.. . , 

-ENUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-?7 

Total 

QPFRAUON (L MAINTENANCE W F N S E  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 158 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Dccket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
I 9  GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR le 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

A M O i U U A T ~  
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

IAXES orumnwmmm 
t RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(79,025) (91,257) 
42,364 23.778 

0 0 
5 5 

- (36,656) - - ( 67,474) 
- 
- 

0 0 
(44) (43) 

(197) (1 ,I 13) 

0 0 
(45) (4) 

14 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

15 

(3oi 10 

0: 

(13,350) (23,800) 



ORDER NO.  P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
PAGE 4 0 2  

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.- - - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY ?WE ADJUSTMENTS I996 
~ ~ - ~ -. .-- 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 15,888 O S  15,888 m 15,881 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 191 0 191 0 191 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

(8.049) 0 (8.049) (5) (8.054) 

(2.843) 0 (2.843) 0 (2.843) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1.331 0 1,331 0 1,331 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

(150) 0 (150) 0 (1 50) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 868 0 868 (288) 580 

; 2  OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (254) 0 (254) 61 9 365 

M T E  BASE 5 6.982 O S  6.982 319 7.301 
===========I ============ ------- ____ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1lFRlEYDLY C E S l E R  
>JI'ST.WESTSlO R\TE HASP. 
LST YFARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
I BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFD AND USFFUL 
To reflect net non-ured and useful adjustment 

TED DFPREGMUQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Booldngs 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

!JAG 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 0VL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credlt Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKlNOCAPlTAL 
To reflect the pant specific a location 

PItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 -  0 
0 0 - 

0 0 
0 
n 

(1 ) 
n 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

634 0 
0 
0 61 9 

- (15) 
- - 

(288) 0 - 



SCaEDULE NO. 4-A 
WCKET NO. 99495-WS 

SSUmRlENDLY CENTER 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDW iznim 

I . .  - . . . . . .. .. -. __ 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMWSSION A M .  
PERUTILITY UTILITY TESTYEARJ COMMlSSlON TESTYEPR REVENUE REVENUE 

MSCRIPTDN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlTY 1996 AWSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

3.210 5.747 s 8.957 (1,820) 7.137 1.698 8,835 
.- - 

23.79% 

6,059 321 $ 6.380 (99) 6.281 5 6,281 

776 0 776 6 782 782 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

636 271 907 (96) 81 1 76 888 

(1.814) 1,989 175 (641) (466) 626 159 __- .__- __ 

5,657 2.581 S 8,238 (830) 7.408 702 8,110 

(2,447) 3.166 5 719 (271) 996 725 

-35.05% 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO.  950495-WS 
PAGE 4 0 5  

W/FRIENDl.V CENTER SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

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

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . . -. . 

-REVENUES 
1 Remove requested 6nal revenLe mcrease 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 ImpRed reVenJe for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

QERATION & MANU- 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrtion rate from 5 87% 10 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Helghls APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewn study 1-82 
5 LobbyngiAcqd sn on salanes 8 misc exp 1-83 8 1-84 
6 hepal tis Amortuation Ad.Lstmen1 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SS, proposed repression adllrstment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortiation I-86a 

10 Purcnased power Detona Lakes 188 
11 Amorlie Hurr.cane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate caw expense 1-93 
14 Jniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 JJnsdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 Trdcup bJdget adjustment -99 
18 Emply recogntion normalualion 1-100 
19 Shareholaer Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccountea for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnf8Hralion 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

IBXES OTHER iWWMWME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(5,747) 
3,926 

0 
1 

- 11.82Q 
- 
- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

~ " 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

- 



!DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
)CKET NO. 950495-WS 
iGE 406 

SU/CENE\’A LAKE ESTATES 
CHEDCLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
BST YEAR 6ND#%I 12/3lN6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A W  
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST W COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTRENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMEWS 1896 
.- ~ - .. 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 111.115 0 5  111.115 (28) 111,087 

2 LAND8 LAND RIGHTS 1.268 0 1.268 0 1,268 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (5.713) 0 (5.713) (12) (5.725) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (27.910) 0 (27.910) (22) (27.932) 

5 ClAC (15,675) (72) (15.747) 0 (15.747l 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 4.188 0 4.188 0 4.188 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (652) 0 (652) 0 (652) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (852) 0 (852) 2.812 1.960 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3.777 0 3.777 (I ,252) 2.525 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 69.546 (7215 69.474 1.498 70.972 
=I========== ===========E =======I==== ============ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 4 0 7  

IU/GENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12i31/96 

.. . . .. 

EXPLANATON 
- .. . . - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LANR 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NONUSER ANDUSEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and usefu. adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

GI& 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF ClAC 
1 DeRona Lakes wrrection-water s-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debn Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QrljER 
Marco Island deferred deblt-water 1-62 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 2  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 , .. . .. .. . . 

WATER WASTEWATER 
.. . . .. .. .. . . ... ..... ~ 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 112) - 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

- 0 0 

2,920 0 
- (1 08) 0 
- 2,612 0 

- (1,252) 0 
~ 



LAKE ESTATES 
OF WATER OPENATIONS 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 
I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCIIEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

YEAR ENDED 12f3lB6 
.. __ ~ - I .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COHYISSONADJ. 
PERUTIUTY UTluTy TESTYEAfU COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRlPTlON 1996 ADJUSTMENTS unLmi996 ADJUSTMEWS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
__ -. . .. .. . . .. . .. . .. .. .. . . .- 



ORDER NO,. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

,GE 4 0 9  

,I'/C;ENR\A I.,U<P ESTATES 
).II:STMENTS TO OPERATISG STATEUENTS 
CST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 O F  1 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted Service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

PeERATIQK&MANC€HPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct aninion rate from 5 87% lo 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewm stuuy 1-82 
5 LobbyingAcquisRion salaries a misc exp 1-83 a 1-84 
6 rlepatlis Amortization Adlustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression aoluslmenl 1-74 
9 OAP Amonualion IM6a 

10 Purcnased power Dellona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortue hurncane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Cment rate case eqense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Junsdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case eqense 1-96 
17 T N M ~  Dudget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognlion normaluation I-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses I 90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess InSltration 1-23 
19 GainsILosses 1.105 

Total 

PEPRFCIATI ON EXPENSE -NEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debl 

AN W O M F  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful propertytaxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to lest year income tax expense 

(8,377) 0 
1,259 0 

0 0 
4 0 - - 

- (7,114) 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
(924) 0 

- 

0 0 
0 
0 

(4) 

0 0 
(1) 0 
0 0 
8 0 

13 

- 

0 

0 
0 

- (2,395) 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-€’OF-WS 
DOCKET NO.  950495-WS 
PAGE 4 1 0  
I 
SWIGOLDEN TERRACE 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 953495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 155.406 0 5  155.406 (34) 155,372 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 331 0 331 0 331 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (2.159) (2,159) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (44.923) 0 (44,923) (12) (44,935) 

5 ClAC (8.670) 0 (8.670) 0 (8.670) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 2,730 0 2.730 0 2,730 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS V94) 0 (794) 0 (794) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2,799) 0 (2.799) 2,022 vm 
11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4,602 0 4,602 (1.526) 3,076 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 105.883 O S  105.883 (1.709) 104,174 
-_______ 
-__________ --_=________ ______-_____ ____________ ____________ ____---_____ ____________ ____________ 

i ___.__ 



JER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
lKET NO. 950495-WS 
>E 411 ___- - 
Il/COLDR.N TERRACE SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  

DOCKET NO. 850495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LE!W 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehlgh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Debna Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

D USFFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Piant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

GI& 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR ldg 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

ACC- ClAC 
1 Detona Lakes corrm.on.water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1.1 1 
3 Correcbon for Guideline rates 147 
4 Impdialion of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1.51 

Total 

D E F r R R E D E S  
1 Debit Defened Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credn Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPmL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

OTtlEB 
Marco Island deferred deb*-water 1.62 

0 0 

38 0 
(72) 0 

- (34) 0 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 

- (2,1591 0 

0 0 
7 0 
0 n 

0 
0 

0 
0 
6 
0 
0 0 

- 6 0 
- ~ 

2,022 0 
- (151) 0 

1.871 0 

(1,526) 0 



SSUIGOLDES TERRACE 
STATEMENT OF WAI'ER OYP'K4'lIO3S 
l ~ s ~ Y E 4 R E w E D l 2 n l l Y 6  

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

-.__ ~. . .- - . - .- - .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTEO COMMlSSlOH AOJ. 
PERUTUJTY UTILITY TESTYEARJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTDN 1996 PSJUSTMENTS unLm 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. . . - . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . ... .- .. . . . . ... -. . . .. .. .... .. .. ... . . . . . . . . . . c 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 413 

IU/GOLDEN TERRACE 
DJOSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 Remove requested Snal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue lor discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

O P E l U I l Q M  MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 
1 Reallocate sala!y of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrt.on rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses ,-58 
4 H m m  stbdy 1-82 
5 .obby,n#AcquistI on salanes 8 misc exp 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amollmtion Adjustment 1-86 
7 Buogeteo overlime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression aojbstment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortuation I-86a 

10 Purcnased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amollue hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate DocNet-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Junsdction DOcket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adpslment 1-99 
18 Emply recogntion normalzal on 1-1 00 
19 Shareholaer Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
19 GamWLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPFZCIAUON FXJWWXEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjunment 1-13 
3 Real ocate Common Plant River Paa S-1 
4 .mpLtation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net  sed and useful adplment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AM- 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

TAXESQ- 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments aboi 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used an0 useful property taxes I 108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Tola 

wz!EuMs 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(32,287) 0 
14,552 0 

0 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

16 
0 

(5) 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(72) 0 

(61) 0 
0 0 

(798) 
0 

1461 

0 
0 
0 

(54 0 
(898) 0 

(6.346) 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 4 1 4  - 

iUlWSPEL ISLAND ESTATES 
:HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
IST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- -  
COMMISSION ADJ TEST M A R  ADJUSTED 

PER UTILIN UTIUN TEST YEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR 
COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTblENTS UTlUTY 1396 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 24.875 o s  24.875 (2) 24.873 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 1.044 0 1,044 0 1.044 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (3.027) 0 (3.027) 955 (2.072) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (11.917) 0 (11.917) (0) (11.917) 

5 ClAC (20.785) 0 (20,785) 0 (20.785) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 12,496 0 12.496 0 12.496 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (60) 0 (60) 0 (60) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 353 0 353 (615) (262) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 347 0 347 (115) 232 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 3.326 o s  3,326 222 3.548 
===I________ _-______=___ ____-_______ ____________ ____-_______ ____________ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 415 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

SSU/GOSPEI. ISLAND ESTATES 
ADJLlSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

- - - .- -. -. - - 

WATER WASTEWATER r .- .- .- 
EXPIANATION , . . . - . . . .- . .- . . . .- . .. - .- . . . .- . . . .. .. -. . .- - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-1 3 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parceis 1, 2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeRona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NONUWUNRUEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful aojustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SIippagdDouble Bookings 113 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

G I K  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-43 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debt Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

eTLLEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 
0 

(5) 
3 

0 (2) 
- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

955 0 

0 
0 

0 
1 
0 0 
(I) 0 
A9 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

__ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

0 
0 

(591 ) 

(615) 0 

(115) 0 

(24) 

0 



Sh'I'/(;OSPEL I S L A D  ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

ITESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

- - -  . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMASION ADJ. 
PERVrtLlTY VTlLtPl TEST yE*RI COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTIffl 4996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 19% ADJUSTMENTS *996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

~ 
-. ... ... . . . . . . -. .. .. .. . . . .. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



<DER NO. P S C -  96 - 1 3  2 0 -FOF-WS 
I C K E T  NO. 950495-WS 
\GE 4 1 7  

L'/GOSPBL ISIASD ESTATES 
MUSTMENTS TO OPERATISG STATEMENTS 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ ~ 

EX PIAN AT ION WATER WASTEWATER 
.- - . 

~ .- - -. .- -. - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNiCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

QFEIWUON & bWMENANCE EXPENSE 
1 Rea locate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct anrnion rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 H M  SlJdy -82 
5 Lobbying,AcqJlsRnon salaries 8 m6c exp 1-83 8 1-84 
6 HepalRis Amortualion Adlustmen1 1-86 
7 Buageted overtime to rate case expense S 11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression aalustrnenl 1-74 
9 OAP Amortuation 146a 

10 Purcnased power Denona Lares 1-88 
11 Amortue Hurncane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Junsd,ction D o c d  Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empty rewgnRion normalizat on 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration I23 
19 Gams/-osses 1-105 

Tolal 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debh 

t RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust lo test year income lax expense 

(6.555) 
3,601 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
(2.954) 0 
- 

0 
0 
1 
0 

37 
0 

38 

0 

(1,078) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

;U/GRAND TERRACE 
m U L E  OF WATERRATE BASE 
EST YFAR ENJJED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD% 
PER U T K l N  U T l U N  TEST Y W  COMMISSION TEST M A R  

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJVSTMEMS 1996 

- _ _ _ - - - _ - - _ - ._ - - .- - -. - - - - - - 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 126.318 o s  126.318 (471) 125,847 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 5.920 0 5.920 0 5,920 

3 NON-USED8 USEFULCOMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (27.81 1) 0 (27.811) 14 (27,797) 

5 ClAC (42.657) 0 (42.657) 0 (42.657) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 5.949 0 5,949 0 5.949 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (824) 0 (824) 0 (824) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 12.790 0 12.790 (4.135) 8,655 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.776 0 4.776 (1.584) 3.192 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 84,461 o s  84,461 (6.176) 78.285 
============ ===a======== ====I======= ============ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 419 - 

iUGRAND TERRACE 
UJIlSl'Ml?NTS 1'0 RATE RASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDoubk Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2,  and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehlgh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Sectbn 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

DEPRECIAIDN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse DeDr on Drior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBI; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1 4  
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

M O R L O F  ClAc 
1 Dekona Lakes correction-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debn Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credfi Defemd Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PTIIEB 
Marco island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(511) 0 
40 0 

14711 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
- 0 0 

- 
- ~ 

- 0 0 - 

0 
34 
0 

0 
0 
n 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
n n 

- (1,584) 0 ____ 

0 



S S U I W  TERRACE SCIIEDULE NO. 4-A 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12BM6 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I 

........ . -- - - - .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTlLlN U W  TEST- COMMISSION TESTVEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -. ........ ~ ~. - .......... ....... .... - .. 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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II.GHASD TERR\CE 
)JL'SThlENTS TO OPEK4TING JTATE.WEST3 
1ST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

PPER&IK!LL& M&MIEMNCE€XP€NSE 
1 Rea locate salary of SSU's president 5-8 
2 Correct anrn.on rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses -58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbynglAcquirition salaries 8 mlsc exp .-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatbr AmortKatlon Ad.bstment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization 186a 
IO Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
1 1  Amortize HLrricane Prepareaness Program 5.13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate DOCK&-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Jdnsaiction DOcKet Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition norma Zation 1-100 
19 Sharenolder Expenses 1-90 
20 Encers Unaccounted for Water -21 
21 Excess lnfinratnon -23 
19 GainsrLorres 1-105 

Total 

DEPREClATlONEXPENSENET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Deb% 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(5.747) 0 
3,926 0 

0 0 
6 0 

- (1.815) - 0 - 

0 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- _ _ _ ~  \GE 422 
SUMARMONY HOMES SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
CEEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
'EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- -. __ . - - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
P E R U T L I N  V T U N  TEST YENU COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1SSS ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTHEMS 1BM 
-. . - - . - - - - - -. . __ . - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

116,649 

944 

0 

(36.188) 

(1.125) 

726 

0 

0 

(472) 

(2.159) 

2.735 

0 

0 5  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

116.649 

944 

0 

(36.188) 

(1.125) 

726 

0 

0 

(472) 

(2,159) 

2.735 

0 

(1,051) 

0 

0 

30 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

235 

(907) 

0 

115.598 

944 

0 

(36,158) 

(1.125) 

726 

0 

0 

(472) 

(1.924) 

1,828 

0 

RATE BASE 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deiiona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment I -  
AWUMUI  ATFD D F P F Z G K M N  

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
3 Mirco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdal 

OF ClAC 
1 Deiiona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIljEFi 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 
41 

0 
0 

0 0 

30 0 
(1 1) 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
~ - - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - 

347 0 
- (112) 0 
- 235 0 

~ (907) . 0 
~ 



SSU/HARMOW HOMES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED itnim 

SCEELNLE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- .- -. - _ _  - -  -- - -~ - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMlSSlON ADJ. 

DESCRIPTION 19% ADJUSTMENTS unuTy iss6  ADJUSTMENTS 1% INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
PERUTILITY UTIUW T E S T W  COMYSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REMNUE 

.. .............. . . . . . .  ........ . . . . . .  . .- . .- .- , ~ ...... 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 
I 
I 
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UlHARMONY HOMES 
MuSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

UlHARMONY HOMES 
MuSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

OPERAIINGREYENUES 
1 Remove requested final revende increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 lmpufea revenue for dlscoLnted sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-uf.lIl) income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keptone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewill study 1-82 
5 Lobbying1Acquislion salaries 8 m i x .  exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amotiuatian Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amoti i t ion i-86a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply rewgnition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfiitration 1-23 
19 GainslLorses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Pa& S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

BMPRTIZNQUXEN SE 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

T A X E S E R  TIIAMMZM 
1 RAFs on revenue adibstments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island .-I 07 
3 Ivon-used and Jseflrl property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

W E T A X E S  
To ad,ust lo  test year income tax expense 

(24,084) 0 
5,066 0 

0 0 
3 0 - 

- (19,015) 0 - 

f6) 0 
0 

114 0 
(1221 0 

0 0 
(27) 0 
9 0 

- (7,013) 0 - 
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PAGE 4 2 6  _- 
WIHERMITS COVE 
CHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - - - - - - -. - .- - - -. - . - - - - - - -. -. - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTILlN UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1B86 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY lS96 ADJUSTMENTS 1096 

- - - - .- - .- - . .- _- - - - - - - - .- . - .- . - .- 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 298,020 0 5  298.020 (2.683) 295.337 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 1,148 0 1,148 0 1,148 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (29.717) 0 (29,717) (554) (30,271) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (88.243) 0 (88.243) 92 (88.151) 

5 ClAC (8.642) 0 (8.642) 0 (8.642) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 3.257 0 3,257 0 3.257 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.304) 0 (1.304) 0 (1.304) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (5.471) 0 (5.471) 917 (4.554) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7,554 0 7.554 (2.505) 5,049 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

176.602 O S  176.802 (4.733) 171.869 
============ -=========== ====I======= ===I====-=== 

RATE BASE 5 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 427 ~ - _ _ _  

U/HERMITS COVE 
iJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

-. -. - - -. - - - .- - .- - - 
t?XPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

- . . - . . . - . -. .- .- .. .- . .- . . . . . . . -. .. .. 

0 0 

63 0 
(2,6831 0 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

3 Realioc of River Pa& common plsnt S-1 

2 To adjust for Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 (2.746) 0 
.- 

Total - 

LmQ 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2,  and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pRs land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

FD DEPRECIATION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realioc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

WBC; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 141 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debt Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credk Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIHEE 
Marco island deferred debit-water IC2 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 
0 - - - 

- (554) - 

0 
124 
0 

- (32) 
92 - 

0 
0 
0 
0 

- 
- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

- - 

1,204 
- (287) 

91 7 - - 

- (2.505) - 

0 - - 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

- 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 



SCEEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 
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:ST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDtII.l? SO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9 W 4 Y S - H S  
PAGE 1 OF 1 

OeERdIIN56E!ENuEs 
1 Remove requeslea final revende increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 lmoutea revenue for discounted SeNlCe -77 
4 Mi;celianeous non-utili Income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT eqIenses 1 5 8  
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-8 
6 Hepatitis Amotiiation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-l 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amotiuation I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotiue Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate Case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment i-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-92 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess InfiRration 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Paw S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 141 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

T-THANJIWWE 
1 RAFs on revenue adplments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-Lsed and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 D,scounts rece.ved on property taxes S-14 

Tota 

W M E  TBXES 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(58.132) 
28,019 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
(83) 
26 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(1.355) 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(15) 
- (1 02) 
- (1.472) . 0 

- (10,566) 0 

- 

- 
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1 
SSU/ HOBBY HILLS 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED lW31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS i 

-i -. - - ,- - - . -. - -. - - __ . - -. - I 

! 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AOJ. 
PER U T l U N  UTlLIN TEST YEW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

I - -- 
COWWNENT 9996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILIN m a  ADJUSTMENTS m6 

-I t .  - .- .- ... - ~ ... - .. - . 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 80,778 o s  80.778 (30) 80.748 

2 LAND a LANO RIGHTS 844 0 844 0 844 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (5.340) 0 (5.340) (5.048) (10.388) 

1 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (33.939) 0 (33.939) (4) (33.943) 

5 ClAC (2.622) 0 (2,622) 0 (2.622) 

1 6 AMORTlZATlON OF ClAC 1,227 0 1,227 0 1,227 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

1 8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (720) 0 (720) 0 (720) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.311) 0 (1.311) 69 (1.242) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4,168 0 4.168 (1.382) 2,786 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 43.085 O S  43.085 (6.395l M . W  
- II 
I=========== ======l=im_r ==I====_=m_== =________--_ ____- 

- 
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I/ IIOHHY IIII.LS 
IIISTMENTSTO KATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. BbMgb-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust fw plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realla of River Park common plant S-1 

Tdal 

LAW! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

NQN-usED ANRUSEEUC 
To reflect net non-used an0 useful aolustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageKJcuble B w i n g s  1-13 
3 Reverse D e p  on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

BI;CUMJMORLPF C I K  
1 Deltona Lakes conection-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Cwrection fw Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

QEEEBRFD I N C O M W S  
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credii Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Tdal - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PItiEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(5.048) 0 

0 0 
(17) 0 
14) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

69 0 
0 
0 

1c3 
(1 0) ____ 

(1,382) 0 

0 



ISS", HOBBY HILLS SCIIEDULE NO. 4 A  
WCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - .~ --___- 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSKW AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITV TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1896 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLllY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REIMREMENT 

I 
~ .~ .- ..__ .- -__- 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

, 5  TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

16 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 
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611/ HORRY HILLS ~ .. . 
IAJUSTMENTS TO 0YF.RATINC STATEMENTS 
EST YFAR ESUED 32/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ . . . ...... ___ 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

- . . .. .. .... . ....... - 
1 Remove requested 6nal revenue Increase 
2 B i l l i i  determinanIs 1-75 
3 Imputed revenw fw discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility Illcome 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct anrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisnion salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU pmposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortiition I- 

1 O Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amottize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1.92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. EXp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920IWratecaseexpensel-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply rewgnnion normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 EXCBSS Infiltration 1-23 
Z2 GainslLosses 1-105 

Total 

P 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marw Island Deferred Debt 

AN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Nowused and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

IN'XWXTAXES 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

0 
0 

14.309 
11,227 

0 0 
5 0 

- 25,541 0 - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 

14 
0 
0 

0 
0 0 

(357) 0 
0 0 

(3491 0 

0 
~ 

0 
0 

1,149 
0 

(143) 0 
(28) 0 
978 0 

9.958 0 - 
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SUI HOLIDAY HAVEN 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST Y E A R E M ) ~  iznim 

SCHEDULE NO, 3-A 
DOCKET NO. P50495WS 

. . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION M 
PER U T I U N  UTILITY TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1096 ADJUSTMENTS t996 
. . . .- . . . . . . -. . .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. __ . .. .. .. ..... 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 68,581 O S  68,581 (35) 68.548 

2 LAND (L LAND RIGHTS 577 0 577 0 577 

3 NON-USED (L USEFUL COMPONENTS (1 ,832) 0 (1.832) 1,471 (361) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (31.398) 0 @I.==) (5) (31.403) 

5 ClAC (34.335) 0 (%.=a 0 (3'l.335) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 16,438 0 16.438 0 16.438 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (832) 0 (832) 0 (832) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (176) 0 (176) (276) (452) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.819 0 4.819 (I.=) 3,221 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 21,842 O S  21.842 (443) 21.399 
_._____I. - 

========-=E= ============ -._========I ___========_ 
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SU/ HOLIDAY HAVEN 
CHEDULE OF WASI'EWATER RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. KQ4%WS 

'EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSOU *(u 
PERUTlUTY UTILITY TESTM*RI COMMISSION TESTWEAR 

COUPONEN1 1996 ADJUSTMENTS VTUTYlOW ADJUSTMENTS 1BW 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 731,694 O S  731.894 (30) 731 .W 

2 LAND 3.793 0 3,793 0 3.793 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (143,463) 0 (143.483) (123.295) Rss.75a) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (134.069) 0 (134,069) (4) (134.073) 

5 CIAC VO.7W) 0 V0.7W) 0 m . 7 w  

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 37.199 0 37.198 0 37.198 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (6W 0 (@=I 0 (ssa) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (14.615) 0 (14.615) 617 ( 1 3 . 9 ~  

1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3.994 0 3.994 (1.324) 2.670 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 413,143 O S  413.143 (124.036) 286.107 
ll=s=-i**I=m ==---==-*- -..=--=-. iY-II..o.II -=-..I----- 
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SU/ HOLIDAY HAVEN 
DKISTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED IY31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. S W S S - W S  
PAGE 1 OF 1 

__ __ ~. ___- . 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. . . . - . .. . .. . .. . . .  . ... - . .- . .. . - 
1 BVL tansfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park w m m m  plant S-1 

Total 

I.BNI1 
1 Lehigh land P a r d s  1,2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pita land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND U S W  
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

D P  ION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDoubIe Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on pior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Cmrnon Plant S-I 

rciai 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ORT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona b k e s  correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdal 

P 
1 Deb* Defened Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reIlect the plant specific allocation 

QInER 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

- 0 0 

- - 1,471 (123,295) 

- 

0 0 
15 13 
0 0 

- (rn) (1 7) 
- (51 (4) - 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
- 0 0 
- 

0 0 
0 0 

(19) 
0 0 

0 0 
- (751 (19) 

(75) 

- 

61 7 
(711) 

(276) 

(3431 (94) 
(67) 

(1.598) (1,324) 

0 



SSLJl HOLIDAY HAVEN 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED iznm 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. +A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . . . .  . ..... . ....... - ._ .- - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION CDJ. 
PERUTIUTY UTILITY ESTYEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlM 1990 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 *(CREASE REQUIREMENT 
................ . . . . . . .  . .- 

12.484 29.116 5 41,530 45.662 87.262 (47,124) 40,138 
I-__--.--. --.---I - 

-54.00% 

33,123 (567) s 32,556 (1.318) 31.238 S 31.238 

2.434 0 2,434 104 2.538 2.538 

0 0 0 0 0 0 



SSUl HOLIDAY HAVEN 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED W3lM 

SCHEDULE NO. CB 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

. _  - .- _ _  
TEST MAR AWLISTED COMMISSW ADJ. 
PERUTILITY unuw TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS VTlLlM1OW ADJUSTMENTS IS96 WCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRlPllON 

- .  - .. - ._ -. 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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<I,'/ IIO1,IDAY II.\VEN 
ILIIIST.WENTS TO OPERATING STATEMESTS 
ESI YFARENDED IUJIB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- -. _. -. . __ . - ... . . . . __ .. . _ _ _ .  - 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

.. .- . . . . .. .... __... - 
1 Remove requested SMI revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utilily income 1-77 

Total 

p P E B A I J O W ~ N A N ! 2 E  EXPENSE 
t Reallocale salary of SSUs president S-6 
2 Coned atintwn rate from 5 87% lo 5 75% S-10 
3 Keptonc Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 newm study 1-62 
5 LobbyinglAcquisAion salaries 8 mlSc exp 1-63 8 1-84 
6 Hepatrio Amortlzation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Bddgeted overtime 10 rate c a y  expense S 11 
8 Remove SSU pfoposed represston ad,Lsiment 1-74 
9 OAP Amonmlion I& 

10 Purchased power De4ona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amartve Humcane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Consewalrn Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket.Reg C m m  Exp I 94 
15 Jdrisdictrn Dockel Expense 1-95 
16 920199ratecaseexpensel-96 
17 Trueup bodget adjustmenl l-99 
18 Empiy rnogndwn nonalualion I 100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
M Exces6 Unsaounted Fcf Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infillration 1-23 
22 GamsLosses 1.105 

Total 

P E e R E W O N E W E N S E # E T  
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 lmpulatwn of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adlustmen1 
6 Marm ASR COS( snare 1-51 

Total 

AMPRTIZATlON E W S E  
Marw Island Delerred Debit 

TAXES O T E E  T H W C O M E  
1 RAFs on revenue aalustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marm Island 1-107 
3 N o n - u d  and usefbl property taxes 1-108 
4 Dlscounls received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

INCQMETAES 
To adjust lo test year i n m e  lax expense 

- - - __ _ _  - 

29.116 109,824 
16,540 14.329 

0 0 
6 5 

45.662 124.158 

0 
0 

16 

0 

14 
(6) 

0 0 

0 0 
104 (7,898) 

88 (7.905) 

0 

2,055 
0 

5.587 
0 

(1 ) ( l a )  
(24) (253) 

2,030 5,171 

17.329 52,758 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ . . . _ I  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMWSSION 1oJ 
PER UTlUW UTILITY TEST YEAR/ COMMISSKWI TEST YEAR 

C W W N E N T  1986 AWUSTMENTS UTILITY l9S6 ADJUSTMENTS <996 
-. . . .- . . .- . . . .- .. .. .. .- .. .. .. .- . .. . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 112.316 0 5  112.316 (17) 112.2~1 

2 LAND& LAND RIGHTS 4,059 0 4.059 0 4,059 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (35.441) 0 (35.441) (3) (35.444) 

5 ClAC (15.600) 0 (15,600) 0 (15.600) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 9.678 0 9.678 28 9,708 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (397) 0 (397) 0 (397) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.106) 0 (2.1os) 009) (2.215) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2,301 0 2.301 (783) 1.538 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

FIATE BASE s 74.810 O S  74.810 (M) 73.946 
._I-- --_ 

========i=== =====I====*.= ==s========= =======-E=== =--====---= 
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mU/ HOLIDAY HEIGHTS 
UUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ISTYEARENDED 12/33/% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. S60496WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

__ 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

- . .- .- . -. .- . - ._ .- . - - . .. -. .. .- . - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble BooMngs I. 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon @ant Sd 

Total 

lAm 
1 Lehgh land Parcels 1.2,  and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 L e h i i  bnd. Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total - 
To reflect net ncn-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Rwerse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realla of River Park C o m m  Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdal - 
1 Deltwa Lakes wrrection-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 DeMi Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 C r d i  Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
pIL1EB 
Marw Island deferred debi-water 1-62 

To reflect the plant specific allocation 

-1 3 
0 0 

0 
0 

(3) 
19 

(1 7 )  0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
7 0 
0 0 

(10) 0 
(3) 0 

0 0 
0 0 . 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

28 0 
0 0 
0 0 

28 0 

0 0 
(109) 0 
(109) 0 

(763) 0 

0 
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III/HOI.IDAY HEIGHTS ~~ ~~~~ 

WUSTMENTS TO OPWAATINC STATEMRNTS 
EST YEAR ESUEU I U J W 6  

SCHEDULE NO. 4c 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- . . . . . . .. .. . 
E X P l A N A W  WATER WASTEWATER 

. . .... ... . .. ... - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenw for dsmunted sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili i m e  1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystme Heights APT expenses 158 
4 Hawin study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 I-&1 
6 Hepatitis Amti iat ion Adjustment 1 8 6  
7 B W e d  overtime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 R e m e  SSU proposed represoion adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotiie Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-96 
16 920199 rale case expense 1-96 
17 Trw-up budget adjustment 1-99 
16 Emply recognition normaliilkm 1-1 W 
19 Sharehdder Expenses 1-90 
M Excess Unaccounted Fw Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infibtion 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

PENSENEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plent s l i ~ x d j u s t m e n t  1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net us8d and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AkIORTIZNJQN EXPWSE 
Marw Island Deferred DebR 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property (axes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

20.975 0 
7.650 0 

0 0 
3 0 

26.626 0 

0 0 
4 0 

0 
~ 

1.288 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(39) 0 
1,249 0 

10,596 0 
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SUI IMEKIAI. 'I'EWUCE 
L'IIEDLLE OF W.\TER RATE RnSE 
6s'I 'YEAR ENDEI) l l l 3 l l Y 6  

SCHEDULE NO. 3 ~ A  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.~ 

TEST E A R  ADJUSTED COMMlSSlON AD. 
PERUTKIN UTlUN TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS le96 

~ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 238.285 O J  238.285 (80.935) 157,350 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 8,232 0 8.232 0 8.232 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (67,950) 0 (67.950) 1,722 (66.228) 

5 ClAC (52,160) 0 (52,160) 0 (52.1 60) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 30,684 0 30,684 71 30,755 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1,806) 0 (1.806) 0 (1.806) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (3.183) 0 (3,183) (513) (3.696) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 10,463 0 10,463 (3.469) 6.994 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE EASE J 162,565 O S  162,565 (63.124) 79.441 
============ =====E===3== ============ ============ 
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U/ IMERLU. TERRACE 
IJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C ~~ ~~~~~ 

DOCKET NO. Sb0495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

-. ._ ._ - - - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
...... . ...... . ... .- . .  . . .  - 

1 BVL transfer 1-13 
2 TO adjust for plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Realioc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

Lam 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pns land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeRona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

KON-USELUND UsEEclL 
To reflect net non-used and useful ad,ustmenl 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDoubie Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Pa* Common Plant S-1 

Total 

CtBC; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF CIAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

INCOMF TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credii Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QItIER 
Marco island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 0 
(81.022) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - 

0 0 - 

0 0 
1,678 0 

0 0 
44 0 

1,722 0 
- 

- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
___- - 

0 0 
0 0 

71 0 
0 0 
0 0 

71 0 
- 
- - 

(3,469) 0 
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XITI IMltRTAL TERRACE SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. . . __  - .. . ... . .. . .~ . . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . _ . . . - . -. - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salaly of SSU's president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 miscelianeous expenses 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amotimtion I-86a 

10 Purchased power DeRona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1.105 

Total 

TlON FXPFNSENEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

HAN INCOMF 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-1 4 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

0 
0 
0 

- (106) 
- (3,522) - 

0 
0 

36 
0 
0 
0 

36 
- 
- - 

0 - 

(1.651) 
0 

(10.385) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

- 
_ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
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iUI INTERCESSION CITY 
2HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

347.157 

843 

(43.854) 

(93.697) 

(18,236) 

4.156 

0 

0 

(1,896) 

(1.202) 

10.984 

0 

o s  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

347,157 

843 

(43,854) 

(93.697) 

(18.236) 

4,156 

0 

0 

(1.896) 

(1.202) 

10.964 

0 

347,076 

643 

(43.797) 

(93.663) 

(18,236) 

4,077 

0 

0 

(1.896) 

(1.850) 

7.342 

0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 
iGE 4 4 9  

,UI IYTTP.RCBSSIOS CITY 
).IIISTMENTS TO RATE HASE 
is1 YFAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. ~. . . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . .. - . . .  . . . . . . . ... .. ~. .~ ....... - 

1 BVL transfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Reallac of RNer Park common plant S-I 

Total 

Law 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deiiona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 I 

Total 

MQ&USED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULAIED PEPREClATlON 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Reallac of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

s!A!2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM.AMORT.OFCIAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-43 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credii Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QInEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

- - 
- 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 

34 0 

34 
- 
- - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- _ _  
_ 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

(79) 0 

(79) 0 
- 
- 

(31 1 ) 0 
(337) 0 
(648) 0 - 

- (3.642) 0 



SCaEDULE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

SSUl INTERCESSION CITY 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

~ . _- . .  ..... 

COMMISSYIN ADJ. TEST yE*R ADJUSTED 
PERUTtLlN UTSlpl TEST YEARl COMMISSION E S T  YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 19% ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 
....... . . . .  ~ . . . . .  .................. . . . . . . . .  ___ . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

19 RATE EASE 

1 RATE OF RETURN 

36,129 68,370 $ 104,499 5,859 110,358 (10.29s) 1W.063 
______ .-_I--- --- 

-9.33% 

49,681 

13.2MI 

0 

2.392 S 52,073 

0 13.268 

0 0 

(1.902) 50.171 $ 

21 13.269 

0 0 

50,171 

13,289 

0 

10,375 2,258 12.633 162 12,795 (463) 12.331 

(19.128) 24.581 5,453 2,751 8.204 (3.793) 4,412 
................. 

54.196 29.231 $ 83.427 1,032 84.459 (4.256) 80,203 -__ ____ 



?DER NO. PSC- 96 - 13 2 0 .- FOF-WS 
X K E T  NO. 950495-WS 
4GE 451 

il INTERCESSIOS CITY 
D.II'SThlENTS TO OPERATING ST.&TEWESTS 
KST YWAH EXDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

ATER WA R 
._ - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utilty income 1-77 

Total 

O P E R A T J O N B ~ P E I S E  
1 Rea locate salary of SSU's pres.dent S-8 
2 Correct anntion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 <eptone He.gnlS APT expenses I-5E 
4 Hewn study 1-82 
5 LobbyingiAcquslion sa.aries 8 mlSc expenses .-83 8 1-84 
6 hepatR1s Amrotuation Adjustment 185 
7 BJdgeled ovenime to rate case expecse S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression ad&stment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortlralion 186a 

10 Purchased power Dehona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurncane Preparedness Program 2-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Un'form Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 durisd clion Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True.up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognn<on norma ization I-lOC 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess unaccodnted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Pant slippage aqudmenl 1-1 3 
3 Realocate Common Plant River Par6 S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and usefu, adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATLONEXEME 
Marc0 Island Deferred Deblt 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Islana 1-107 
3 Non-used and dseful property taxes 1.108 
4 D.scounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(68,370) 
74,216 

0 
13 

5,859 - - - 

--11111 
(1,902) 

0 
(17) 
37 
0 
1 
0 

7r - 

264 
0 

18 
(120) 
152  - 

2,751 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 452 

S I ,  INTF.HI.ACKAN LAKEVPARK MANOR 
CHEDIJLE OF WATER w r b :  RASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.~ -. ~- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTILITY UTIUTY TEST YeARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
- .. . -. - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 234.788 (4.898)$ 229,890 (5.860) 224,030 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 4,193 0 4.193 0 4.193 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (32.044) 0 (32.044) 5.437 (26.607) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (64,670) 5.838 (58,832) 109 (58,723) 

5 ClAC (44.622) (181) (44.803) (450) (45,253) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 21.830 0 21.830 43 21.873 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1,844) 0 (1.844) 0 (1.844) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.329) 0 (1.329) 8.489 7.160 

11  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 10.680 0 10.680 0 10,680 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 126.982 759 5 127.741 7,768 135,509 
====siill==== I=========== ==========13 ========I=== 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 453 

W/ INTERLACHAN LAKEsmARK MANOR ~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~ ... 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for plant slippageldouble bookings 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pRs land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant s.1 

Total 

WdL; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Corredion for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Defend Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credt Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QInEE 
Marco Island defend debt-water 1-62 

0 0 
(5,949) 0 

89 0 
- 15,860) 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 

__ 5,437 0 

- 

0 0 
154 0 

0 0 

109 0 
- ( 6 1  - 0 

0 0 
(60) 0 
0 0 

(4501 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

43 0 
0 0 

- 43. 0 

8.707 0 
- (218) 0 
- 8,439 0 

- (3.541) 0 

- 

- 

0 



SSUl INTERLACBAN LAKESIPARK MANOR 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST Y E A R E ~ E D  iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I -  ~ -. -. .__- _ _ .  

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
P E R V T B I N  UTILITY T E S T W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE R M N U E  

DESCRIPTDN t936 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 AWSTMENTS I996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
-. .. . _ _  . . . ~ ~ . . . .  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

i 7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

I 8 OPERATING INCOME 

I 
19 RATE BASE 

1 RATE OF RETURN 
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ZE 455 

111 IN7EHl.ACHA\ 1.AKESIPAHK MAXOH 
II~sTMEYTS TO OPEHATIW S T A l E h l E T S  
.ST YEAR ENUEU 12131r96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

QPERAIINEREYEWES 
1 Remove requested flnal revenlre increase 
2 Biding determinants 1-75 
3 lmputea revenue for discruntea SeNICB 1-77 
4 M scellaneous non-ut.lIty income 1-77 

Total 

p- 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewltt stucly 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 mi=. expenses 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amotiiation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amotibation I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortke Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normaliation 1-103 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfiltratlon 1-23 
22 Gainsllosses 1.105 

Tdal 

E P R F C I A T I ~  
1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plan1 River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discaunts received on propetty taxes S-14 

Total 

JNCQME TAXES 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

- (108) 0 
- - (2.066) 0 

0 

0 0 - - 
(1 61 0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 456 
SSUI JUNGLE DEN 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEARENDED 1u31l96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 46,308 0 5  46,308 (36) 46.272 

1 2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 583 0 583 0 583 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

0 

(19.950) 

(13,864) 

6,878 

0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS c34n 

110 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (547) 

0 0 

0 (19,950) 

0 (13.864) 

0 6,878 

0 0 

0 

w7) 

(547) 

(1.104) (q.104) 

(8) (19,958) 

0 (13,864) 

(57) 

0 

0 

0 

103 

6.821 

0 

0 

(847) 

(444) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 457 - 

SSUl JUNGLE DEN 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

1 -  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEW COMMISSION TEST YEAR I 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - .- - - - - - - - -. - - - - - - - 

s 383.244 o s  383.244 (37) 383.207 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

119,878 0 119,878 0 119.878 2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (23,975) 0 (23,975) (31,160) (55.1 35) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1 07,099) 0 (107,099) (9) (107,108) 

5 ClAC (136.881) 0 (136,881) 0 (136.881) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 35.835 0 35.835 v25) 35.110 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (869) 0 (869) 0 (8'39) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (7.416) 0 (7.416) 27,860 20.444 

1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.036 0 5.036 (1.670) 3.366 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 267.753 o s  267,753 (5.741) 262.012 
===i._==== ============ ======I===zI 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

7 PAGE 458 ~ _ _  
SCHEDULE NO. 3-C . ~ ~ 

DOCKET NO. 960496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

SSUi JUNGLE DEN 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 - 

1 BVL transfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for piant Slippage 1-12 
3 Reailoc of River Park common plant S-.l 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer i-1 1 

Total 

AND USFFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realioc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

!aA!2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correctin-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR I 4  
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credi Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKIMG CAPlIAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QItlER 
Marc0 Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(79) 
42 

(77) 
41 ___ m -0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - 

- (1.104) . C31.160) - 

0 0 
12 12 
0 0 

~ (20) (21) 
- El (9J - 

0 0 

(45) (372) 
103 - 27.860 



SSUl JUNGLE DEN 
STATEMEM OF WATEROPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznim6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 95IMSWS 

- -. .- - .- - - - - - - - - - -  - .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COHMiSSlON AW. 
PERUTUN UTluTy TESTYEARI COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. ... - . . . . -. .- . .- .- 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



SSUl JUNGLE DEN 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12n1/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

I..- .- - ___ - - - - - _ _ _ - -  
COMMISSION AW. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 

PERUTILITY UTluTy TESTYEAR' COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REMNUE 
DESCRIPTION 19W ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

I __ . . . . . 

27 727 72.539 S 100.266 (35 129) 65.137 24 148 89 285 
__ -~ ----- 

37 07% 

43 499 1.440 S 44,939 (5.835) 39.1M S 39.104 

9.940 0 9.940 (1,570) 8.370 8 370 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

8,393 2,799 11,192 (2.307) 8.885 1.087 9.971 

119.296, 25 867 6,571 (9.658) (3.087) 8.896 5.809 ___-- __I___.____.__,___ 

42.536 30.106 S 72 642 (18.371) 53.271 9.983 63.253 
____ - . -- 

(14.809) 42.433 S 27 624 I1 5.758) 11,866 14,165 26.032 
---.------== ___. .____ ==-========= _______.iilli ._____ -. lillili=iiii Tillislllill iilillillllil liliilli?iiii 

262.012 262.012 
=silil=i=i==l 

267,753 
.___________ ============ 

267.753 s 
.___________ ____.____.ii __. ...___ 

9 94OA 
----========= 

-5 53% 10.32% 4 53% 
=liiill~=lii ___. E l i . = l l l i i i l =  lliiiiilliil 

- - -. .~ .- - .- - - 
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iGE 4 6 1  

UI JUNGLE DEN 
IJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
/6T YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

QeEBBTWBEVENUES 
1 Remove requested ?mal revenue Increase 
2 Billing determnants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounteo Sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utilty income i-77 

Total 

p € N s €  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUS president S-8 
2 correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-I 0 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 158 
4 Hevvltt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. expenses 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization l e a  

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes la 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I3 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infdtration 1-23 
22 GainsILosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Mar- ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
Marc0 Island Deferred Debit 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes 5-14 

Total 

iN!X!METIy(Es 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(18,880) (72,539) 
15,570 37,404 

0 0 
6 6 

(3,304) (35.1 29) 

(4.497) 

~ 182) (5,835) 
- (49) (51) 

0 0 
0 0 

22 17 
0 0 

(46) (1.587) 
0' 0 -~ - 

- (24) (1,570) 

0 ~- 

(149) (1.581) 
0 0 
1 (593) 

(16) (133) 
(1 64) (2,307) 

(1.125) (9,658) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-POF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 462 __-.__. 

w/ KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
PST YEARENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 312.579 o s  312.579 (48) 312,531 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 12.833 0 12.833 0 12,833 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (72,076) 0 cIz.076) (1.825) P .901)  

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (66,165) 0 (66,165) 43 (66.122) 

5 CIAC (10.387) (36) (10,423) 0 (10.423) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 1.583 0 1,583 0 1,583 

7 ACQUISITION AWUSTMENTS -NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.139) 0 (1.139) 0 (1.139) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.459) 0 (4.459) 983 (3,476) 

I 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 6,599 0 6.599 (2.188) 4.41 1 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 179.368 (36) 5 179,332 (3.035) 176,297 
- -- 

===========E ====I======= 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

J/ KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES 
JUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
STVFARENDED 12/31/96 - 
I BVLtransfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Reallac of River Park common plant s-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier p ik  land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
P 

To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

I BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

€lK 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-43 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 DeMi Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

bK!RKIN&GAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

0 0 
15 0 
0 0 
2 8  0 
4 3 .  0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

~ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

- 
- - 

1,287 
- (304) 

983 

(2.188) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

._ 

0 

QIHER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 



SW/ KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED 12i31/96 

SCBEDULE NO. 4 A  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - _ _  - - - -  - - -  - - -  - - - - - 
C O W S I O N  ADJ. 

REVENUE 
TEST M A R  AOJUSTEO 
PERUTUlY UTILITY T E S T W  COMMNSION TESTYEAR REVENUE 

M SC R l P T l ON IS35 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY I996 ADJUSTMENTS 1995 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.. .. .. -. .- .- - .- 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN I 
I 

30,981 35.536 5 66,517 no.=) 35.564 26,133 61.697 __ 
73.48% 

26,143 1,249 5 27,392 (2.553) 24,839 5 

8,554 0 8,554 V 9  8.475 

24,839 

8,475 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 465 ----I 
JSll, KEYSTONE CLUB EST.\TES 
4mI'STMEI'TS TO OPERATING ST*TE.MIINTS 

YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

OPEBATING REYEWS 
1 Remove requested final revenue .ncrease 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for aiscomled seN,ce 1-77 
4 MIscellaneOUS non-U Iny income 1-77 

Total 

QERMIQN&MAJNEMNCEEXP€NSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 correct anmion rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone He,ghts APT expenses 1-58 
4 H A  study 1-82 
5 Lonnyin#Acquisltion Salanes 8 mlsc expenses 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatltis Amrdization Adjustment 186 
7 BJdgeted oveiilme lo rate case expense S 11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repress on aa ustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased paver Denona Lafies 188 
11 Amor la  Hdmcane Preparedness Program S.13 
12 Conservat on Expense I 92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg COmm Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docmet Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognltion normallration 1-100 

I 19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnhltration 1-23 
22 Ga ndlosaes 1-1 05 

Total 

R E P W I O N € X E N S E - M E I  
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjLstment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Pa& S-1 
4 Impdation of CIAC-MR I 4 8  
5 Net used and usefJI adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMPBUZATQUEXPENSE 
Marco Island Defenea Debd 

TAXES OUiERIHAN-E 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 DlscoJnts received on propem taxes 5-14 

Total 

INCQMEJMES 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

0 

(35.536) 
4,575 

0 

0 0 

(1,393) 0 
0 0 

(2) 0 
(108) 0 

(1.503) - 0 
- 

0 1  
(10,502) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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TU/ KEY STONE HEIGHTS 

EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 
ZHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

' 0 5  1,515.049 (51,831) 1.463218 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1,515,049 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 4.854 0 4.854 0 4,854 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (185,075) 0 (1 85,075) (1.763) (186.838) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (532,189) 0 (532.189) 2,014 (530,175) 

5 ClAC (137,792) (925) (138,717) 0 (138.717) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

84.330 

0 

0 

(7.390) 

(20,796) 

42,808 

84,330 

0 

0 

V.390) 

(20.796) 

42,808 

0 84.330 

0 0 

0 0 

0 V.390) 

22.812 2,016 

0 42.808 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
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____ PAGE 4 6 1  - 

SSU/ KEYSTONE HEIGHTS 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TESTYEARENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

I BVL transfer 1-13 

3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-I 
I -  2 To adjust for piant slippageldouble bookings 1-13 

1 Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 1 Total 

0 0 

0 
(52,186) 0 

- 355 ___ 
(51.831) 0 - - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - 

NQPIYSEGNLUJSEEILL 
To reflecl net non-used and useful ad,Lslmenl 

AWMUTERC!EPREG!AUQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 t 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR I 4  
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

1 Deltma Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imptatton of CIAC-MR 1 4  
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credl Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QInER 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

- (1,763) 0 

0 0 
2.193 0 

0 0 
- 2 7 9 )  - 0 

0 2.014 _.__ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 0 0 
- 0 0 

24.234 0 
- (1,422) 0 

22,812 0 ___ 

(1 4.1 94) 0 ___ 

0 



SSUI KEYSTONE EEIGHTS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

sr;; 
w n  

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMSSION ADJ. P a  
PERUTILITY UTlupl TESTYEAN COMMKSION TESTYEAR PSVENUE REVENUE w m  

1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT wnl 

Z W  

.- - - - - - _ _ _ - _ _  - -. .~ -. - 
0 '  

l t -  

DESCRIPTION 

r- 
r .  .... ... .. . . .. ~ . - - ' 

m Z  
m Z O  
0. 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

--- == 

27.17% 

150,994 5 150,994 152,697 5,693 S 158,590 V 3 Q  
47.655 0 47,655 80 47.735 47.735 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

43,166 3,213 46,398 

(10,166) 26,301 16,135 

46,901 €81 47.582 (4.386) 

(31.642) 51,380 . 19,738 (29,904) 

215,611 57.954 5 273.565 (41,616) 231,749 29.514 261,262 

- 
_s -- - 

____. __ ---- 
31.055 41,880 72.935 -----_------ ____________ ____________ ==-========= =======5===11 

763,799 5 762.874 734.106 734,106 

(3,062) 61,767 5 78,705 (47.650) -----_------ -------_____ ____________ 
____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 

-0.40% 10.32% 4.23% 9.94% 
============= ====I======= ____ ____=I==I=== 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

0 
T 
I 



D E R  NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
XKET NO. 950495-WS 
LGE 4 6 9  

LII/Kl?YSTONE HEIGHTS ~~. ~~ 

[XILSTMENTS TO OPERAllSC; STAlEMENTS 
KST YEAR ENDED lZBIl96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNiCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

NCE EXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition SalarieS & misc. expenses 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amrobt ion Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amotization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Dekona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNSU~ budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognltion normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess infiRration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1.105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant sllppage!doLble w o m g  adjdstment 1.1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plan1 RNer Park S- l  
4 mputatlon of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net Jsed ana Lseful ad.ustmen1 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMPBULATIONEXPEMSE 
Marco Island Deferred Deblt 

W E S  OItlEBItlAN INCQbE 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non.used ana uref~l property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

WX'ME TAXES 
To ad@ to test year income tax expense 

0 
0 

(1 39,721) 
50,205 

0 0 
50 0 

0 
-___ __ 

~- - (89.46q - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
(1,267) 0 

146 0 
0 0 

1,201 0 
~ 0 0 

FJIT 0 
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SSUl KINGSWOOD 
SCHEDULE OR WATERRATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12f31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9SO4YS-WS 

- 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A h  
PER UTILITY UTIUN TEST YEAR/ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

I 

I COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

. - - - - - - . .- .- -. - - - -. - -. .- -. .. .. - . 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

20.885 

1,253 

0 

(11.176) 

(280) 

57 

0 

0 

(465) 

0 5  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20.885 

1,253 

0 

(11,176) 

(280) 

57 

0 

0 

(465) 

20,865 

1,253 

(32) 

(11.185) 

(280) 

53 

0 

0 

(465) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (208) 0 (208) 52 (156) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2.692 0 2.692 (893) 1,799 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 12,758 O S  12.758 (906) 11,852 
i=========== ============ 1111======== 
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XI/ KINGSWOOD 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

ER WASTEWATE - 
1 BVLtransfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for plant slippageldouble bookings 1-13 
3 Realkx of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LAM2 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier p h  land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBC 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

MORT. OF CIAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share Id1 

Total 

DEEEBBED INCOMETAXES 
1 DeDt Deferred Taxes on CIAC 
2 Credd Deferred Taxes on Demeciat on 

Tota 

YK?RKING C M I I A L  
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 
0 

- (20) 0 

(42) 
22 - 

- 

0 
0 
0 : I  0 

- (32) 0 - 

0 O I  

0 
0 

(4) 



SSUl KINGSWOOD 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 
I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

a OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

I 

SCEEDLJLE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 

-. - - .- .- -. - .- .~ - .- .- 

TEST MAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTKIN UTNN TESTYEAN COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 19% ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 3996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

I -  '- 

.~ . . .. . . .- .. r-' ''. 
8,751 8,369 $ 17,120 366 17.486 (494) 16,992 

-___.-. - 
0 -2.82% 

12.883 

1,474 

0 

(51)s 12,632 

0 1,474 

0 0 

108 12,940 S 

(1 ) 1,473 

0 0 

12.940 

1,473 

0 

761 394 1,155 8 1.163 (22) 1,141 

3,096 343 100 443 (182) 26 1 
~.l_____ _I_--. (2,753) 

____.I_ - 

-28.33% 
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UI KINGSWOOD 
)JUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
CSTYEAR ENDED iznim 

SC1IEDUI.E YO. 3 - c  
DOCKET NO. 95U495-\\S 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WAS 
__-~ - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

P- 
I Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 158 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries & miscellaneous expenses 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Immunization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deiiona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotibe Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normallzation 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted far Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses I-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustmentldouble bookings 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-1 07 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(8,369) 0 
8.732 0 

0 0 
3 0 

- 366 0 
- 
- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

n 

0 
0 
0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

\GE 474 

iUI LAKE MAY ESTATES 
XIEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED n m 9 6  

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 360,810 0 5  360.810 (273 360.783 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 3.046 0 3.046 0 3.046 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (82.141) 0 (82.141) 15 (82.126) 

5 ClAC (97.1 24) 0 (97,124) 0 (97,124) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 35.354 0 35.354 4 35.358 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

6 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (637) 0 (6373 0 (637) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 6.249 0 6,249 (8,066) (1.8173 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3,690 0 3,690 (1.224) 2.466 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 229.247 0 5  229,247 (9.298) 219,949 
I=========== =========E =_======= ============ =========== 
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DOCKET NO.  950495-WS 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 3E 475 - 

I LAKE MAY ESTATES 
RTSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
m VPAR ENDED 12/31/96 

I BVL transfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for plant slippageWouble bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

Law 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2,  and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
P 

To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBI; 
1 BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Denona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

p 
1 Debt Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

W Q R K u G C A i ! !  
To reflect the plant spec fic allocation 

PILLEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
4 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 4 -  0 

(7.715) 0 

~ 

~ 

. .  . 
- (351) 0 
~ (8.066) 0 

(1,224) 0 



SSU/ LAKE MAY ESTATES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED ltfl1196 

SCHEDLILE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. - - - - - - -  - - - .~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMWSION Ah). 
P E R M U N  UTUTY TESTYEAR COMMlSSlDN TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 4996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlTYl996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.. ....... ~ . . 

~ .. ...... ~ . .. I .. .- . -. .- - .... - .. .- .- 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

i 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 

_- YGE 477  - 

STYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

w45 R - 
I R ~ O Y ~  retluested final revenue increase ~1~~ ~~ 

2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Mi&ellaneous non-utility inwme 1-77 

Total 

CF EXPFNSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSv's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitl study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries & misc. expenses 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amrotization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power DeRona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I3 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognnion normalization I-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1.105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippageldouble booking adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

' 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island i-1 07 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(77,909) 
69,555 

n 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 

13 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
7 0 

(6) 0 

0 - 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
I C K E T  NO. 950495-WS 

__ YGE 478  ~ 

iui LAKE BRANTLEY 
~ U L E  OF WATER RATE BASE 
BSTYEARENDED lZl31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- 
TEST YEAR ALUUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER U T I U N  UTIUN TEST Y E A N  COMMlSSlON TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY i996 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _  - -. - - 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 192,370 o s  192.370 G I )  192,349 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 2.865 ' 0  2,865 0 2,865 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (615) (615) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (36.593) 0 (36,593) (3) (36.596) 

5 ClAC (15.706) 0 (15,706) (143) (75.849) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 9,358 0 9.358 (2) 9,356 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (495) 0 (495) 0 (495) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2,863) 0 (2.863) 2,956 93 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2.865 0 2,865 (950) 1.915 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

151,801 0 5  151.801 1,222 153,023 
=11=====1=== ============ ============ --------~=== -------===== 

RATE BASE J __-_____ -___-- 
- 



CDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 
4GE 479 ~ _ _  

iU/ LAKE BRANTLEY 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
3ST YEAR ENDED 12131/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-13 
2 To adjust for plant slippage/double bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

lAr!JR 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehlgh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

MQN-UsEeANpIlsEFU 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prbr N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cwt  Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

RFFFRRFD INWME TAXES 
1 Debt Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Toial 

WORKIMXQWTAL 
To reflect the plant spec Rc allocation 

QmER 
Marco Island deferred debitwater 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
n n 
0 0 - 

- 0 0 - 

0 0 
9 0 
n n 

0 0 
(143) 0 

0 0 
(143) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(2) 0 
0 0 

43 0 

3.143 n ~ , .  .. - 
(187) 0 

2,956 0 

(950) - 0 

0 



SSU/ LAKE -LEY 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED iznm 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

, .~ ~. -. ~. ._ - - - - - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION Ah). 
PERUTILITY U T L l N  TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1496 a U S T M E N T S  UTlLlTY I996 ADJUSTMENTS *496 INCREASE REWIREMEKT 
.. ... ..___ . . . ..... ~ . ~ .. .- 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

1 RATE OF RETURN 
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SSUI LAKE BRANTLEY 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 1 - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

p 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.67% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 158 
4 HewM study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries & misc. expenses 1-83 & IM4 
6 Hepatitis Amrotkation Adjustment 1-66 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 
10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Cornm. Exp 1-94 
IS Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normaliition 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
19 GaindLosses 1-1 05 

Total 

-1ATION FXPEN SE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant siippagddouble bookings adjustment i-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Piant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdal 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debii 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

lrmmHm& 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(35,994) 
5,002 

0 

10 
3 

(5) 

(1,395) 

(5) 
0 

- (67) 
(1,466) - - 

(1 1,539) - - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 -~ 

0 
0 
0 " 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
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SSUl LAKE CONWAY PARK 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12131/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.. .- . 

COMMISSION AW. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER UTlLlN UTILITY TEST W CWMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN $996 ADJUSTMENTS 19% 
. -  . ... 

I - .- 
- 

1 UTILIN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 67,194 (19,240)S 47,954 (27) 47,927 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 2,017 0 2,017 0 2,017 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (370) 0 (370) (-750) (1.1 20) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (28.406) 6.975 (21.431) (3) (21.434) 

5 ClAC (1 9.1 07) 18.667 (440) 0 (440) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 12,948 (12.783) 165 32 197 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 4.419 0 4.419 0 4.419 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (637) 0 (637) 0 (637) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (679) 0 (679) 66 (613) 

11  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3,690 0 3.690 (1.224) 2,466 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 
---- 

RATE BASE 5 41.069 (6.381)5 34.688 (1.906) 32,782 
============ =======I==== I======I==== ======-====I _______---== 
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SU/ LAKE CONWAY PARK 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ . .  . ~. .. - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATEfi 

. . . . . . . ~. . ....... .. .. . . .. -~ .. .. - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

Law 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2.  and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBI; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF WAC 
1 Deitona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 I 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Coot Share 1-51 

Total 

D E F E R R E D T A X E S  
1 Deblt Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 CredH Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To renect the plant specific allocation 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

- 
- - 

(750) 

0 
12 
0 

- (15j 
- (3) - 

0 
0 

0 
o_ 

~- - 

0 
0 

32 
0 
0 

32 
- 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

~~ 

0 
0 
0 __ 
n 

0 
0 
0 
0 

113 0 
0 

66 0 
____ (47) - 

- (1,224) 0 

PILLEB 
Marco Island deferred debfi-water 1-62 0 - 



SSUl LAKE CONWAY PARK 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERAnONS 
TESTYEARENDED Ilnlf96 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 
I 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

.. ~ - .  . . . .  .- I -  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTUTY UWTV T E S T Y W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE R M N U E  

DESCWPTDN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJLISTMEMS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT . . . . .  . .. . . . . . . . . . -. .. .. . . .. . . . . . . . .. - 
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SUI LAKE M N W A Y  PARK 
.UJlST.MESTS TO OPER\TINC STAI'EMEN7S 
'EST YEAR E s n m  I Z B I ~ Y I ~  

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. . . ~. . . . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. - . .- .. . - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct atlition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT exwnses 1-58 
4 Hewilt study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries & misc. expenses 183 & la 
6 Hepatitis Amrotization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed reDression adiustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization IM6a 

10 Purchased power Deiiona takes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infibration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-I 4 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(18,812) 
7,303 

0 
4 - 

(1 1.505, 

- (4,202) - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

_.__ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 _ _ ~  

0 

0 
0 -~ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

- 

0 - 
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SUI LAKE HARRIET ESTATES 
CHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDm 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9.50495-WS 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE J 

2 LAND (L LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

RATE BASE 

222.374 

4,663 

0 

(95.484) 

(64.408) 

34,342 

0 

0 

(2.114) 

(1.881) 

12,243 

0 

o s  

0 

0 

. o  

(174) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

222,374 

4.663 

0 

(95.484) 

(64.582) 

34,342 

0 

0 

(2.114) 

(1.881) 

12,243 

0 

(90) 

0 

0 

(41) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14.794 

(4.060) 

0 

222,284 

4,663 

0 

(95.525) 

(M.582) 

34.342 

0 

0 

(2.114) 

12.913 

8,183 

0 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

iU/ LAKE HARRIET ESTATES 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

.- ..... .. . 

WATER WASTEWATEF EXPLANATION 
. . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  ~. . .. . .~ - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippageldouble bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LA&! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU lb 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeRona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NONUSCDAND USEFUL 
TO reflect net non-bsea and bselul aaptment 

A C C V M U L A T E D I A T I O N  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageiDome Boomgs ,-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N - J t U  assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of RNer Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

rn 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AM ORT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

1 Debt Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credn Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIHER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
10 
0 0 

- (51) 0 
- (41 1 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 

15,010 0 

(4.060) 0 - 



I 
SSI I I.AKU(E H.\KKIRI ESTAI'ES 
STATE\lEhT OF WATER OPEUATIONS 
TEST YLIR E s m n  iznin6 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 
I 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 PATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 A  
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

........ - . .~ . ._ 

COMMISSION AM.  TEST M A R  ADJUSTED 
PERUTlLlrY UTILITY TEST- COMMMSDN TESTYEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJUSTMEWS 1996 INCREASE RECUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 
. . . . . .  ..... .... I . . .  ~ . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  .......... - . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  __ -~ - 
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SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

SUI LAKE HARRIET ESTATES 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
'ESTYFARENDED 12/31/96 

WASTE 

O P E R A T l N O E S  
1 Remove requested final revenue ncrease 
2 B l h g  determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discomled service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

QP€BATION & MAlNTENANCC EXPENSE. 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct allntion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewm stuay 1-82 
5 .obbyinglAcqJ.s!tion salanes 8 misc exoenses 1-83 a .-84 
6 Hepatiis Amrotization Adlunment 1-86 
7 BLdgeted ovenlme to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression ad.ustment ..74 
9 OAP Amortuation I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amoilue HJrr.cane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Cunent rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1.94 
15 .unrdiclion Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case ewense 1-96 
17 TrJe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition norrnallzat~on 1-1 W 
19 Shareholaer Expenses 1-92 
x) Excess Unaccounted lor Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infitration 1-23 
19 GamILosses 1.105 

Tota. 

PEPREClATlONEXPENSWEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippageidouole Dookings aalunment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and Jseful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

BMPBUZATION EXPEME 
Marco Island Defenea Debn 

T A X E S X k W U M N  INCQME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

IMQ2dE TAXES 
To adjust to test year mcome tax expense 

(31.61 0) 0 
(2.273) 0 

0 0 
14 0 

(33,869) 0 
- 

126) 0 

- (1 34) 0 
- - (1.643)- 0 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSUILAKESIDE 
SCHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
TEST YEARENDED iznm 

1 UTILIN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 356.974 O S  356.974 (28) 356.946 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 3.417 0 3,417 0 3.417 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (37.478) 0 (37,478) (14) (37,492) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (69,131) 0 (69.131) (13) (69.144) 

5 ClAC (9,050) 0 (9.OsO) 0 (9.050) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 2.618 0 2.618 0 2,618 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (652) 0 (652) 0 (652) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (6.981) 0 (6.981) (37) V.328) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3,777 0 3,777 (1.252) 2.525 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 243,494 o s  243.494 (1,654) 241.840 ------------ ----________ ______----- ____________ ____________ ------------ --------____ ______-----E ____________ ____________ 
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'AGE 491 

S l l  LAKESIDE 
DJUhTMESTS TO R\TE RASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED iznim 

...... ... .~ 

EXPLANATION 
............... .. .. ..... - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippageldouble bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LAW 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2,  and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NONUS- 
To reflect net non-used ana useful ad.Lstment 

ACCUMULATEDDEPRECIATION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Piant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

QAc 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 lmputaronof CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERREDlNC.OME TAXES 
1 Debd Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

kYQRKlM CAPlIAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PILLEB 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. 

WATER WASTEWATEF 
. . .  . ..... 

0 0 
3 0 
0 0 

- 2 6 )  _________ 0 
- 0 -~ 0 

0 0 
0 0 
E 0 

__ o_ 0 
- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
o_ 0 
0 0 - 

n " - 
- 2 7 )  0 

(347) 0 

11,252) 0 



SSUl LAKESIDE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED 1zn1~6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495WS 

...... -.. .. .~ .- -. . .~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST- COMMMSDN TESTYEAR REVENUE REMNUE 

DESCRIPTION 1946 ADJUSTMENTS u n L i n i m  ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
......... -. ......... ............ ....... .............. ............. ........... . 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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iU/ LAKESIDE 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. .. . ... .~ . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATEF 

. __  . . . _ _  . .. . . 

QEBAING REVENUES 
1 Remove reqdested final revende increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for d scounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utdny income 1-77 

Total 

QPERATION & M A I N I V E N S E  
1 Reallocate salaw of SSU s president S-8 
2 Correct attrnlon rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Aeeystone He gnrs APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewn study -82 
5 LobbyinglAcquistion sa.anes 8 m i x  expenses 1-83 8 1-64 
6 HepatRis Arnrotuation Aqustment 1-86 
7 Buagetea overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repress,on adlbstment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortuation I46a 

10 Purchased power Detona Lakes 188 
11 Amortue HJrrCane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate DocKet-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognltion normallration 1-100 
19 Shareholder Evens- 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccodntea for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfiilration I 2 3  
22 GainvLosses 1.105 

Total 

REE!RE€IATION E X E M E A E I  
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment ,-I3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-43 
5 Net Jsed ana useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred DebR 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust to lest year income tax expense 

- 4 0 
148.269) 0 - - 

0 0 

0 0 
- (739) 0 
__ 
- 

(2,172) 0 
0 0 

1s n . -  " 
- (124) 0 
- (2.281) 0 

- (17.836) 0 - 
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SUI LAKEVIEW VlLLLAS 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD. 
PER U T K l N  V T l U N  TEST YEAR/ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT lSB6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY IS96 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
-~ _.__ - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 21,740 0 5  21,740 (4) 21.736 

2 LAND8 LAND RIGHTS 47 0 47 0 47 

0 0 0 (756) (756) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (8.615) 0 (8.615) 6 (8.609) 

5 ClAC 0 0 0 0 0 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 0 0 0 0 0 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

(90) 0 (90) 0 (90) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (402) . a  (402) (21) (423) 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE, BENEFITS 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 521 0 521 (173) 348 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 13,201 0 5  13,201 (948) 12.253 
==1=11====== ============ ============ ============ 
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$1 LAKEVIE\\ VII.I.I..\S 
DJUSThlENTS TO RATE R,\SE 
EST YEAR EXDEI) IZl31P)h 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. .... . . - _ . . 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

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

Law! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU I 4  
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

MQN-USED AND U S E E U  
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

!a& 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmoutation of CIAC-MR 1 4  
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

COMF TAX!iS 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credn Deferred Taxes on DeDreciation 

Total - 
To renect the plant specifu allocation 

PItiEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 
- - 
- 

0 
0 
0 

(756) 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 - 



SSUl LAKEVIEW VILLLAS 
STATEMEPI OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESI YEARENDED 12Bli96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. -~ .~ . ._ _. 

TEST MAR ARlUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PERUTlllTY UTlLlN T E S T W  COMHSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION *S96 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY i996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCFSASE REQUIREMENT 
.. .. .... ...... . .... .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. r -  

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTALOPERATING EXPENSES 
I 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



<DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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CI'I I..\Kti\'IE\V \ ILLLAS 
IIIIISTUENT'S TO OPER1TISG Sl"\TRMEYTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
__.. - . - .. . 

QP- 
1 Remove reqbested final revenue .ncrease 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discomtea servoe 1-77 
4 Miscel.aneous non-utilRy ncome -77 

Toral 

!xEBAr-- 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keyslone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewln s t ~ d y  1-82 
5 LobbyngiAcquisilion salaries 8 misc. expenses 1-83 8 .84 
6 Hepatas Amrotization Adptment 1-86 
7 Budaeted overtime to rate case emense S - I  1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amottiition I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization I-lM) 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-92 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gains/Losses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Piant slippageldouble booldngs adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Mar- ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

AMORTlZATlONEXPENSE 
Marco Island Deferred DeDn 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(7.321) 
4.833 

0 
0 

0 0 
1 0 - 

- 12.487) - 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(864) 0 
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IU/ LEHIGH 
3HEDULE OF WATER PATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- . .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERUTKITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT IS96 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJLKTMENTS 1998 
.- - - - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 15,014.790 93,077 5 15.107.867 (37.088) 15.070.779 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 212.065 0 212,065 (149.851) 62.214 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 322.725 0 322,725 (992.781) (670,056) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (4,437.608) 0 (4,437,608) 417 (4,437,191) 

5 ClAC (4,365.337) 0 (4,365,337) (48.166) (4,413,503) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1,415.443 0 1,415.443 670 1,416.113 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION (1,903.990) 0 (1,903,993) 0 (1.903.990) 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (64.343) 0 (64.343) 0 (64.343) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 419.709 0 419.709 (376.725) 42.984 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 372.726 0 372.726 (123.589) 249.137 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 6,986.180 93,077 $ 7.079.257 (1.727.113) 5,352,144 ____________ ____________ =E========== ============ ============ 
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SUI LEHIGH 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATERKATE BASE 
'ESTYEARENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. - ___ _. - - - 
~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD. 
PER UTILIN UTIUN TEST YEARl COMMlSSlON TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT lo96 ADJUSTMENTS UTILIN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS I S M  
- 

1 U T I L I N  PLANT IN SERVICE S 18,820,639 191,019 $ 17.011.658 (166.548) 16.845.110 

2 LAND 346,220 0 346,220 (260.562) 85 658 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 869.825 0 869,825 (1,467.179) (597,354) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (4.970.406) 0 (4.970.406) 2.838 (4367.568) 

5 ClAC (4,591,714) 0 (4,591,714) (83,889) (4,675,603) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1.813.412 0 1,813.412 1,179 1,614,591 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION (1.595369) 0 (1 595.969) 0 (1 595.969) 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (50.898) 0 (50.898) 0 (50.898) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 251.933 0 251,933 (224.176) 27,757 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 294.838 0 294,838 (97.763) 197,075 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 9,187,880 191,019 S 9.378.899 (2,296.100) 7,082,799 
=I========== ============ ===E======ll ===========E E=__________ 
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SSUl LEHIGH 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ITEST YEAR ENDED 1201196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~. . . . . .. . -  
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

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

PLANT IN SERYlCE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippageldouble bookings 1-13 

~ 3 Realicc of River Park common plant S-1 
Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU and Tract D 1-6 
3 Collier piis land cod 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

~ 

I 
j 
j Total 

I NQN-USFD AND USEFUL ' To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

j 1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
! 

I 
I I Total 

2 Plant SlippagelDoubie Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

GM2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allmation 

QItIER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 ! 

n 

(120,840) 
(29.011) 

0 
0 
0 

(260,562) 
0 
0 
0 
n 

0 0 
(260.562) 

- 
-~ - 1149.85% - 

(992.781) (1,467,179) 

0 

0 
1,973 

0 
4,069 

0 
- (1,556) (1,231) 
- 41 7 2.838 

0 0 

0 0 
(48.166) (83,889) 

(48,1661 (83,889) 
- 

0 
0 
0 0 

670 1,179 
0 0 

- 670 1,179 
- 
- 

(362.078) (207,807) 
(14,647) (16,369) 

- - (376.725) (224,176) 

(123,589) __ 

0 - 



SSUl LEHIGH 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST Y E ~ E N D E D  iznm 

SCHFllULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.. .. - .  . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 

DESCRlPTlON 1996 ADJUSTMENTS umim 1-6 ADJUSTMENTS 199s INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
PERUTlLlM VTlLlTY TESTYEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR R M N V E  R E M M E  

.. ............ ...... ~ . . . . . . . . .  .............. . . . . . . . . . .  ............................. .~ .- 
I '..' 
1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

2.089.666 794,843 5 2,884,509 (817.547) 2,066,962 440,859 2,507,821 
- ---.l_ll ..ls___l__ _ 

21.33% 

1,289,249 55,416 S 1,344,665 (43.354) 1.301.311 S 1,301,311 

324,022 0 324.022 (36.507) 287.515 267,515 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

287,276 18.022 305,298 (53.946) 251,352 19,839 271,191 

(96,226) 276.382 180.1% (226.510) (46,554) 162,409 116.055 
I.____ -- 

1,804,321 349,820 S 2,154.141 (360,317) 1.793.824 182.247 1.976.071 - -__- 
285,345 445,023 5 730,368 (457,230) 273.138 258,612 531.750 

=====I==I=== ============ =======I===I ==I===I===== ==--________ ------------- 

6.986.180 5 7,079,257 5,352,144 5,352,144 _____________ _____________ ____________ ____________ __________-_ __________-_ ----________ ----________ 

4.08% 10.32% 5.10% 9.94% _____________ _____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 



SSUl LEEIGH 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDD iznim 

SCEEDLTLE NO. 4-B 
N C K E T  NO. 950495-WS 

- - . . . - ~~ 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY T E S T W  COMMSSION TESTYEAR REVENLE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS umim 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

17 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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3UI LEHIGH 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMES'Ia 
EST YFAR EYDKD 1213lr96 

_. . 

EXPIANATION 
__ - 

1 Remove requesled final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

EXPFNSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSv's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewat study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries & misc. expenses 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amrotization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization I-1W 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippageldoubie boolongs adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

IAXFS OTtlER THAN INC OMF 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust l o  test year income tax expense 

SC'HEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 

(794.843) (698,008) 
(23.140) 14,518 

0 n 
- 436 345 

(817,547) (683,145) 

22:519 17:037' 
(16;577) (36:671) 

(749) (592) 
(10,899) (8,622) 

0 0 - 
(43.354) __ - 

0 0 
(2,195) (6,387) 
1,270 1,005 

(1.340) (2,357) 
(34,242) (53,849) 

0 0 
- (36,503 (61,589) 
- 

(36.790) (30,742) 
n n . - 

(1 1,935) (53,974) 
- (5,221) (5.835) 
- - (53.946) (90,551) 

(226,510) - (84,291) 
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S l l l  LL lLAYl  HLlClITS 
I'HLULLF OFNATLHRATE 
EST YEAR ENUED iznimb 

BASE 
SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 433.057 O S  433,057 (125) 432.932 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 4,087 0 4,087 0 4,087 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (153,773) 0 (153.773) (58) (153.831) 

5 ClAC (125.958) (72) (126.030) 0 (126,030) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 57,545 0 57.545 0 57.545 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2,930) 0 (2.930) 0 (2.930) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (5,798) 0 (5.798) 5,915 117 

I1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 16,976 0 16.976 (5,629) 11,347 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 223.206 (72)s 223.134 103 223,237 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 
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iui LEILANI HEIGHTS 
:HEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950195-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 645.751 O S  645,751 (17.654) 628,097 

2 LAND 9,700 0 9,700 0 9,700 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (321,420) 0 (321.420) 670 (320,750) 

5 ClAC (139,438) (112) (139,550) 0 (139.550) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 77.930 0 77.930 0 77,030 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2.915) 0 (2,915) 0 (2.915) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1 1,812) 0 (1 1,812) 8.006 (3.806) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 16,889 0 16.889 (5.600) 11,289 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 274.685 (112)s 274,573 (14,578) 259,995 ___-____~=== -___________ ---___-- _________-__ ====ii=====i= ====.======== ============ 
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SSU/ LEILANI HEIGHTS 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE i TFST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

PLANT IN SERVICF 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage/double bookings I-1 3 
3 Realloc of River Par i  common plant S-1 

Total 

!Am! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NCJb'-USEDA NDLLSEFU. 
To reflecl net non-used and useful adjustment 

&CIIMULA TED DE PRFCIATIW 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Siippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

!aG 
1 BVL transfer I-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. 0 F C I K  
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates I 4 7  
4 Imputation of CIAEMR 148 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

D E E ! !  E TAX 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIHm 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(2%) (17,794) 
141 140 

(125) (17.654) 
- 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 0 - - 

0 0 
13 741 
0 0 

- (71) (71) 
- (58) 670 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- - 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

6,335 8,617 
- (420) (611) 

5,915 8,006 

- (5,629) (5,600) 

0 



SSll. LElLAYl HEIGHTS 
STATEVENT OF WATER OPERI'l IOW 
TEST U. (R  EIIlED 1201196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
WCKET NO. 950495-WS 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

83,160 41,507 $ 124,667 (47,624) 77.043 43.382 120.425 
__ ._____._ 

56.31% 

€4.438 2,784 $ 67,222 (2.198) 65.024 $ 65.024 

16,704 0 16,704 31 16,735 16,735 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

9,900 2,017 11,917 (2.293) 9.624 1,952 1 1,576 

(8,358) 14,161 5,803 (16.874) (11,071) 15.982 4,911 ____ ____- 
82.684 18.962 5 101,646 (21,334) 80.312 17,934 98.246 

.- ____ -I_____ 

476 22,545 S 23.021 (26,290) (3,269) 25.449 22.179 ------_____- .===I======= ====a======== 

223,237 223,237 
=========E=== 

223,134 _-______---_ ____________ =======a==== 
223,206 $ ___----_____ ____________ 

9.94% 
____-=_I===== _______--_== ======I===== ___- 0.21% 10.32% -1.46% __________ ___----_____ ____________ 



SSU/ L E M  HEIGHTS 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZ4TION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

152,288 39,645 I 191,933 

11 1,555 

26,705 

4.082 $ 115,637 

0 26.705 

0 0 0 

16,765 1,985 18,750 

(7.799) 10,312 2.513 
_.__ 

147,226 16,379 I 163,605 ___ 
5.062 23,266 I 28.328 _______--___ ______-===== ===-======== ____________ ______ 

194,463 

118.313 

25.998 

0 

18,646 

5,675 

168,632 
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UI LEILANI HEIGHTS 
)JUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
CST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9S0495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

O E W W R W U E S  
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Bill ng determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted Sewice 1-77 
4 M.scellaneous nOn-uti.#ly inwme 1-77 

Total 

OP€&?JIOUAINTENANCE W M E  
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's preslaent S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbvinalAcauisition salaries & misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepititi; Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
I I Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excass Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIAWN F XPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENS€ 
Marco Island Deferred Deblt 

TAXFS OTHER THAN IE(I;= 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

(41,507) 
(6,137) 

0 
20 

(47.624) 

(39,645) 
18.253 

0 
20 

(21.372) 

(171) 
(2,198) 

(170) 
2,676 

0 

58 
0 
0 
0 

31 

(27) 
0 

(765) 
58 
0 
0 
0 

(707) 

0 - 

(2.143) 
0 
0 

- (150) 
(2,293) 

(962) 
0 

INCOME W F S  
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense (16.874) (5,643) 
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iU/ LEISURE LAKES 
XEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

... 

1 UTILIN PLANT IN SERVICE 0 255,959 O S  255,959 (77) 255,882 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 1.252 0 1.252 0 1,252 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (9.931) 0 (9.931) 0 (9.931) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (104,216) 0 (104,216) (11) (104.227) 

5 ClAC (100.635) 0 (1 00.635) (75) (100,710) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 45,437 0 45.437 0 45,437 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1,821) 0 (1,821) 0 (1.821) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.557) 0 (1,557) (1.810) (3,367) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 10,550 0 10,550 (3.498) 7,052 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 95.038 0.5 95,038 (5.471) 89,567 
==-========= ----------__ ----________ _---________ ============ 
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SUI LEISURE LAKES 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 304.079 O S  304,079 (73) 304,006 

2 LAND 2,862 0 2.862 0 2,862 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (41.041) 0 (41.041) (15,414) (56.455) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (163,925) 0 (163,925) (11) (163,936) 

5 ClAC (198,121) 0 (198.121) (240) (198,361) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 104,676 0 104,676 a 104,684 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.716) 0 (1,716) 0 (1.716) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (3.033) 0 (3.033) (1.322) (4.355) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 0,942 0 9,942 (3,297) 6,645 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE I 13.723 0 5  13,723 (20.349) (6.626) ____________ ____________ ========//== ============ ===?======== 
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UI LEISURE LAKES 
)JUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

PLANT IN S€RYICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippageldouble bookings 1-13 
3 Reailoc of River Park common plant S-I 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU I4 
3 Collier pits land cost l-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USEDND US€E!.!L 
TO reflect net non-used and usebi aolustment 

ACCUMULATED DE PREClATlON 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plait SiippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 146 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR I 4 8  
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DW5RRED INCOMUAXES 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciat.on 

Tota 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

OTHER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(156) 

83 
(771 - (73) 

(165) 
88 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 

0 (15,414) 

0 0 
33 31 
0 0 

(44) (42) 
(11) (11) - 

0 0 

0 0 
(75) (240) 

(75) (240) 

- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 8 
0 0 
0 8 

- - 
- - 

(1.561) (1,027) 
- (249) (295) 

(1.810) (1,3221 

(3,4981 - 13,2971 

0 



SSUl LEISURE LAKES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12Bli96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950493-WS 

__ .. .. . .. _ _  

. ... .. 

1 I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHERTHAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

25,098 55,708 $ 80,806 (31,689) 49,117 28,603 77.720 
~ -__ ........ -. -_ 

58.23% 

51,053 

8.897 

0 

1,875 $ 52,928 

0 8.897 

0 0 

(1.651) 51,277 $ 

20 8.917 

0 0 

51,277 

8,917 

0 



lSSU/ LElSURE LAKES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

59.551 3.832 $ 63.383 (29,447) 33,936 24,854 
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UI LEISURE LAKES 
BJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C . .~~~ 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

QPERBllNGBEVEEllLES 
1 Remove requested fmal revenue ,ncreaSe 
2 Billing determinantb 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diswunted SelviCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility inwme 1-77 

Total 

OPERATION a M AINTFN4NCE E X P W  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAquisition salaries 8 misc. expenses 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amrotization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization i-86a 
10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
1 1  Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1-105 

Total 

DFPRFClATlON EXPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippageldouble bookings adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHFR THAN I NCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful pmpelty taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

INCOME TAXES 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(55.708) 
24,007 

0 
12 

(31.689) 

- (1 06) 
(1,651) 

(3,832) 
(25,627) 

n - 
12 

(29.447) 

(100) 
(3,158) 

(89) (105) 
- (1,510) (1.478) 

(10,863) (7,294) 
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- -. -. -. - - .- -. .- -. - .- - - - .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTEO COMH ADJ. 
PERvTtLlTy UTILITY TEST YEAR! COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS unuw 1986 ADJUSTMENTS 1696 
.- . .- . . - . .- . - . .- . __ . . -. . . - . . . - . -. . . . .. - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 16 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

#2 OTHER 

41,059,172 

9,566,674 

(251.848) 

(1 1,483,826) 

(6,062,393) 

1,571,147 

0 

0 

(43.493) 

196.578 

251.943 

1,319,227 

O S  

220.855 

0 

138,520 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41.059.172 

9,787.529 

(251,848) 

(1 1.345.306) 

(6,062,393) 

1,571,147 

0 

0 

(43.493) 

196,578 

251.943 

1,319,227 

(878,880) 

0 

(1,014,177) 

(3.845) 

(233,446) 

5,004 

0 

0 

0 

(442.671) 

(83,539) 

(1 86,744) 

40,180,292 

9.787529 

(1,266,025) 

(11,349,151) 

(6,295,839) 

1.576.151 

0 

0 

(43.493) 

(246,093) 

168.404 

1.132.483 
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:U/ MARC0 ISLAND 
:HEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. -. -. - - -. -. _ _  . - - .- - -. -. - . - - - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMH. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR) COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
- .- . . . .- . . .- . . . - . - .. .- . __  . . .. . . __ . .. __  . -. .. .- 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 22,910,735 0 $ 22,910.735 (115.170) 22.795.565 

2 LAND 19.559 0 19,559 0 19,559 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (1,622,236) 0 (1.622.236) (4,708,026) (6.330.262) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (7,238,003) 48,729 (7,189,274) (14.691) (7,203,965) 

5 ClAC (4.210.285) 0 (4,210,285) (5,775) (4216,060) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1,854,093 0 1,854,093 138 1,854,231 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (14,390) 0 (14,390) 0 (14.390) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (424.780) 0 (424.780) 104,754 (320.026) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 83,359 0 83.359 (27.640) 55.719 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ 11,358,052 48,729 $ 11,406,781 (4.766.410) 6.640.371 ------------ ____________ _____-_--___ ____________ _____--_---- ____________ ____________ ____________ _______ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3 5  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

u/ MARC0 ISLAND 
IJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
1 BVL Transfer 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

NON-USEDAND USE FUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULA TED DEPRECIATION 
1 BVL Transfer 
2 Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF CIAG 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

WORKING CAP ITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QWEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(880,971) (1 15,862) 

2,091 692 
- (878.880) (1 15,170) 
- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - - 

- (1,014.177) (4,708,026) - 

0 0 
19,543 34,386 

(22,436) (48,729) 
(1,052) (348) 
(3,845) __ (14,691) - 

0 0 
(8,346) (5,775) 

(225,100) ~ 0 
- (233.446) - (5,775) - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

97 138 

5.004 138 
- 4,907 0 
- 

(403.634) 127,008 

- (442.671) 104.754 
- (39,037) (22,254) 

- (83,539) - (27,540) 

__ (186,744) 



ssu/ MARC0 ISLAND 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 32/31/96 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

....... . .~ ~. - -  .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED cow. m. 
PERUTIUTY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENVE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCMPTION 1986 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1999 ADJUSTWENTS 1996 

t 
................... ___. , . . . . . . .  

7,822,468 2,853,529 $ 10,675,997 (2,586.777) 8,089220 1,458,815 

18.03% 
- .................. 

2,680,565 37,235 $ 2,717,800 (76,924) 2,640,876 I 

1,625,322 0 1,625,322 (94,809) 1,530,513 

0 293,162 293.162 (1 58,609) 134.553 

1,107,645 134.190 1,241.835 (157.223) 1.084612 65.647 

11 9,773 914.201 1,033,974 (822.201) 21 1,773 537,415 
_- - 

5,533,305 1,378,788 $ 6,912,093 (1,309,765) 5,602,328 603.061 
. - 

2,269,163 1,474,741 I 3,763,904 (1,277,012) 2,486.892 855.754 --------____ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ __---_____-- --------____ ____________ ____________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ____________  ------------ 

9,548,035 

2.640.876 

1,530,513 

134.553 

1,150.259 

749.188 



SSUl MARC0 ISLAM) 
STATEMEN OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
rEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

. . . .  .... - . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED corn. m. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST Y W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION less ADJUSTMENTS u m i n  1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  ........... . . - - . . - - .... ~. ..... .... .. 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

6 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

3 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

3 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

(478,904) 2,529,361 

-15.92% 

3,008,167 616,679 $ 3,624,846 (616.581) 3,008,265 
._ 

862,759 25,795 $ 888,554 (22,352) 866,202 $ 866,202 

752,455 0 752.455 (306.034) 446,421 446,421 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

597,615 (161,540) 436.075 (21,551) 414,524 604,963 (7,348) 

31,829 177,555 209,384 109.515 316,899 (176,424) 142,475 
___s - ................ ... 

(197.975) 1,869,622 2,252,006 196,002 $ 2,448,008 (380.41 1) 2,067.597 _____ ... ~ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF I 

SSU/ MARC0 ISLAND 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

OEEBAUN R W N U E S  
1 Remove requested final revenue .ncrease 
2 Billing determinants .-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diSWJntea SeNlce 1-77 
4 Misce.laneoLs non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

Q E W T I O & & M A I N ~ N C E  EXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUS president S-8 
2 Correct anrdion rate from 5.87% lo  5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin StuOy 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisitfon salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 -84 
6 Hepati1;s Amortiation Adiuslment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression aaiuslment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 PLrchaseo power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S.13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Undorm Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 

16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up bLdget adjustment -99 
18 Emply recogn lion normaliation 1-100 
19 Shareholaers Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration -23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

15 Jurisd cton Docrel Expense -95 

Total 

DEPREWBILON EXPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Rea locale Common Plant River Parh 53.1 
4 lmpdat8on of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cos1 Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
Marw Island Dtierred Debit 

TAXES QSHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue ad,ustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used ana useful propem, taxes 1.108 
4 D swunts received on propem, taxes S-14 

Total 

INSQMEIMES 
To ao.ust to test year income tax expense 

(2,853.529) (616,679) 
0 0 

266.457 0 
295 98 

- (2,586,777) (616.581) 
- 
- 

(360) 
(30,289) 

4,030 
(5,023) 
(1,038) 
30,723 

(40.541) 
(506) 

(7,367) 
0 

0 
- (76.924) 
- 
- 

0 
(39,285) 

0 
(194) 

(45,515) 
(9.814) 

- (94,809) 

(1 58.609) 

(116,405) . .  
(3,118j 

(23.785) 
- (13,915) 
- (157.223) 

(822.201) - 

(119) 
(2.1 13) 
1,333 

(1.662) 
(343) 

1 1,044 
(1 0.368) 

(167) 
(2.438) 

0 
0 

(22,352) 
- 

0 
(6.500) 

0 
(277) 

(299,257) 
0 

(306.034) 
- 

(27,746) 
0 

(125,861) 
(7,933) 

- I 1  61,540) 

109,515 
1 1  
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:U/MARCO SHORES 
XEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. - - - -, .- .- - -. - - .- . .. -. - -. -. -. -. . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMlSSlON TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlUTY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
- - . .- . . .- . .- . .- . . .- . -_ . . . .- . . - . . . 

s 1,585,338 0 $ 1.585.338 (76.814) 1,508,524 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 57.328 0 57.328 0 57,328 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (27,916) (27,916) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (655,809) 0 (655.809) 3.700 (652,109) 

5 ClAC (267.154) 0 (267,154) (15,011) (282,165) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 67.442 0 67,442 362 67.804 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2,174) 0 (2.174) 0 (2,174) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (31,345) 0 (31.345) 23,969 (7.376) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 12,591 0 12,591 (4.175) 8,416 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 766,217 O S  766.217 (95,886) 670.331 
..................... 

----------- _----------_ ____----____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -----------E __---------_ ______--____ ____________ _______===== 
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SUMARCO SHORES 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - - - - - - - -. - - .- - . -. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER U T l W  UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1696 ADJUSTMENTS unun 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1696 
- . - . - - . . .- . . - .. -_ - . . .- . . -. _- . .- . -. . . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 1,040,926 0 $ 1,040,926 108.330 1.149256 

2 LAND 204,068 0 204,068 0 204.068 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (28,608) 0 (28.608) (19,862) (48,470) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (389.419) 0 (389.419) (33,832) (423.251) 

5 ClAC (445.555) 0 (445,555) (26.157) (471,712) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 115.755 0 115,755 5,718 121,473 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.896) 0 (1.896) 0 (1.896) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 65,086 0 65,086 (28,883) 36,203 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 10,984 0 10,984 (3.642) 7,342 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ 571.341 O S  571.341 1,673 573,014 ____________ _________-__ I========/== ============ ============ =======~==== 
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UMARCO SHORES 
IJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
RT YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
I BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land w s t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND US EFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

A C C U W T E D  DEPRECKUQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

C I E G  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACGUM. AMORT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

YKBKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIHm 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-52 

0 0 
(76,919) 108,239 

105 91 
(76,814) 108.330 

- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 - - - 

(27.916) (19.862) - 

0 0 
(3 3.8 3 2 ) 

0 0 
3,700 

- (53) (46) 
- 3,700 (33.832) - 

0 0 
(15,011) (26,157) 

0 0 
- (15,011) (26,157) 

0 0 
0 0 
65 5.177 
297 541 
0 0 

362 5,718 
- 

- - 

25.434 (27,875) 

- 23,969 (28,883) 
- (1,465) - (1,008) 

- (4.175) (3.642) - 

0 - 



SSU/MARCO SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
rEST YEAR ENDED 12i3li96 

SCKEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - - -  . -  . . . . . . . . . .  

Esr YEAR AWUSTrn cow, ADJ. 
PERWLITY unum TEST Y W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REMNUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1896 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
......... . . . .  . .  ...... ___ .- .- .- .- - . -  

~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

68,398 298.294 5 366.692 (298.279) 68.413 277,602 346,015 
............ 

405.77% 

117.082 63,428 5 180.510 4,247 184.757 $ 184.757 



SSU/MARCO SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/% 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

' 7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 9M49SWS 

.. ~. ~ _ -  __ . .. .. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED corn. a. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REPURMENT DESCRIPTION 19% ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
.... . . . . . .  . . .  ~. .- - ... .- . -  7- 

101.019 90,822 5 191,e41 (90,809) 101,032 89,865 190.897 ____ ..... .. 
88.95% 

77,813 3.189 81.002 (2.874) 78,128 $ 78,128 

26,345 0 26,345 3,883 30.228 30,228 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

9,204 4.149 13,353 (4,418) 8.935 4.044 12.979 

(18.254) 30,450 12.196 (32,670) (20,474) 33,106 12,632 
_ . -- 

95.108 37.788 16 132,896 (36.079) 96.817 37.149 133.967 _ ...... 

5,911 53,034 $ 58,945 (54,730) 4,215 52,716 56,930 ------------ _______~===E ____________ ____________ ___________5 ____________ _------------ ____________ _______ ____________ ____________ ___________ ______---__- ------------- 
573,014 

____-___-__=I 
571.241 573,014 ____________  _________--_ ____________ _____-____- 571,341 t -----_______ _________ ____--..--=== 

9.94% ____---__---- 1.03% 10.32% 0.74% _________--_ ___________--  ===I======== ______-----_ ____________ _______-____ 
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iUMARCO SHORES 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
3ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

QPEEATINGXEVWES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diswunted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPFRATION 8 MAINTENAWE EXPENSF 
I Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budaeted overtime to rate case exDense S-11 
8 Remove ssu proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amonzation I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1-105 

Total 

XPEN E- ET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EX PENSE 
Marw Island Deferred Debit 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes S-14 

Total 

INCOME T AXES 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(298.294) (90,822) 
0 0 
0 0 

15 13 
(298.279) (90,809) 

- 
- - 

" " 
- (1271 (111) 
- 4,247 (2,874) 

0 - 

(13,423) (4.086) 
0 0 

(542) 27 

- (14,486) (4,418) 
- (522) (359) 

- (107,237) _ _  ~ (32.670) 
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:U/MARION OAKS 
:HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED 12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTlUPl UTILITY TEST VEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS u n w  1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
- .- . .- . . .- - . .- . . - . -. . . .- 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 8.643.087 0 $ 8.643.087 (5,139) 8.637.948 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 111,121 9.900 121,021 0 121,021 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.423.378) 0 (1,423,378) (2,371,653) (3.795.031) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,670,703) 135.262 (1,535,441) 390 (1.535.051) 

5 ClAC (1,293,960) 0 (1,293,960) (24.397) (1,318,357) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 225.033 0 225.033 9,666 234.699 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION (1,805,211) 0 (1,805.21 1) 0 (1,805,211) 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (18.842) 0 (18,842) 0 (18,842) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 211.071 0 21 1,071 (1 74.1 54) 36.917 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 109.148 0 109.148 (36,191) 72.957 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

$ 3,087,366 145.162 $ 3232,528 (2.601.477) 631.051 
............_.._._.__ 

_____------_ __________-_ ________ RATE BASE 
________---_ ____________ ________I=== =====131==== 
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iUlMARlON OAKS 
2HEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED lZLllr96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. . - - . - -. - .- - .- .- -. - -- . .- . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. . . .- . -. . .- . .- . .- .- .. - . . .- . - . . .- .. .. -. .. - - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 3,710,792 0 $ 3.710.792 (3.599) 3.707.193 

2 LAND 7,602 0 7.602 0 7.602 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (289,167) 0 (289,167) (210,302) (499,469) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1.165.331) 0 (1,165,331) 269 (1,165,062) 

5 ClAC (312.339) 0 (312,339) (3,697) (316,036) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 82,263 0 82.263 7.549 89.812 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE, BENEFITS (9.983) 0 (9.983) 0 (9.983) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (16,690) 0 (1 6,690) (38,975) (55.665) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 57.830 0 57,830 (19,175) 38.655 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 a 0 

RATE EASE 2,064,977 0 $ 2,064,977 (267.929) 1.797.048 ____________  ------------ ---_-------- _----___~II= ----________ _________ ___---______ ____________ ________ 
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I1,MAHIOY OAKS 
)JIJST\IEh’TS 10 I U I E  BASE 
;STYEAR ENDED 12/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE ’I OF 1 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust For plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

!AND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND USE FUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMU LATED DFP RECIATION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-45 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmwtation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. 0 F ClAC 
1 Deiiona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRFD INCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPiTAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PItlEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

(2,371,6531 (210,302) - 

0 
390 

0 
269 

(1 35,262) 0 
(456) (241) 

- 390 269 

0 0 
(24,397) (3.697) 

- 0 -  0 
(24.397) (3.697) - 

0 0 
0 0 

9,383 7,484 
283 65 

0 0 
9,666 7,549 

- 
~ - 

(165.762) (35,374) 
- (8,392) (3,501 j 
- (174.1 541 (38,975) 

- (36.191) (1 9,175) __ 



SSUlMARION OAKS SCHEDULE NO. &A 
STATEMElYT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

19 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

-. - - - -. - .~ __. - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COYM. ADJ. 
PERUnLlTY UTIUN TEST YEARl COWSSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 AWUSNENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS W96 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
..... .... . . .~ .- .- - . -  -- ___.. 

406,541 741,445 $ 1,147,986 (741.317) 406.669 248.860 655.529 
..................... ~ _ _ 

61.19% 

348,634 18,335 $ 366.969 (15.831) 351,138 $ 351,138 

167,659 0 167,659 (66,036) 101,623 101.623 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

160.774 41,825 202.599 (84.939) 117.660 11,199 128,858 

(182,584) 259.843 77,259 (157,723) (80,464) 91.678 11.214 _ -- 

494,483 320,003 $ 814,486 (324,530) 489.956 102.877 592.833 
._ -- 

(87.942) 421,442 $ 333.500 (416,787) (83,287) 145,984 62.697 
===========I ===I====i_=== ============ ============ ===I======== =====I====== ============= 

3,087,366 $ 3,232,528 631,051 631,051 
____======== _ _ _ _  ____________ ____---____- =/=========I= ____________  --________-_ 

-2.85% 10.32% -13.20% 9.94% _________-___ _____________ ____________ ====I======= _____--_____ ____________ --__________ 



SSUlMARION OAKS 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

! 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCI(ET NO. 950495-WS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

I OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

I ... . .- .~ __ .- - - - -- 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMY. ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTIUTY TEST YEAW COYLMSSION TEST YEAR REVENUE R M N I J E  

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
-. ..... . .. . . .- .- 

437,003 396,970 I 833.973 (396,902) 437,071 319,540 756,611 
__._. ___ 

73.11% 

338.982 14,451 I 353,433 (16.087) 337,346 $ 337,346 

121.1 15 0 121,115 (14,620) 106,495 106,495 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

85,487 18.697 104.184 (23.789) 80,395 14,379 94,775 

(90.561) 132.758 42,197 (120,459) (78,262) 117,716 39.454 
.. 

455,023 165,906 5 620,929 (174.954) 445,975 132.095 578,070 
.. 

(18,020) 231,064 $ 213.044 (221.948) (8.904) 187,445 178.541 
===-======== ___________- ____-----==== _________-- -------- _----_______ ____________ _________ ____________ ____________ _________==3 ======I===== 

1,797,048 

4.87% 10.32% -0.50% 9.94% 

_______--___- 1,797,048 _---______-- _____________ 2,064,977 5 2,064.977 ____________ _____-----__ ____________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  __---_______ 

_______-_____ _____________ ___________-  ____________  _______-____ ____________ ------______ ___--_______ 
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SCHEDIJ1.E 3 0 . 4 4 '  
DOCKET hO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

:ST YEAR ENDED 12/51/96 

- 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

- - - - .- - . -. . - - -. -- - - . . 

QPERATING RFVENILES 
I Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted Service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

QPERATION 8 M A I N W N C F  EXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 ' 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewill study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 a 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime lo rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amotization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization I-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

P N E - N E T  
1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

BIYIPBU7ATION EXPENSE 
Marw Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

INCOME TAXFS 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(741,445) (396,970) 
0 0 
n 0 

128 68 
- (741.317) (396,902) - 

(1.101) 
- (15.831) 

0 
(267) 
372 

(566) 
(65,575) 

0 
- (66.036) - 

0 - 

(33.359) 
0 

(48.589) 
- (2,991) 

(84,939) - 

(157.723) - 

0 
- (583) 

(16,087) 

0 
(267) 
197 

(14,420) 
0 

(14,620) 

(130) 

(17,861) 
0 

(4,644) 
- (1,284) 

(23,789) 

(120,459) 
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SUMEREDITH MANOR 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED lZB1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. .- - -. - -. -. - -. .- - - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UllLtTY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 199s ADJUSTMENTS unuw 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 199s 
.. .- ..... -. . .- . .- . . .  -. .. .  . .  . -. . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE a 
2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

I2 OTHER 

903.705 

5,710 

(63,662) 

(221,136) 

(80.878) 

30.561 

0 

0 

(4,879) 

(16.154) 

28.264 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

(664) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

903.705 

5,710 

(63,662) 

(221.136) 

(61.542) 

30,561 

0 

0 

(4.879) 

(16,154) 

28,264 

0 

(99,080) 

0 

(22.437) 

1,122 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,563 

(9.372) 

0 

804.625 

5.710 

(86.099) 

(220,014) 

(81,542) 

30,561 

0 

0 

(4.879) 

2,429 

18.892 

0 
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WIMEREDITH MANOR 
XEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
E S T  YEAR ENDED lZi31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

-- .- -. .- - .- - -. -. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER u n w  UTILITV TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

C 0 M P 0 NE N T 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY q996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
.- . _ _  . . . .- .. -. .- 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 41,610 O S  41,610 (9) 41.601 

2 LAND 165 0 165 0 165 

3 NON-USED &USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (3,458) (3.458) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (15,081) 0 (1 5.081) (1) (15.082) 

5 ClAC (2 7.3 5 1 ) (56) (27.407) 0 (27,407) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 10,296 0 10,296 0 10.296 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (210) 0 (210) 0 (210) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (751) 0 (751) 7.654 6.903 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1,216 0 1,216 (403) 813 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ 9.894 (56)s 9,838 3.783 13,621 
__________-= ____________ ____________ ___________-  --_________- __________ ____________ ____________ ____________ --__________ 
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WMEREDITH MANOR 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
B T  YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

PLANT IN SERYICE 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for Plant Slippagemouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

L,ANe 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND US EFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULA TED DFPRECIATION 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Reailoc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM.AMORT.OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED INCOME T AXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciatlon 

Total 

WORKING C W  
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

OTHER 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(99.3151 (191 ~. . .  

235’ 10 
(91 

~~ 

- (99,080) - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - 

- (22,437) (3.458) 

0 0 
1,240 4 

0 0 
- (118) (5) 
- 1,122 (1) - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

- 0 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 - 

19.365 7,694 
- (782) (40) 
- 18.583 7,654 

(9,372) (403) _ _  - - 



SCHEDULE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSUMEREDITH MANOR 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN - 

.... .- ... .- ~. ~ - - - - . .  

TEST Y€AR ADJUSTED cow. m. 
PERUTIUTY UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRlPTlON 1896 ADJUSTMENTS unuw 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1 ~ 8 6  
. . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  ._ ... . . . .- . .- 

142.274 90,756 $ 233,030 (90,723) 142,307 64,002 206,309 
........ ~ ............ 

44.97% 

99,752 4.412 $ 104,164 (3,636) 100,528 $ 100.528 

32,123 0 32.123 (2,736) 29,387 29,387 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

17.280 3.790 21,070 (4.591) 16,479 2.880 19.359 

(16,113) 31.859 15,746 (28,953) (13,207) 23,578 10,371 
.-__ ....... - ........ ..__ ..... 

133.042 40,061 $ 173,103 (39,916) 133,187 26.458 159,645 
....... .... 

9,232 50,695 $ 59.927 (50,807) 9,120 37,544 46,664 
----________ ____________ ============ ==========-= ====E=====l= ===_==_=== ============= 

469,683 
_____I_____-- ___---___---- 581,531 $ 580,867 469.683 ____________ ____-----__- ____________ 11=1======== _________--- 

9.94% 
__________=== 1.59% 10.32% 1.94% 
___--____- ____________ _____----__- ________---- ====E======= ____________ 



SSUiMEREDITH MANOR SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

' 7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

- . . . . . .  - ~. .- . . - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COW. ADJ. 
PERUTILIPI unury TEST Y U W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1896 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREYEN7 
......... . . . . . . . . . .  - ......... ~ ..... ~ . . .- .. - .- .. 

15,391 451 $ 15.842 (450) 15,392 (1.025) 14,367 
~ 

4.66% 

12,828 319 $ 13,147 ' (2,077) 11,070 $ 11,070 

857 0 857 (196) 661 661 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

1,029 38 1,067 (32) 1,035 (46) 988 

(14) (230) (244) 916 672 (378) 295 
~. 

14,700 127 $ 14.827 (1.390) 13,437 (424) 13,014 ____ ____- _. -- 
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!UIMEREDITH MANOR 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

EXPUNATION WATER WASTEWATER 
.- - -- 

OPFRATING EEVFNUFS 
I Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 imputed revenue for discounted Service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility inwme 1-77 

Total 

OPFRATION &MA INTENANCE EXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-IO 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewill study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition Salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amoltization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adiustment 1-74 
9 QAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognilon normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsRosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTVAT ION EX PENSF 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Maim Island 1-107 
3 Non-&ea and useful propern taxes 1.108 
4 D swunls recelved on propeny taxes S-14 

Total 

1- 
To adjust to test year mwme tax expense 

(90.756) (451) 
(I 0 
0 0 

33 1 - 
- (90.723) (450) - 

- (285) 
(3.6361 - 

0 
(2,348) 

96 
0 

(4.083) 
0 

- (279) 
(4.591) 

(230) 

- (28.953) 

0 

(2.077) 
(12) 

0 
(2) 
4 
0 

(198) 
0 

(196) 

916 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- -. - - __ . -. -. -. - .. ._ . -. -. .. - - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSKN ADJ 
PERUTIUM UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMtSSW TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1- 

- . . - . . . .- . . .- . . . .- . . . . . - . . . .. .. .. . . . . . . . .. .. 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 100.421 0 5  1W.421 (1 1) 1W.410 

2 LAND 61 LAND RIGHTS 493 0 493 0 493 

3 NON-USED 61 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (5W (W) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (21.890) 0 (21.890) (6) (21.896) 

5 ClAC (4.005) 0 (4.00s) 0 (4.00s) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1.668 0 1 ,668 0 1.668 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (270) 0 (270) 0 (270) 

10 DEFERRED I N a E  TAXES (1.923) 0 (1.923) 1,144 (779) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.563 0 1,563 (518) 1,045 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 76.057 o s  76.057 19 76,076 
--_--- -- 
==========_= ======-1===5 __15======_= ====--====SI 
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.... ~ .- . 
:HFDUI,E OF WASTEWATEK RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED IU31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 9.Ul49SWS 

- - -. - - -. __ -. - -. - -. - . -. - - .- .- - - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMYISMON bDJ 
PERUTILITY U T l U M  TEST YEAW COMYISSW TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1896 ADJUSTMENTS 1 M  
. .- .- . .- . .- .- . . . .. . . .- . . .- .. - .. . .. .- .. .. . . . .- .. .- 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 89.425 O S  89,425 (11) 89.414 

2 LAND 1.364 0 1,364 0 1,364 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.378) 0 (1.378) V.9W (9.308) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (63.132) 0 (63,132) (2) (63.134) 

5 ClAC (5.830) 0 (5,830) 0 (5.830) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 3.960 0 3.960 0 3.960 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (270) 0 (270) 0 (270) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.699) 0 (1.699) 1.535 (1W 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.565 0 1.563 (518) 1,045 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 24.003 0 5  24.003 (6,927) 17,076 
___-__ 

=========-E= ============ ====/======= =======__=l= ==p-iii=====I 
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UI MORNINGVIEW 
UUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 96M06-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
EX PL4 NA T ION WATER WASTEWATER 

- .- . . ._ .~ .- . .- . ... . .. 

FMmw=wE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 3 
3 ~ealloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehgh land Par& 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 W o n  35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
5 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

P 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippagdbuble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prbx N-UIU aSfStS 1-46 
4 Realloc of Rver Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

clar: 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Mar- ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deitona Lakes mrectiwn-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conec lh  for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cos1 Share 1-51 

Tdal 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credii Deferred Taxes on Dewciation 

Total 

W O R K W P I W  
To reflect the plant speclftc allocation 

QTHEB 
M a w  Island deferred debl-water 1-62 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(590) (7.930) 

0 0 
1 5 
0 0 
(7) m 
(6) (2) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1.144 1.535 

(518) (518) 

0 



SSUl MORNINGSTEW SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED nnim 

___- - -  
OPERATING EXPENSES: -53.03% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 12.968 532 5 13.W (3 1 3) 13,187 S 13,187 

- .. - .... -___ 

I TESTYEM AWUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TESTYEAN COMMISSION TESTYEAR R M N U E  REVENUE 

INCREASE REWREMENT DESCWPTDN 10% ADJUSTMENTS mniw rew ADJUSTMENTS res 
-~ .~ __ - -  -- .. - 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 
I 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

3.485 

0 

0 

0 

3,485 

0 

(21) 3.464 

0 0 

3,464 

0 

76,076 



SSUl MORNINGVIEW SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
STATEMENI OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEARENDED iznim 

- -- -- ___-- 
TEST MAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW 
PER UTlUTY UTILITY TEST M A W  CWMISSDN TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

I-- -- 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
~ ~ _ _ - ~ - ~ ~ -  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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:U/ MORNINGVIEW 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
PSI' Y E ~ R  ENDED izniix 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

-. - - ._ ._ -. -. . - - . -. - - - - - 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

-. . .. . . .- . . - . . . . .- . . . . .- . . . - . . . .- .. ..... -. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .- . . . . - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discwnted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili i l w m e  i-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSu's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.8796 to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 HewM study 1-82 
5 Lobbyin@Acquisition salaries & mi%. exp. la 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortiation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 R e m  ssu proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortiation I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortue Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Consemtion Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normaiizati 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
22 GainGLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marc0 Island Deferred Debt 

P 
1 RAFs ~1 revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw island 1-107 
3 Non-U& and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on propwty taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

- 

18.701 
13,750 

21.730 
8.839 

0 0 
2 2 

30.571 32.453 

1,376 1.460 
0 0 

(96) 
(31) 

(4) 
(35) 

1,337 1,333 

11,257 12.957 
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SUlOAK FOREST 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 32/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- .- - .- .. -. .. - -. -. - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTlUN UllLlM TEST VEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS u n u p l i 9 9 6  ADJUSTMENTS w96 
. . . . .  - . .  . . . .  ._ . .  . .  . . .  ...... __ 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE s 238.326 0 5  238.326 (45) 238.281 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 3,388 0 3.388 0 3,388 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (5.061) 0 (5.061) (6) (5.067) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (66,385) 0 (66,385) (7) (66,392) 

5 ClAC (46.025) (108) (46,133) 0 (46.133) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 24,454 0 24,454 619 25.073 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1,072) 0 (1,072) 0 (1.072) 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2,697) 0 (2,697) 915 (1.782) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 6.208 0 6.208 (2.059) 4.149 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 151.136 (108)$ 151.028 (582) 150.446 
............................ 

__-----_____ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ------------ -----____--- --_______--- ____________ ____________ 
- - 
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U/OAK FOREST 
)JUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. $50495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- ... -. . . . - - -. .- 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 
. .- - ~ .- .- - .~ 

€!LANUN SERVICE 
1 8VL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-1 3 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-I 

Total 

lANe 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehioh land. Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 16 
~~ 

3 Col l i r  pits land ws t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFD AND USF FUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMWA TED DFPRE ClATlON 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

!.xK 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT, OF CI& 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFEPRFD INCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING C A P W  
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QMER 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(97) 0 
52 0 

- (451 0 
- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
19 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 

619 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

- 619 0 

1,146 0 
(231) 0 
915 - 0 

- (2.059) 0 

- 

- 

0 - 



SSU/OAK FOREST 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED IuJ1/96 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.... ...... . ~ -. - ~ 

TEST YEAR ARLUSTED cow.  Am. 
PERUTILlTY UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1896 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

t 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  ~ . .... ~. . .~ - 

26,003 29,703 $ 55.706 (29.696) 26,010 27.446 53.456 
.......................................... __ ~. .- 

105.52% 

23,067 1,114 $ 24,181 (1.199) 22.982 $ 22.982 

7,276 0 7,276 516 7,792 7,792 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

3.303 1,280 4.583 (1.412) 3.171 1,235 4,406 

(6.452) 10.537 4.085 (10,867) (6.782) 10.111 3,329 

27,194 12,931 $ 40.125 (12,962) 27,163 11,346 38,509 
- ...... __ .. 

(1,191) . 16,772 S 15.581 (16.734) (1,153) 16.100 14,947 ____________ ______-----__ ---_________ ___ -----_______ ======_===== ____-_____== ==__===-/E== ------------ ------------- 

150,446 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  151,136 $ 151.028 150.446 _________-___ ___-----____ ____________ ____________ -----_______ ---_________ ---_________ 

9.94% _______----__ _____________ -0.79% 10.32% -0.77% _____---____ ============ ____________ ---_________ ---_________ 
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U/OAK FOREST 
inISTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS ..-. ~~ 

:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

Q P E W N G  W E N =  
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenLe lor aiscomled sew ce 1-77 
4 M scellaneods non.ut!l ry lnwme 1-77 

Total 

OPERATION (L MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salaty of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% lo 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbvinalAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepaiitii Amorlization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1021 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPE NSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORT- 
Marw Island Deferred Debit 

IBXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes 5-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust 10 test year inwme tax expense 

(29,703) 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

7 0 
0 

.- 
- (29,696) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
(63) 0 

(1,199) 0 - 

0 
(10) 
21 

0 0 
505 0 

0 0 - 
- 516 0 

0 - 

0 
0 
n 

(10,8671 0 - 
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SU/OAKWOOD 
CHEDULEOFWATERRATEBASE 
ESTYEARENDED 12l31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 80,058 (720)$ 79,338 (65) 79.273 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 2.353 0 2,353 0 2.353 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (56.475) 1,898 (54.577) (9) (54.586) 

5 ClAC (3,255) 0 (3.255) 0 (3,255) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 646 0 E46 38 684 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.521J 0 (1.521) 0 (1.521) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 650 0 650 (866) (216) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 8.813 0 8.813 (2.922) 5,891 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ 31,269 1,178 $ 32,447 (3.824) 28.623 
__.___..._........... 

=========I== I==js======= =?1===1==5== ============ 
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IllOAKWOOD SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

PLANT IN SF RVlCE 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 0 0 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 (138) 0 
3 Realloc of River Park Wmmon plant S-1 

Total (65) 0 
73 0 - 

LPIND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land w s t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Oeltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

K W U E D  AND US EFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATIW 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippage/Oouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmoutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correclion-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QmB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 
0 

0 0 - 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

38 0 
0 0 

0 
38 0 

- 0 -~ 
- 

0 0 
(866) 0 
(866) 0 

- (2,922) 0 

0 - 



STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/% 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAKES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

~ ~ 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

26.709 23.844 $ 50,553 (23,834) 26,719 23,056 49,775 
_ _ 

86.29% 

37,798 109 $ 37.907 (37) 37,870 $ 37,870 

4.983 0 4.983 0 4,983 4.983 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

2,385 1,135 3.520 (1,100) 2,420 1,038 3,458 

(7.898) 8,694 796 (8.669) (7,873) 8.494 620 
... -. 

37,268 9,938 $ 47,206 (9.806) 37,400 9,531 46.931 
-- - _____ 
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iUlOAKWOOD 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ 
- . ~. .- .- 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 
. . .... ~ . .~ .~ 

OEE&TING REYl3JE.S 
1 Remove requested flna, revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPERATION 8 MAINTENANCF FX PENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 ~ ~~ ~~~~~~ ~ 

3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gainsnosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

-EXPENSE 
Marw Island Deferred Debt 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

lwxmxmS 
To adjLst to test year income tax expense 

(23.844) 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(23.8341 - 0 
10 0 - 

0 0 
(14) 0 
130) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- (44) 0 
- - 

0 - 

(1,073) 0 
0 0 
n n 
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Sll,P,\LISAUES COI KTKI' CLUB 
CIIEDI'LE OF \VATER RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

EST YEAR ENDED 1U31M 
-. .- - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PERUTIUN UTILIN TEST VEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS unLm 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
- . . . . ....... . . ... 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 309.406 O $  309,406 (11) 309,395 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 97 0 97 0 97 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (1,331) 0 (1.331) E42 (689) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (51.134) 0 (51,134) (1) (51,135) 

5 ClAC (8,403) 0 (8.403) 0 (8.403) 

6 AMORTIZ4TION OF ClAC 801 0 801 14 815 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (255) 0 (255) 0 (255) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 4,622 0 4,622 (8.960) (4.338) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1,476 0 1,476 (489) 987 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 255.279 O S  255.279 (8,805) 246.474 
___ 

-______-_--- -----_______ _______~==== ___________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -___________ _---________ _______ -----....---- 1 ____________ 
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;UIPALISADES COUVTRY CIS B 
DJUSTMENTS TO R A l E  UASE 
;ST ' L E R  ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  . ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-I 

Total 

lANp 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pits land w s t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVLtransfer 1-11 

Total 

NON-USED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCIIM. A W R I A U U  c 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QnEE 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 642 0 

- 

- 

0 0 
5 0 
0 0 
(6) 0 

- (1) 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 

14 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 14 0 
- 

(8,659) 0 
- (301) 0 
- (8.960) 0 

(489) 0 - 



... ............ 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. ....... .... ~. -. .~ -. - .- 

TEST YEAR ARlUSTEO cow. ADJ. 
PERUTlUTY U T l W  TEST Y W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE mxmtmi DESCWPTION ?SO6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILlTYt986 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 
. . . . . .  ..... .. - .- 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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lUmALISADES COUNTRY CLUB 
JJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
IST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

- -. 

EXPLANATlON WATER WASTEWATER 
.- - . .- ._ . - . - . . .- 

OPERATING REVENU ES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase. 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPFRATION a MA INTFNANCE EXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate From 5.87% lo 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 HeDatitiS Amortization Adiustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

IO Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsLosses 1-105 

Total 

PEeBFClATlON FXPENSF-NET 
1 BVLTransfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-40 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
Marco (sand Deferreo Debit 

IAXFS OTH ER THA N INCOME 
1 PAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-I4 

Total 

LNCOM w(Es 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(34,184) 
0 
0 
2 

(34.182) 
.- 
- 

0 

(1.538) 
0 
1 

- (107) 
- (1,645) 

- (1 2,773) - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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SUPALM PORT 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED IMIM 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. ~ -. - __ -. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. AW. 
PER u n m  UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. . . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE f 155.033 O f  155,033 (467) 154,566 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 6,305 0 6,305 0 6.305 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (234) 0 (234) (52) (286) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (47.582) 0 (47,582) 4 (47,578) 

5 ClAC (1 9,267) (143) (1 9.41 0) 0 (1 9,410) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 5,621 0 5,621 0 5,621 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (18,291) 0 (18.291) 0 (18.291) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (742) 0 (742) 0 (742) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 51 3 0 513 1,498 2,011 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4,298 0 4.298 (1.425) 2.873 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 
..................... 

RATE BASE s 85.654 (143)5 85,511 (442) 85.069 -___________ -___________ 111========= ============ ========I=== ============ 
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SUiPALM PORl 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR E W E 0  12/3lB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. -- 

COMM. AM. TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
P E R ~ ~ U P I  UTILIN TEST YEAW COMUISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1998 ADJUSTMENTS U W  1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. .- . .- . . . . .- . _ _  . . - . . .. - . . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 248,013 0 s  248.013 (2.147) 245.866 

2 LAND 10,524 0 10,524 0 10,524 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (35,244) 0 (35.244) (13,578) (48.822) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (83.935) 0 (83,935) 54 (83,881) 

5 ClAC (23,902) (221) (24,123) 0 (24.123) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 7,972 0 7.972 0 7.972 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (38.717) 0 (38.717) 0 (38.717) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 a a 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (742) 0 (742) 0 (742) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 645 0 645 (361) 284 

I1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4.298 0 4,298 (1.425) 2.873 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ ' 88,912 (221)s 88,691 (17.457) 71.234 
1===1111==== ============ ============ ============ 

- - 
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U/PALM PORT 
NUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- . -. - 
WATER WASTEWATER EXPIANATION 

.- .- - .- . -. - - -  - - 

PLANT IN SERYICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

!AND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1. 2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

w s w . u s E L c L c  
To reflect net non-use0 and .seful adjustment 

ACCUMULATFD DE P F X ! U I E L  N 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

CIA(; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMQRT. OF ClAC 
1 Denona Lakes correction-water S 4  
2 BVLtransfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DFFFRRFD INCOME 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the piant specific allocation 

OTHER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(503) (2,183) 

36 36 
(467) (2,147) 

.- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 -  0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 - 

(52) (13,578) - 

0 0 
22 72 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
- 

- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

1.648 (122) 

- (1,425) (1,425) 

0 - 



..... ...... 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznm 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 A  
DOCKET NO. 9504%WS 

- . .  .. . _ _ ~  
TEST YEAR AWUSTED cow. ARI. 
PERVTlLIM UNUN TEST YEARl COYUISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1986 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1986 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
... . .  . . . . .  . .. .~ ._ _. - . .. 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



SSUPALM PORT 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 ' OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

17 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ 
-. -- .- .. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED cow. m. 
PER UTILITY unuw TEST YEARl COYMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 4996 ADJVSTMENTS UTILITY ISSS ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.......... ... . . . . . . . .  . .... - .- ..... 

34.335 71,446 5 105,781 (71,441) 34,340 68,115 102,455 __ . 
198.36% 

77,650 1,237 -$ 78.887 (1.125) 77,762 S 77,762 

9,695 0 9,695 (305) 9,390 9.390 

(1.007) 0 (1,007) 0 (1.007) (1,007) 

5.398 2,539 7.937 (3,298) 4,639 3,065 7.704 

(24.393) 25,512 1.119 (24,683) (23,564) 25,093 1,529 
... _ 

67,343 29,288 $ 96.631 (29.41 1) 67.220 28.158 95.378 

(33,008) 42.158 $ 9,150 (42,030) (32.880) 39,957 7,077 __---------_ ___--------- _=____------ --___------- ------------ =======a==== 

88.912 s 71.234 71,234 88.691 _______-_____ ____-----_--- --__________ ____________ ___________- ____________ ____________ ____________ 
9.94% _____________ ____----____- -37.12% 10.32% 46.16% ____________ --______---- ____________ ____________ _____--_____ ____________ 
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U/PALM PORT 
HUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
IST YEAR ENDED 12/31\96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

. _. . . . __.. -. -. ~ 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. ~. ~. .. .- 

OPEBATIWREYEM!&S 
1 Remove requesteo final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNiCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPERAT ION 8 MAIN TENANCE FXP ENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewltl study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries & misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gains/Losses 1-105 

Total 

LZPRECIATIQN EXPENSF-ET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

€&IQRTIZATIO~ E 
Marw Island Deferred Dent 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

INCOME TAXES 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

(27.942) (71,446) 
0 0 
0 0 
5 5 

- (27,937) 171.441) .- 

131) 1311 

(43) (43) 
- (606) (1,125) __ 

0 0 
(24) (124) 
15 15 

(54) - (85) 
- (1,311) (3,298) 

- (10,125) (24,683) 
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SSUmALM TERRACE 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

._ .~ . - . -. ... .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COYMlSSION TEST YEAR 

f - - -  - 
COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlUTY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS <998 

. .- . .. .- . . .. - . . .- . . .. .- . .. .- . . . . -. 
1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 441,681 O S  441,681 (815) 440,866 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 24.619 0 24,619 0 24,619 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (189.588) 0 (189.588) 170 (189.418) 

5 ClAC (148,848) 0 (148.848) 0 (148,848) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 66,612 0 66,612 279 66,891 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (8.889) 0 (8.889) 0 (8.889) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.059) 0 (2,059) (2.980) (5.039) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 51.491 0 51,491 (17.074) 34,417 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE t 235,019 0 5  235.019 (20,420) 214.599 --__________ --_--_______ ___-----____ _______----- __________-_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ____________ _______-____ __________-_ ____________ 
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SUIPALM TERRACE 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE a 650.992 O S  650,992 (3.502) 647,490 

2 LAND 73,766 0 73,766 0 73,766 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (6.335) 0 (6.335) 677 (5.658) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (247.380) 0 (247.380) 228 (247,152) 

5 CIAC (341,649) 0 (341,649) 0 (341,649) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 161,208 0 161,208 863 162,071 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (7.712) 0 (7.712) 0 (7,712) 

10 DEFERRED INCOMETAXES (7.072) 0 (7,072) (3.128) (10.200) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 44.675 0 44,675 (14.813) 29,862 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 
._..____._......_.... 

RATE BASE $ 320,493 O S  320.493 (19,675) 300.818 
______~==5=_ -----_______ --__________ ____________ _________-== ______ ----________ ____________ ____________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

__ - 
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SSUmALhl TERRACE 
.4DJIISTMENTS TO HATE B . \ S  
TEST YEAR EYUED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

PLANT IN SER VICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND US EFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

E REClA 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 PIG1 SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. 0 F ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-40 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFFRRFD INCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

W- 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QMER 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

n n 

0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 677 - 

0 
228 

0 
170 

0 0 
(215) (187) 
170 228 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 
0 

279 
0 0 

- 279 863 
0 -  0 

(2,552) (2.499) 

0 
0 

863 

- (428) (629) 
- (2.980) (3.128) - 

- (17,074) (14.813) 



SSUE'ALM TERRACE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31196 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 164,837 142,940 $ 307.777 _ 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 229,335 747 $ 230.082 

3 DEPRECIATION 25,142 0 25.142 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 15,346 6,807 22,153 

6 INCOMETAXES (46,072) 52.225 6,153 

' 7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 2 2 3,7 5 1 59,779 $ 283.530 

. 

. 

8 OPERATING INCOME (58,914) 83.161 $ 24,247 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 
235.019 ---_________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  9 RATE BASE 235,019 $ ____________ ____________ 

RATEOFRETURN -25.07% 10.32% --__________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M49SWS 

....... -. . .. __ ... ~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED corn. Aw. 
PERUTlUTY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION tS96 ADJUSTMENTS UTlUM 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. . .  ...... ...................... . _ _  .... 

(142.880) 164,897 136,036 300,933 

82.50% 

(2.094) 227.988 $ 227.988 

77 25,219 25,219 

0 0 0 



U/PALM TERRACE 
ATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
ST YEAR ENDED lZi31B6 

SCHEDULE NO. 68 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

OPERATING REVENUES 301.620 56,010 I 357,630 (55,958) 301,672 47.298 348.970 

OPERATING EXPENSES 15 68% 
__ .. . .... 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

265,572 9.587 s 275,159 

23,902 0 

0 0 

23.017 2.761 

23,902 

0 

25.778 

(11,694) 263,465 $ 

(78) 23.824 

0 0 

(2.707) 23,071 2,128 

263,465 

23,824 

0 

25.199 

INCOMETAXES (1 1,881) 11,607 (274) (10,555) (10,829) 17.424 6.595 __ 
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 300.610 23,955 $ 324,565 (25.034) 299.531 19,553 319.083 

..____.. ._ __- 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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,UIPALM TERRACE 
)JUSTMEWS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
1ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

OPERA TlNG RE VFNUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salaly of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct anrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exD. 1-83 8 I-&1 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amoiiization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I3 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsILosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

-TION FXPENSF 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adlJstments ab 
2 Reg Fees Marw dand 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(142,940) (56,010) 
0 0 
0 0 
60 52 - 

- (142.880) (55.958) - 

(520) (451) 
(1 1,694) - (2.094) - -~ 

0 
(246) 
152 

0 
(98) 
175 
0 0 
0 16 
0 0 

- 77 (78) 
- 
- 

(6.430) 
0 
0 

(2,518) 
0 

35 
(153) - (224) 

(2,7071 - (6.583) - 

- - (51,554) .. (10,555) 
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IUI PALM VALLEY 
XIEDlLE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEul ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - - .- .- .- .- - - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSDN TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
-. . . . -. 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1.296.657 (137.1035 1,159,550 (66) 1,159,484 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 7.069 0 7.069 0 7,069 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (148.581) 133.724 (14,857) (9) (14,866) 

5 ClAC (12.619) 0 (12.619) 0 (12.619) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1.998 0 1,998 0 1.998 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.544) 0 (1.544) 0 (1.544) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (20,729) 0 (20,729) (1.143) (21.872) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 8,944 0 8,944 (2.966) 5.978 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 ---- 
(3.383)$ 1,127.812 (4,184) 1,123.628 RATE BASE S 1,131.195 

====SI====== ===========- ----------__ ______-===== ______ 
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3u/ PALM V m Y  
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. .- .- - .- -. -. .- - .- .- - 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. . .- .. -. . . -. . . . .- . . . . . - . . . .- . . . . . . - - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SiippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeRona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

W - U S E D  AND U S E F U  
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

TFD DFP- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

rn 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AM ORLQEC I& 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

TAXFS 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIHm 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

n 

- 0 0 - 

0 
0 

0 
28 
0 0 

0 (37) 
(9) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 
- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 



SSU/ PALM VALLEY 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZ4TION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

SCAeDuLE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

YEARENDED 12/31/96 
.~ .- .- - - - . . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMSSION ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTIUTY TEST YEAR COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1998 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
~. ~. . 

39,099 238,209 S 277.308 (234,227) 43,081 230.986 274,067 
__._.l_l..______ _II 

536.17% 

40,497 756 5 41.253 (1.322) 39,931 S 39.931 

31,023 0 31,023 0 31.023 31.023 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

45.609 10,789 56,398 (402) 55,996 10.394 66.390 

(55.226) 87,505 32,279 (92.285) (60,006) 85.093 25,087 

61.903 99,050 5 160,953 (94.009) 66,944 95,488 162,432 ___- __ - 
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1Ui PALM VALLEY 
WSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- . _- . . -. - 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 
. _ _  -. - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNiCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

PeERATlON Q MAlNTENANCF F X P F W  
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewltt study 1-82 
5 LobbvindAcauisition salaries 8 misc. exw-83 8 184 
6 Hepdtii; Amotiization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amotiization I%a 

10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization I-100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1.105 

Total 

DEPREClATlONeXPENSENET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

T M F S  OTHFR THAN INC O M  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments abu 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes 5-14 

Total 

NaMmxEs 
To adjust to test year nwme tan expense 

(238,209) 0 
3,972 0 

0 0 
0 

(234.227) 0 
__ 10 - 
- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 - 

- (1,322) _ 0 - 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

30 0 

0 0 
30 _ 0 - 

(1o .m)  0 
0 0 

- (92.285) 0 - 
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DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

j l i p ~ ~ h l s  M0RII.L IlVhlk PARK 
rllEDI'LE OF WATER IL\TI! BASE 
ESTWAR ESDED 12131i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- _ _  - - - -  - .- - .- - - - -  
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS u w n  1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
__ - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 103.850 O S  103.850 (18) 103,832 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 677 0 677 0 677 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.050) 0 (1.050) (40) (1.o9o) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (28,253) 0 (28.253) (3) (28,256) 

5 ClAC (3.037) (36) (3.073) 0 (3,073) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1,328 0 1,328 0 1,328 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

6 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (435) 0 (435) 0 (435) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.916) 0 (1.916) 130 (1.786) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2,518 0 2.518 (835) 1.683 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ 73.682 (36)s 73,646 (766) 72,880 --__________ .___________ Ill========= ============ ============ 1111===11=11 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 515 -~ ._ 

t ~ . p . ~ i . h i S  \IOBll.F IIOMF PARK 
)JIISI \(ENIS TO I U T F  BASE 
:SI YEAR EXDEU 12131FJ6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 
- _. .- - -. - . . . .- 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
.- . - - ~ -  -. - .- 

PLANT IN SFRVICE 
1 BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4. Tract C PHFU 14 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-11 

Total 

NON-USFD AND USEEUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATED DEPRE CIATION 
1 BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 Plant Slippagemouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-45 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

ClAC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 148 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMDRT. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5 4  
2 BVL transfer i-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 imDutation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

PEFFRRED W m  
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIH€R 
MarcO Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- (40) 0 

- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

231 0 
- (101) 0 

130 0 - 

- (835) 0 



SSI'IPI.WS w m i L E  HOME p . 4 ~  

TEST m . 4 ~  LWEI) izmm 
SIAIKMEICTOF WATEROPCR4TIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ ~- - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED cow. uu 
PERUTILITY unuw TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION ieae ADJUSTMENTS UTILIM ism ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE R E Q U I W E N T  
~~- .. 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

6.057 36,641 S 42.698 (36,638) 6,060 35,415 

584.41% 
_ 

23.256 1,052 $ 24,308 (368) 23.940 16 

4.907 0 4,907 3 4,910 

0 0 0 0 0 

2,165 1,693 3,858 (1,684) 2,174 1,594 

(11,049) 13.076 2,027 (13.457) (11,430) 13.047 

19,279 15,821 $ 35,100 (15.506) 19.594 14,640 _ -______ _ 
(13,222) 20,820 s 7,598 (21,132) (1 3.534) 20.775 

============ ======I===== ============ ============ ============ =====111==== 

41.475 

23,940 

4,910 

0 

3.767 

1.617 

34,234 

7.241 
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illlPAl.MS MOBILE HOME PARK SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

. . . ~ .. . 

EXPLANAWN WATER WASTEWATER 
. . .. - .  . .. .. ._ - - . . . .. . 

OPEBATING R EVENUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 61. mg oeterm nants 1-75 
3 lmputeo revenue for discounted sewice 1-77 
4 M scellaneous non-uti IV income 1-77 

Total 

QER4TION 8 MA!MENANCE E XPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 deystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 dewin study -82 
5 Loboy nglAcquiSition Salar.eS 8 m.sc exp 1-83 8 I 
6 Hepatitis Amortirat.on Ad.ustment 1-86 
7 B,dgetec overtime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjdstment 1-7 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona -akes -88 
11 Amortize Hurncane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case ewense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdict.on Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up nudge1 ao.ustment 1-99 
18 Emply remgnition norma.zation 1-100 
19 Sharenoiderr Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsiLosses 1-105 

Total 

DFPRFClATlON EXPFMS!SEC 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES O T t l E L T ~ C W  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments aoove 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island .-I07 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes .-IO8 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes S-14 

Tota 

v 
To adjust to lest year ncome tax expense 

1-84 

'4 

(36.641) 
0 
n 

0 
0 
n 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
(4) 
9 
0 

0 - 

(1.649) 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

__ (36) 0 
.- (1.684) 0 

(13,457) - 0 - 
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SSU/ PARK MANOR 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATERBATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495.WS 

TEST YEARENDED iznu96 
- - -. .- .- -. 

COMMISSION AI TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST MARl COMMlSStDN TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMEKTS 1996 

r - -  
-. - -. . -  

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 67.876 0 5  67.876 (10) 67,866 

2 LAND 1,168 0 1.168 0 1.168 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 225 225 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (26.063) 0 (26.063) (4) (26,067) 

5 ClAC (2.173) 0 (2.1 73) 0 (2.173) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 504 0 504 0 504 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (9.822) 0 (9.822) 0 (9.822) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (217) 0 (217) 0 (217) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 2.290 0 2,290 (3.266) (976) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1,259 0 1,259 (417) 842 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE J 34,822 0 5  34,822 (3.472) 31.350 
============ ====~======= ==I====-==== ----------- ____________ -----------5 ____________ 
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iU/ PARK MANOR 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- - - .- .- .- 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 
. . . . . .  .- . . . .  . . . . . .  .- . ... .- . 

PUNT IN SERVICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

Lam 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NQMUZRAN D USEEU 
To reflect net non-used ana usefdt adjustment 

ACCUMUL4I€EREeRECIATION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant ShppageiDoLble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N--.U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of Rirer Park Common Plant 5-1 

Total 

wer; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cast Share 1-51 

Total 

OF ClAC 
1 Dekona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 lmpnation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Snare 1-51 

Total 

DEFERREDINCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on C.AC 
2 Creait Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specif c allocation 

PItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
- _  

- - 

- 0 225 - 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- -. .- . . .. - . -. . - .. 

COMMISSION Ah). TEST MAR ADJUSTED 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TESTYEARJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1936 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY f996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

__-. . . . . . . . __ . . .. .. ... .. ....... . ~. . .. . . - . .. 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

~ 7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

17,751 18.092 5 35.843 (2.982) 32,861 2,538 35,399 
- _____ ._ 

7.72% 

24.936 

3,746 

(269) 

1.921 

670 $ 25.606 

0 

0 

844 

3,746 

(269) 

2,765 114 

25,275 

3,736 

(269) 

2.855 

34,822 
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U/ PARK MANOR 
lJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
ST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- . - -. .- -. -. -. - - -- 
WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 

- .- -. .- .- . -. -. - - 
1 Remove requested flnal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

P M  
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% io 5.75% S-t 0 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 HepatRis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 
10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
1 1  Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I 3 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

FNSENFI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

-E 
Marco Islana Deferred Debit 

IAXES OTHFR T t K W M W M E  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

- 
- - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

- 
- - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - - 

0 
0 

(1 8.092) 
15,109 

0 
1 

(2.982) 

0 
(13) 

- (331) 

(1 4) 
0 

(1 0) 

(1 34) 

_--o 
0 
0 

(24) 

(650) 
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IU/ PICCIOLA ISLAND 
2HEDULE OB WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . .- . 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTIUTY UTlUN TEST W COMMISSON TEST YEAR 

C 0 M P 0 NE N T 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 4096 ACJUSTMENTS 1998 
. . . . . -. . . . . 

~ 
. . . . 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 134,093 O S  134,093 36,951 171.044 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

1,818 

0 

(66,515) 

(39,556) 

23.112 

5.969 

0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (989) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

225 

5.731 

0 

0 

0 

(305) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.818 

0 

(66,515) 

(39.861) 

23.112 

5.969 

0 

(989) 

225 

5.731 

0 1.818 

(2.771) (2.771) 

(1,009) (67.524) 

0 (39,861) 

0 23,112 

0 5.969 

0 0 

0 

3.185 3.410 

(1.900) 3.831 
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iU/ PICCIOLA ISLAND 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

14ND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2,  and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

K W l J S u )  AND USFFU 1 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATFD DEPBEUAIUN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SiippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realiw: of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

GlEs  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. 
t Deltona Lakes correct on-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates I47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on DeDreciation 

Total - 
To reflecl me plant specif c allocation 

OItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 
36.903 

0 
0 

48 0 - 
- 36.951 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - 

3,351 0 
- (1 66) 0 

3,165 0 

(1 ,WO) 0 - 

0 
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LV PICCIOLA ISLAND 
iJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
,ST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

OPFRATIN 0 R E Y E U L  u s  
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for diswunted SeNiCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility inwme 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 correct attriiion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/AcquisRion salaries & misc. em. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

IO Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 Trueup budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfiiiration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1.105 

Total 

TION EXPFhcsEhLEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Piant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHFR THAN WCQME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

IpICOME TAXES 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

2;225 
n 

119.463) 0 
0 

. 0 
7 0 - 

- (17.231) 0 

. 0' 0 

i i 7o j  
n - 

- (58) 0 
- (927) 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 

20 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(129) 
0 - 

(109) 0 - 

0 

(775) 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(54) 
- (59) 

(113) __ 0 

(7,097) 0 

- - 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
3CKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 586 - 

SUI PINE RIDGE ESTATES 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

'EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 
.~ .. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTILITY UTlUN TEST W COMMISSW TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. . . . ~. . ~. . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 435.918 o a  435.918 (504) 435,414 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 3.061 0 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (10,462) 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (88,345) 0 

5 ClAC (228,579) (1.300) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 41.589 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

(1.589) 

170 

9.204 

3.061 0 3.061 

(10.462) (10,519) (20,981) 

(88.345) (0) (88.345) 

(229.879) 0 (229,879) 

41.589 

0 

0 

(1.589) 

170 

9.204 

(439) 41,150 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (1.589) 

23.316 23,486 

(3.052) 6,152 
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SSUl PINE RIDGE ESTATES 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
WCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . . .. . . .. -. I .. - . . - . . . .. . . 

PLANT IN SERYlGE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-I 

Total 

IAN€! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFD AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATED DFPRECIAJDN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Piant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realioc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

WBC; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

-G 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
I Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

!mEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 -  0 

- (10,5191 0 

- 

0 0 
38 0 
0 0 

(38) 0 
(0) 0 

- 
- - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - 

0 0 
0 0 

(439) 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(439) 0 
- 
- 

27.758 0 
(4.442) 0 

- 23,316 0 - 

- (3.052) 0 - 

0 



SCIIEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

35.304 47.200 S 82.504 11,255 53,759 (16.388) 77.371 
. .__I-- 1 OPERATING REVENUES ___- 

OPERATING EXPENSES: -17.48% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 42,223 1.464 S 43.667 (1 ,w 42.683 S 42.683 

3 DEPRECIATION 9,529 0 9,529 ( 2 9 )  9,279 9.279 

4 AMORTIZATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 6,971 2.053 9,024 (1.793) 7.231 (737) 6.493 

2.178 - 16.877 3.791 4.424 8,215 (6,037) 
.- ----- -- 6 INCOMETAXES 03.086) 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 45.637 20,394 s 66,031 1,377 67,408 (6.775) 60.633 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 
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; x i  PISE RIDGE ESTATES 
D,IllSThlI?NTS IO OPEIL<IISC STKIl!hll;NTS 
IrSI YE.W E.SDED 12f l l lY6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- -. .- __  . _ _  - __ ~ .. 

EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

- - .- - . 

OPERATING REYHWJL S 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNiCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

WERATION 6 MAI- EXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purchased power DeRona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognRion normalization i-1W 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-23 
22 GainsILosses 1.105 

Total 

RE€!EWATION F X P F N S F - W  
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adiustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTlZATlON EXPFNSE 
Marco Island Deferred DebR 

TAXESOTHER THAtUNWbiE 
1 RAFs on revende ad,ustrnenls aDove 
2 Reg Fees Marco Is and -1 07 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

INCOME UXEs 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(47,200) 
58.444 

0 
0 .- 11 - 

11,255 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
(93) 0 

- (1,004) 0 
- 

0 
0 

31 
0 0 

1281) 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
~ 

' 0' - 
(2501 0 

~ 

0 - 

0 
0 

(210) 
- (1,583) 

(1,793) 0 

4,424 0 

- 

- 
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W/ PINE RDGE UTILITIES 
2HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 13/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . . . .  - .- -. 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTILITY UTIUN TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST M A R  

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlM 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 9996 
~ 

.... .. . ._ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 4.579.912 0 5 4.579.912 (7,572) 4,572.340 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 21,799 0 21,799 0 21.799 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (1.175.184) (1,175.184) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (642,576) 61.303 (581,273) (54.131) (635,404) 

5 ClAC (I ,207252) 0 (1,207,252) (30.203) (1,237,455) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 113,811 0 113.81 1 (1.429) 1 12.382 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCESFORCONSTRUCTION (1,374.984) 0 (I ,374.984) 0 (1,374,984) 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (4.984) 0 (4.984) 0 (4.984) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 604,599 0 604.599 (416,772) 187,827 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 28,872 0 28.872 (9.573) 19.299 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ 2,119.197 61.303 5 2,180.500 (1,894,863) 485,637 
.._ 

============ ============ ============ =========I== ============ 
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5171 PINE RIDGE UTILITIES SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. . . . . . - - . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
_._ .... .. . . .. . . . . .. - .. .. - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common piant S-1 

Total 

Lam 
1 Lehiah land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehiih land, Parcel 4 , ' T k t  C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND U S E W  
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

A C C U M U W  DEPRE CIATION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

-m 
1 Deiiona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

- 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
._ .- 

11,175,184) - 0 - 

0 0 
(30,203) 0 

0 0 
- (30.203) 0 

0 0 
0 0 

(1.779) 0 
350 0 

0 0 
0 

~ (1,429) 

(416,349) 0 
0 
0 

-0 
(416,772) 

._ (9,573) 0 - 



SSUl PINE RIDGE UTILITIES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCBEDLILE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . .  . . .  -. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PERUTILITY UTlLtN TESTYEARl COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS u n L m  1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
~ ___ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  __  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



)RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
IOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
'AGE 593 

$I., PINE HIUtiE UTILITIES 
UJUSTMENTS TO OPERATIN(. STATE\IF.NTJ 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

.. - . . 

EXPLANATION 
. . .. ... 

P 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPERATI ON 6 blAlNTFNAN CE EXPEN SE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewltl study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budaeted overtime to rate case excense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed represso; aqustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortuatfon I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes la 
11 Amotiue Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empty recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gains/Lossees 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment i-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

A M O R T I Z A T ~  
Marco Island Defenea Debit 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust lo test year income tax expense 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

(335,892) 
120,953 

0 

0 
0 
0 

34 0 
- (214,905) - 0 
.- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

98 
(701) 0 

(58,972) 0 
0 -  0 

(59.575) 0 .- 

(9,671) 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(51,787) 0 
(151) 0 

- (51,938) 0 
~ 

- 

.- 2,092 0 
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SU/ PINEY WOODS 
ZHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR E N D W  12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

-. - - - -. - - .. __ - - . - - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AOJ 
PERUTUTY U T l W  TEST YEW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1986 AWUJTMENTS UTILITY 1996 AOJUSTMENTS $a96 
.- . . . .- . . . .- . . . .- .. . .- .. . .- .. . . . . . .- .. - .. ..__ . . . . . . 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 335.554 O S  355.554 (1 1,282) 324.382 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 2,344 0 2.344 0 2.344 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (9.OW 0 (9.W) (3.m) (1 2,970) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (116.3W 0 (116,300) 144 (116.156) 

5 ClAC (17.851) (6) (17.896) 0 (17,896) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 7.269 0 7.269 0 7.289 

7 ACQUISITION AOJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.252) 0 (1.252) 0 (1,252) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (5.432) 0 (5.432) 4,014 (1,418) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7.250 0 7.250 (2.404) 4.846 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 202.688 (45) 5 202.643 (13,494) 189.149 
. 

==i.========= _E========== ______-=_*== ____-- 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. S60496-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

/ PINEY WOODS 
WSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
iI' YEAR ENDED 12i31M 

-. __ ~. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
- .- - ~ - 
1 BVL (ransfer 1-1 t 
2 To adjust fw plant slippage 1-1 3 
3 Realla of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehiih land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. P a r d  4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land w s t  1-7 
4 S d i  35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Daiiona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

WIUSEPBNDJSEUL 
To refled net rwn-wed and useful adjustment 

PRFCIATIQN 
1 B M  transfer 1-1 t 
2 Plant SlippagdDwble Bookings 1-13 
3 Rewrse Dew on prior N-U/U assets 1-48 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S I  

Total 

Wlc 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Coot Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-Watef S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Con&ion fw Guiiline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Defend TMS on ClAC 
2 Credit Defend Taxes on DeDreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QmER 
Marw Island deferred debl-Water 1-62 

0 0 
(1 1.342) 0 

€6 0 
(1 1.282) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

13.966) 0 

0 
174 

n 

0 
0 
n . 
0 
0 

-Q!i 
144 

n 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

4.014 0 
(315) 0 

3.699 0 

(2.404) 0 

0 



SSU/ PINEY WOODS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED 12/31/36 

SCHEDULE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

.. . .  ..~. .. . . .. . .. - . 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CoMMISSK)(I ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TESTYEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

! DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILI" 19% ADJUSTMENTS 1996 NCNCREASE RE-EMENT 
. - 

~ .- . - . 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

77,121 ___- 32,166 49,863 s 82.029 59.582 141.611 ( 8 4 . W  

-45.54% 

34,839 1,372 I 36,211 (901) 35,310 5 35,310 

12,441 0 12.441 (2751 12,166 12,166 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

4,801 2.234 7.035 2.544 9.579 (2.902) 6,677 

4.176 - (12,410) 17,845 5,435 22.498 27,933 a3.757) 

39,671 21,451 s 61.122 23,866 84.988 (26,659) 

. - 
58.329 - -__ - 

28,412 I 20,907 35,716 56.623 (37.830) 18.792 

189.149 
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~ 

IU/ PINEY WOODS 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING SI'ATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 11/31/56 

SCHEDULE NO. 4C 
DOCKET NO. 9504SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- -. - . -. . -. - - - -. - . -. - . -. . - 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

- . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .... .- . 

P e E W O B E V E W  
1 Re- requested final revenue Increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed rewnw for discounted service 1-77 
4 MisCBIIanBQus non-utility illcomc 1-77 

Tdal 

QFEBAJION MAlNTENANCECXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salaryof SSU's president S-8 
2 Cwred atlrltkm rate from 5.87% io 5.75% S-10 
3 Keyslone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisitbn salaries 8 mi=. exp. I- 8 184 
6 Hepatitis Amwtikation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Re- SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP A d i z a i b n  186a 
10 Purchased poww Deliona Lakes 1-88 
1 1  Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I 3 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expanse 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply rewgnhion Mwmalzation 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infihtim 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Tdal 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant dippage adjustment C13 
3 Reallmate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marw ASR Cwt  Share 151 

Total 

AblQRTIZAIIPbLEXPENSE 
Marw Island Deferred Debit 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properlyiaxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year income tax evpense 

49.865 0 
9.71 1 0 

0 0 
8 0 

59,582 0 

(73) 0 
(921) 0 

0 0 
0 
0 25 

0 0 
14 0 
0 0 

(275) 0 

(31 4) 

0 

2,681 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

(25) 
(112) 
2.544 0 

22.498 0 
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SUI POINT O'WOODS 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12L3lp)6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

__ -. . , -. - . - . -. . - - .. -. . __ . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST M A R  

COMPONENT 1096 ADJUSTMENTS M L l N  IOSE ADJUSTMENTS 3996 

.. .... .- .. ..... ___ 
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 753.256 (35.5WlS 717.756 (546) 717.210 

2 LAND& LAND RIGHTS 3.802 0 3.802 0 3.802 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (3.107) 0 (3.107) (22) (3.129) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (180.867) 53.264 (1 07,403) (61 (107.409) 

5 ClAC (145.229) 0 (145.229) 0 (145,229) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 49.171 0 49,171 0 49,171 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (2.578) 0 (2.578) 0 (2,578) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (5.951) 0 (5.951) 7.992 2.041 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 14,935 0 14,935 (4.952) 9.983 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 503,632 17.764 5 521.396 2.465 523.861 
______I-. -. 

=======--=== ==l====i==_j -----======= 
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sU/ POINT O'WOODS 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12i31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 9504%-WS 

_. -. __ __..- 
TEST YEAR M)JUSTED CWMISSKW AD. 
PER UTIUN UTILITY TEST VEW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

CWPONENT 1996 AWUSTMENTS UTlUTYlBY ADJUSTMENTS IS96 
__ . .- .- . .. .. . . .... ~ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE I 490.894 O f  490,894 (44) 490.850 

2 LAND 2.581 0 2.581 0 2.581 

3 NON-USED 6 USEFUL COMPONENTS (49.952) 0 (49.952) (=.OM) (118.m) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (126,813) 0 (126.813) (6) (126,819) 

5 ClAC (1 16.933) 0 (116,933) 0 (1 16.933) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 22.134 0 22,134 0 22.134 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.034) 0 (1.034) 0 (1.034) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 6.544 0 6,544 10.993 17.537 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5,991 0 5.991 (1 .s7) 4.004 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 233,412 o s  233.412 (S.094) 174,318 
______ 

-======111511 =/----==I=== ==-=-=_-_--= ======I===-_ _--_---l/=== 
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;U/ POINT OWOODS 
IMUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 1Mli96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
WCKET NO. B60406-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. _. _. - ~. -. __ 
EXPIANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

.. I .~ -. ~ .~ I_ - 
1 EVL transfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realla of River Park ccintwm plant S-I 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcek 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land ccot 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitcna Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 EVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net mn-used and useful adjustment 

1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SiippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realhx of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

cM2 
1 EVL transfer 1-11 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdal - 
1 Deiiona Lakes cwrection-water S-4 
2 EVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 M a m  ASR Cmt Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 CrefM Deferred Taxes M Depreciation 

Total - 
To rem the piant specific allocation 

QInER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
19 56 

0 0 
(62) (25) 
(6) (6) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
(561) (769) 

7.992 10,993 

7.295 10.516 
(697) (477) 

(4,952) (1.987) 

0 



SSUIPOINT O'WOODS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1 Z i 3 l M  

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

- -~ - . -- - - - - 
TEST YEAR AWUSTEO CWMISSION ADJ 
PERUTIUTY UTILITY TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREME REWREMNT DESCRIPTION 19% ADJUSTMENTS UTtLlrY 19'36 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
~~ ~~ _ _  t -  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCWE 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 



SSUl POINT O'WOODS 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED iznims 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 95w95-WS 

. ___- - _. ._.. - - 
TEST YEAR A W S T E D  COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTlLlpl UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REMNUE 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLrrYWe8 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE RECMREMENT oEscmmim 
~ - - - -  

j RATE OF RETURN 

44.520 52,121 S 96,641 82.806 179,447 (98.m) 81.109 _____ l..........ll_.. .-__ - 
-54.80% 
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iU/ POINT O'WOODS 
IIWSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 

SCHEDULE NO. &C 
WCKET NO. 954l49SWS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- . .__ .... . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. .. ~ . .. ~ - 
1 E em ow requested flnal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed rewnue for discounted serviCe 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous M - u t i l i i  imm 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct atlriiion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expnses 158 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amortization Adjustment I S  
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Rerove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization IMEa 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hunicane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expeme 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. CMnm. Exp 1-94 
15 J u r i s d c t i  Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 ate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
16 EmpQ recognition normaliialiin 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
M Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Ex- Innitration 1-23 
22 GainslLmoes 1-105 

Total 

DEPREGIATION FXPENSENEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippap adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallmate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 MarcO ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
Marw Island Deferred Debs 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees M a w  Island 1-107 
3 Ncn-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust to lest year income tax expense 

111,566 52,121 
45.523 30.676 

0 0 
17 7 

157.206 82,806 

n 

n 

7,074 
n 

3,726 
n - 

2 (948) 
(248) (170) 

6,828 2,608 

57.898 35,304 
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Wl POMONA PARK 
XlEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12nv96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.~ _ _  ~. __  .- .- . .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION A W  
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR' COMMISSH TEST M A R  

COMPONENT lOS6 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS ISM 
.. ~ .~ ~. 

~ 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 181.238 O S  181.238 (53) 181.1 85 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 5.523 0 5.523 0 5,523 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (18,362) 0 (18.362) (3) (18.365) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (60,690) 0 (60,690) V) (60,697) 

5 ClAC (22,698) (51 ) (22,749) 0 (22,749) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 7.467 0 7,467 0 7.467 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.252) 0 (1.252) 0 (1.252) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (614) 0 (614) 1,439 825 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 7.250 0 7,250 (2.4041 4.846 

I 2  OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 97,862 (51)s 97.811 (1,0281 96.783 ____________ ________===I ------------ _________=== ____________ ______-- 
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:U/ POMONA PARK 
JJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
3ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. . ____ . - .. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . ... ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . ...... 

LBND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED A M  USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

A C C U M U W F D  DEPRFCIAIIQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

WBC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imwtation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 CrdA Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QmER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(113) 0 

60 0 
(53) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
- 0 0 

- w __ 0 

- - 

- 

0 0 
23 0 
0 0 

(30) 0 
- m -  0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- - 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1.61 5 0 
(1 76) 0 

1.439 0 



SSU/ POMONA PARK 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~. -. - -. . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTluM TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS unuw 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
__ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . .  __ . . .  . .  .~ .. 

I 
1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 



DER NO.  P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
CKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  

- GE 607 

llJl POMONA PARK 

. .. . 

EXPUNATION 
~ . 

OPERATlNOEYENUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue .ncreaSe 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenLe for a'scountea servce I-T7 
4 Miscel aneods non-Ltiliw income 1-77 

Total 

O P E R A T l P S X  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs presiaent S-8 
2 Correct anrition rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone heights APT expenses .-58 
4 H e m  stlray 1-82 
5 LooD~ingiACquisdlon Salaries 8 misc exp 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatdis Amortuation Adlustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed represoon ad.ustmen1 .-74 
9 OAP Amotiuation l e a  

10 Purchased power Delrana Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Prepareaness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Un.form Rate Docket-Reg. Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Junsdcton Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adpstment 1-99 
18 Ernply recognnion normalzar on 1-1 00 
19 Sharenoldem' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess For Wafer 1-21 
21 Excess nfiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1.105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 ~~ 

2 Plant slippage ad.ustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 lmptdation of CIAC-MR 1-43 
5 Net s e d  and useful aapsrrnent 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
Marco Islana Defenea Deb# 

2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

7 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

(35,696) 0 
17,979 0 

0 0 
8 0 

(1 7,709) 0 

(73) 0 
- (1.199) 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 

25 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

25 0 
- 

0 
0 

(797) 
0 



DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950495-WS 
LGE 608 

SUIPOSTMASTER VILLAGE 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED izni i96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.... ... . ... .- .~ 

COMMISSION ADJ TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 
PER UTILIN U T l U N  TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1896 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
- .... . .. . ~- 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S ' 375.421 O S  375.421 (25,730) 349.691 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 15,108 0 15,108 0 15,108 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (83,150) 0 (83.150) 9,345 (73.605) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (68,472) 0 (66,472) 292 (68.180) 

5 ClAC (37.827) (176) (38,003) 0 (38,003) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 18.799 0 18.799 W7) 18,092 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.169) 0 (1,169) 0 (1.169) 

IO DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.618) 0 (4.618) 2,195 (2.423) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 6,773 0 6,773 (2.246) 4.527 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 220.865 (176)s 220.689 (16,851) 203.838 
.................... 

====E======= ============ ====11====1= =11======11= 1====11===== 



RDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
3CKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 609 - - 

,Ut POSTMASTER VILLACE 
>.IIISThlENTS TO KATE IlASE 
<ST YEAH ENDED 12D1lYh 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- . .~ .- .- . - .- 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. . .. . .. . . ...... . . .. . ...... ~. - 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeRona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCU- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

GJfG 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Mirco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

ORT. OF ClAC 
1 DeRona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credd Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

n 0 
(25.786) 0 

56 0 
(25,730) 0 

- 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 

9,345 0 

0 0 
320 0 

0 0 
(28) 0 

- 292 0 - 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

~ 

~ 

0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 0 

0 0 

(707) 

~ 

- (707) 0 - 

2,535 0 
- (340) 0 
- 2.195 0 - 

- (2.246) 0 - 

QUE5 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 



SSUI POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

TEST YEARENDED imm 
. .  . .  .~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTLtTY TESTYEAR! COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
...................... - -. ... __ . -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

29,524 53.647 $ 83,171 (28,536) 54.635 25,026 79,661 
.__.__ ._ __ 

45.81% 

34.471 1,255 $ 35,726 V53) 34,973 s 
10.666 0 10,666 98 10,7M 

34.973 

10.764 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

iU/ POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
3STYEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. .- . . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . . .  .. . . .. ~ - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income I-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-I 0 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I 3 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. EXD 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infikration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1.105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

IAXES OTHFR WAN MXXdE 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(53.647) 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 
(68) 0 

- (753) 0 - 

0 
0 

23 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
75 0 
0 0 

- 98 0 

0 
0 

(1,284) 
0 
44 0 

0 
- (121) 0 
- (77) - -. 

(10,507) 0 - 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 612 

W/ QUAIL RIDGE 
3lEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO 3-A 
DOCKET NO 950495-WS 

- 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTlL lN UTlUN TEST YEPlRl COMMISSIDN TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlL lN 4996 ADJUSTMENTS I998 
~- __ 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 114.869 0 5  114.869 (5) 114.864 

2 LAND& LAND RIGHTS 3.647 0 3.847 0 3.847 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (1.715) 0 (1.715) 3 (1.712) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (21.327) 0 (21,327) 0 (21,327) 

5 ClAC (2.637) 0 (2.637) 0 (2.637) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 179 0 179 0 179 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (112) 0 (112) 0 (112) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 204 0 204 (1.924) (1,720) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 651 0 651 (216) 435 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 93,959 O S  93,959 (2.142) 91.817 
============ ============ ============ ============ ============ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 613 

SSU/ QUAIL RIDGE 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
TESTYEARENDED lZi31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. . - . .~ 

EXPUNATION WATER WASTEWATEf 
. .  . . .. ~. - . . . . .  , . . .... . . ~ . 

LAN€! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2,  and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land. Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pRs land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeRona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCWU- 0 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmmtation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Dekona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DFFFRRFD Id COME TAXE S 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
3 0 

(3) 0 
0 0 

0 0 - - 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 (216) - 



SSU/ QUAIL RlDGE 
STATEMENT OF WATEROPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENTIED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

... . . .  -. .. .- -. - . . -. - ... 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PERUTUIN UTILITY TEST YEAR/ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN i996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 
....... - . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ ............. . . -. . ....... ..... - .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
17 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

6 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 
I 

I RATE OF RETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 615 - 

U/ QUAIL RIDGE 
MUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
IST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- .- . . . . __ 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATEI 

.. ~. ~. - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted SeNice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili income 1-77 

Total 

-ANCF FXP EM€ 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewiti study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognfiion normalization 1.100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unacwunted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATlQNEXP€NSE 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

W(FS OTHFR WAN W O M E  
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(22.905) 0 
8,682 0 

0 0 
1 0 

__ (14.222) 0 
- 
- 

0 
0 

14j 
42 

0 
0 
0 

(3) 
27 

0 0 
0 0 
2 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 0 

0 

0 
0 0 

1 0 

(640) 

(40) 0 
- (679) 0 

(5,3331 0 -. 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 616 

,SU/REMINGTON FOREST 
:CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - - -  - - -  .- - __ - - - -  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AD. 
PER UTKITY UTILITY TEST M*Ju COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
- - - __ -- - - - - - - -  - -. 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 157,067 O S  157.067 (20) 157,047 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 25.183 0 25.183 0 25.183 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (40,870) 0 (40,870) (3) (40.873) 

5 ClAC (76,375) 0 (76.375) (1.246) (77,621) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 19,098 0 19.098 14 19.112 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCESFORCONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (480) 0 (480) 0 (480) 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (207) 0 (207) (73) (280) 

1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 2,779 0 2.779 (921) 1.858 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 86,195 O S  86.195 (2.249) 83.946 
_._. ~ ~ ..... 

=-========== ============ ======s===== 5========-_== 



!DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ICKET NO. 950495-WS 
LGE 617 - ___ 
UlREMINGTON FOREST 
iJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED 12131/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. S50495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-43 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

!AM! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 Plant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Reailoc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

WBC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-43 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

A C C U W  ORT. OF CIA C 
1 Denona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debi Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credii Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QInEE 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 0 - - 

0 
9 
0 0 

(12) 0 
(3) 0 

- 
- 

0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

14 0 

14 0 
~ 0 .  0 
- 
~ 

80 0 
- (153) 0 
- (73) 0 

- (921) 0 

- 

- 



SSU/REMINGTON FOREST 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED 11/31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ -. .. .- .- 

E S T  YEAR ADJUSTED COMMlSSlON Ah). 
PERUTILITY UTIL1p( TEST MN?I COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 15% ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlTY1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. .. ... . - . .. . .. .. ... . .. . .. ~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZ4TION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

17 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 619 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ _  

IUIRRMINGTON FOREST SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing deienninants 1-75 
3 imputed revenue for discounted sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

QEEAUON 6 MA- ENS€ 
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president 5-8 
2 Correct aiirition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-I 0 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 H d t t  study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries & misc. exp. -1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amortiration Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed reDression adiustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I 3 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T ~ e - u p  budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholdem' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess infinration 1-23 
22 Gainsllosses 1.105 

Total 

L!EPREQAUNWPENsF-NFI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Piant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AM!XTIZAIl!2LEXPEMSE 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

W ( F S  OTHERTHANlNCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marcn Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

INCOME T A X  S 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(1 8,657) 0 
(156) 0 

0 0 
3 0 

0 r18.810) - 
- 

0 
0 

0 0 - 
- (656) 0 
~ 

0 0 
0 
0 9 

(4) 

- (6.693) 0 
~ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
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I 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSUl RIVER GROVE 
SCHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12f31/96 

-. -. - - -_ ._ I-. - .- - - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COHMISSON ADJ. 
PER U T l U N  VTIUN TEST YEIRl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 9.996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILIN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

i -. - - . _. .- .- r -- '- -- 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE J 166.157 0 5  186.1 57 (469) 165.688 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 2.333 0 2,333 0 2.333 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (6.243) 0 16.243) (1.937) (8,1801 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (71,731) 0 (71.731) 4 (71.727) 

5 ClAC (32.198) 0 (32.1 98) 0 (32,198) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 21.867 0 21.867 0 21,867 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE BENEFITS (787) 0 (787) 0 (787) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.1901 0 (2.190) (926) (3.116) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4,559 0 4,559 11.512) 3,047 

I 2  OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 81,767 0 5  81.767 (4.840) 76.927 
===I======== ===I======== ====I======= ============ 



DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950495-WS 

__ GE 621 - __ 
R1/ R m . R  GROW, .......... 
IXIUSTMKNTSTO RATK BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

~ .. -. ~ 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
.... .- . .......... ....... -. . . .  . . .~ . - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 I 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

!AND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-UER@ND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-Lsea and LsetJl aaluslment 

ACCUMULATED D F P R F C W  
I BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Reallcc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

CIA€ 
1 BVL transfer i-1 1 
2 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

A!XL!MAMORT. 0 F . W  
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 lmwtation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Mdrco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERREDINCOME TAXES. 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciat on 

Total 

WORKING .€€U?UAL 
To reflect the plant spec 6c allocal on 

QIHEFI 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 
0 

(507) 
30 

- (469)- - 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

(1,937) 0 

0 - 



SSU/ FXVER GROVE 
STATEMEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED 1201196 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

~ 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - -. - - -. - -- . 

TEST WAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PERUTILITY U T I W  TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE RECUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1396 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
.- .. . -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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3111 RIVER GROVE ~~ 

DJUSTMRNTSTO OPER\TING bTATEMENI'S 
EST YEAN EYDRU 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

-. . . -. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

- .- . .- .- . -  - 

OeEBaTlNG REY€NUES 
1 Remove reqLeSted final revenLe increase 
2 BI ling determinants 1-75 
3 Impaed revenue for discounted Service 1-77 
4 M scellanmLs non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

PeERATK!I!L&MAINTENAKCE E X P m  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct alirlion rate from 5 87% 10 5 75% S-IO 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 H e M  study 1-82 
5 Lobbying,Acquisition salaries 8 msc. exp .-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Aapstment 1-86 
7 Euageted overtime to rate case expense $5-11 
8 Remove SSv proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amanuation I-86a 

10 Purchased power Detona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amoriue Hurricane Prepareaness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 ,niform Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-~p budgel adjustment 1-93 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-1 W 
19 Snarenoldem' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gains/,osses 1.105 

Total 

DEPRFCIATJQN EXPFNSE-NFT 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S - l  
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AM0- 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

TAXES O T H E R J N C O M E  
1 RAFs on revenue adlunments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 luon-used ana useful properly taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts receivea on property taxes 5-1 4 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(29,697) 0 
24,582 0 

0 0 
5 0 

(5.1 10) 0 
~ - 

0 0 
0 0 

0 16 
0 0 

(230) 0 
0 0 

(34) 0 
- (57) 0 

~ (321) . 0 
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3UI ROSEMONTIROLLING GREEN 
3HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- . 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER U T R l N  UTUN TEST COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 
. . . . .~ -. . . . -. ~. 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 390.150 O S  390,150 (39) 390.111 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 7,979 0 7.979 0 7,979 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (4,173) 0 (4.173) 37 (4.136) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (105.990) 0 (105,990) (6) (105.996) 

5 ClAC (50,465) 0 (50,465) 0 (50.465) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 19,575 0 19,575 0 19,575 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (899) 0 (899) 0 (899) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 1,612 0 1.612 (4,260) (2.648) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.210 0 5.210 (1.728) 3.482 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 262,999 O S  262,999 (5.996) 257.003 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ============ E=========== ============ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO.  950495-WS 

- - 1GE 6 2 5  

U/ ROSEMONT/ROLLING GKEEN 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- - . .- .- - .- ~. -_ 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

....... .- . . . .  . . .... .- . - . .. ..... - 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NCWL!SE€.ANDYSEELIL 
To reflect net non-Lsea and USefJl adldstment 

ACCUMWATED DEPBEGIATION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Pant SlippagelDouDle Boomgs 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior WJ,U assets .-46 
4 Real oc of River ParK Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 imputation of C AC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Toral 

A C C U M A M ! X L  OF ClAC 
1 DeRona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Conecl on for Guideline rates 4 7  
4 Impatation 01 CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

PEEERRED W X M E I A X E S  
1 Demo Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

W Q R K E G W P  .ITAL 
To reflect the plant spec.fic allocat8on 

QTtlER 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

37 0 

0 0 
16 0 
0 0 

n 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
- 

- - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 - - 

(3.881) 0 
(379) 0 

(4,2601 0 - 

(1.728) 0 - 

0 - 



SSUl ROSEMONT,ROLLING GREEN 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9504%-WS 

- -  - -  .___.. .~ 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION M J .  
PERUTILIN UTILITY TEST- COMMISSWN TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 AOJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

1 -- 

~ . .. .. . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . .... ~. .. .. . .- .. .. . . ... ....... . ....... ~ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1, ROSRMONTIHOLLINC GHWN 
)JI.'SlMESTS TO OPERATING ST.\TE3lBNlS 
;ST YEAH E.SDED 12131~96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisRion salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 & 154 
6 Hepathis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotiue Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply reccgnition normalization 1-1 W 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Inflitration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1.105 

Total 

EXPENSE-NFI 
1 BVL Transfer i-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-l 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMO- 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

N INCOMF 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(58,591) 0 
47.587 0 

0 0 
6 0 

(10.998) 0 

0 
- (53) 
- (527) 

0 
0 

18 
0 
1 
0 

19 
- 

- - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(495) 
0 
3 

(627) 
- (135) 

(4,102) - ~ - 
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SUI SALT SPRINGS 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.- .. - - .- .- - - - - - . - . - __ -. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW 
P E R U T U N  UTlUN TEST YEARl COMMISSW TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlL lN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS l S e S  
- - - . -~ -. -. -. .- - -. - .- - - .- 

1 U T l L l N  PLANT IN SERVICE s 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCESFORCONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

499,008 (8.367)s 

364 0 

0 0 

(147.811) 13,511 

(22.235) (151 

13,796 0 

0 0 

0 0 

(869) 0 

(8.7761 0 

5.036 0 

0 0 

490,641 

364 

0 

(134,300) 

(22,250) 

13.796 

0 

0 

(8'39) 

(8.776) 

5.036 

0 

(37) 490.604 

0 364 

(16.158) (16.158) 

(5) (134,305) 

0 (22.250) 

0 13,796 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (8691 

5.990 (2.786) 

(1.670) 3,366 

0 0 

RATE BASE 
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SUI SALT SPRINGS 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATERRATE BASE 
'EST YEARENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . . . . -. .- - . . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR) COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT I996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 19% 
. . .~ 

1 UTILIN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 412.714 O J  412.714 (2.575) 410,139 

2 LAND 1.995 0 1,995 0 1,995 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS ' (62.805) 0 (62.805) (52,659) (1 15.464) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (196.517) 0 (196.517) 66 (196.451) 

5 ClAC (116.223) (48) (116.271) 0 (116,271) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 78.579 0 78.579 0 78,579 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCESFORCONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (840 0 (840 0 (847) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (8,028) 0 (8.028) 30,099 22.071 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4,906 0 4.906 (1.627) 3,279 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 113.774 (48) 5 113.726 (26,696) 87.030 ------------ --_-________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ------------ ----_-______ ____________ ____________ ____________ 
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iU/ SALT SPRINGS 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

. -. . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . . . . . . .. .. . . . ... .. . ~ 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

Lam 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Parh Common Plant S-1 

Total 

GI& 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

-QFcClAC 
1 Deitona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEEERBU) MCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credk Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allmation 

PItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(79) (2,616) 
42 41 

~ ~ (37) (2.575) 
~ ~ _ _ _  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 0 0 
~ 

- 

- - (1 6.158) (52.659) 

0 0 
16 86 
0 0 

~ (5) 66 
~ (21) (20) 
- 

0 0 
n n 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- - 
- - 

6.467 30.497 
~ (477) (398) 
- - 5.990 30,099 

- - (1,670) (1,627) 

0 



SSUl SALT SPFUNCX 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12i31196 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

17 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.. - - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION Ah). 
PERUTBllY U T U N  TESTYEAN COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 



I 
SSU/ SACT SPRINm 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPEEATTONS 
TEST YEARENDED 12L31i96 

-. ........... -. . 

TEST Em ADJUSTED COMMISSION A N .  
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAPJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY ?996 ARNSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .............. .......... ~ ... 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

' 7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

81.476 14.132 5 95,608 5.793 101,401 (11.919) 89,482 

- I  1.75% 

62.798 1.528 5 64,326 (1.283) 63.043 S 63,043 

9.462 0 9,462 (4.149) 5.313 5,313 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
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W/ SALT SPRINGS 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. -~ .. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
.. . 

OPERATING. REVENUES 
1 Remove requested final revewe increase 
2 Bi ling determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenlre for d.scodnted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-ut 'ity income 1-77 

Total 

P W E N S E  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone ne  ghls APT evenses 1-58 

5 LobbyinglAcquistion Salaries 8 m.sc exp 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Arnortuation Adjbstment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S- l  1 
8 Remove SSU proposea repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

4 Hefflll slJdy -82 

10 Purchased power Dehona -akes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hbrncane Prepareoness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm EXD 1-94 
15 Junsdction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up b a g e l  ad.bstmen1 1-99 
18 Emply recognition norma zation 1.100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Lnaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess nfRration 1-23 
22 GainvLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPREClATlONEXPENSeNET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Irnoutation of CIAC-MR 1-43 
5 Net used and useful adiuslment 
6 Marco ASR Cast Share'i-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

-ME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(71,704) (14,132) 
132,439 19,919 

0 0 
6 . 6 

~ 60.741 5,793 
~ 

(36) 
(12) 

0 

0 
(49) 

(1.283) 

0 0 
0 0 

17 17 
0 0 

2,733 26 1 
0 0 

433 1.346 
- (170) (142) 
- 263 1,204 

~ 

- 23,376 6,114 - 
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SSUl SAMIRA VlLLAS 
SCHEDULE OF WATERRATEBASE I-- TEST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . . . .  -. .. .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AC 
PER UTlLlN UTlLlN TEST YEAN COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

r 
~ 

..... 
~ 

. . .  .. 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 14,592 0 5  14,592 0 14.592 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 650 0 650 0 650 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (2.403) (2.403) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (4,002) 2.090 (1.912) 0 (1.912) 

5 ClAC (7.870) U (7.870) 0 (7.870) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 3,268 0 3.268 0 3.268 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (15) 0 (15) 0 (15) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (29V 0 (291) 117 (174) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 87 0 87 (29) 58 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 6,419 2,090 S 8,509 (2.315) 6.194 
I========I== =========E== ============ =========e== ===I======== 
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w/ SAMIRA VILLAS 
NUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ ~ 
_- .. - 

~ .. - ~ 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
........ ~ . . ...... ~ . . .. ..... .~ - 

1 BVL transfer I-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SiippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realioc of River Park wmmon plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

p 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realioc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

WBC; 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORT. OF CIAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED INCObEIMES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on C AC 
2 Credn Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

0 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

- 0 0 - 

(2,403) 0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

131 0 
0 

117 0 
- (1 4) 

PILiEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 



SSUI S A M I R A  VILLAS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12f3lI96 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

19 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4 A  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . .  ... ... - .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER M L l l Y  UTILITY TESTYCW COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

MSCRIPTMN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS u n L m  1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 IW(CREASE REQUIREMENT 

.- ~. . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  .- .- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
"ET NO. 950495-WS 

$111 SAMIRAWLLAS 

~- 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. . . .  __ .. .... . ~. 

EXPIAN ATION WATER WASTEWATEF 
. . . . - ... 

OPFRATING RNENUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 H W t t  study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amotiation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adiustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I56a 

10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotiue Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-93 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infinration 1-25 
22 GaindLosses 1.105 

Total 

EXPENSEWX 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

BMPBUZWON E X P E W  
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

TAXES OTtlER THAN LNCOE 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes s-14 

Total 

umNEmEs 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(3.486) 
3.560 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

94 0 

(1) 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(3) 
0 
0 

- (1) 0 
- 14 0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 

(69) 0 
0 0 

- (69) 0 
- 

0 - 

4 0 
0 0 

(44) 0 
- (5) 0 
- (45) 0 

- 120 0 - 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 638 

,SI', SILVER L A K E  w r x r w w w r m y  SIIORES 

w r  YEAR E.YDED 12~11196 
,CIIEDI'LE OF WATER R4TE RASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.. ...... -_ . . . . .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST YEPJU COMMlSSKHl TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 AWUSTMENTS U T I L W  1995 ADJUSTMENTS 1998 
. .  ._ - ... 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S 1,769,314 0 5  1,769.314 (190,797) 1,578,517 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 6,278 U 6.278 0 6,278 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (114,562) (1 14,562) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (346.120) Cl (346.120) 3,902 (342,218) 

5 ClAC (439,387) (111) (439.498) 0 (439.498) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 137,460 0 137.460 0 137,460 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET (11.579) 0 (11.579) 0 (11.579) 

8 ADVANCESFORCONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE, BENEFITS (10,088) 0 (10,088) 0 (10,088) 

IO  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (10.569) 0 (lO.569) 52.328 41,759 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 58.438 0 58,438 (19.377) 39,061 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 1.153.747 ( I l l ) $  1,153,636 (268,506) 885.130 
.- . ......................................... 

------------ -----------_ ____________ ____________ ____________ ------------ -----------. ----________ ____________ ____________ 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 639 .- 

IU/ SILVER LAKE ESTATESlWESTERN SHORES 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
................ - .  . ...... ...... . . . .  - 

1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

i Tdal 

NON-USED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 _ _  
2 Plant SlippageiDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credn Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

'WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QmER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
I1 91,282) 0 . .  

- 485 0 
- (190,797) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

- 0 0 - 

- (1 14.562) 0 - 

0 0 
4,146 0 

n n 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 
~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

- 0 0 - 

53,861 0 
~ (1,533) 0 
~ 52,328 0 

~ (19,377) 0 - 

n 



SSUI SILVER LAKE ESTATESlWESTERN SHORES 
STATEMEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR m m  izni~6 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

-- . .  . .  - .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY T E S T W  COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

MSCRIPTIffl 1996 ADJUSTMENTS unLm 1% ADJUSTMENTS t996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. .. .. .. . .. ... . . . . . . ... ... . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
OCKET NO. 950495-WS 
AGE 641 - 

1U/ SILVER LAKE ESTATESNESTERN SHORES 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. .  .-. .. . .. .. . . . - .- . .- - __ .. . . - .. . .. 

!XEWTING REVENUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 B II ng determinants 1-75 
3 mputed revenbe for dscounteo service 1-77 
4 MlscellaneoJs non-U I i  income 1-77 

Total 

OPERATlON B MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs pres,oent 5-8 
2 Correct attntion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone rleights APT expenses 1.58 
4 H M U  StJdy 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcqLisition salaries 8 mist exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amotiuation Aojustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted ovenme to rate case expense S-l 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression aoiustment -74 
9 OAP Arnortuation 186a 
10 Purchase0 power Dekona Lakes .-88 
1 1  Amortue durricane Prepareoness Program 5-13 
12 Conservalion Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Junso~n.on DocLet Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1.96 
17 Truedp budget aojustment 1-99 
18 Emply recogndion normaization 1-100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounleo For Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfltratlon 1-23 
22 GainWLosses 1.105 

Tdal 

ILEPBEWATION FXPFNSE-ET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adiustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

IAXFS OT- 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

To adjust to test year income tax expense 

128.1351 0 

1383) 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

935 0 

(83) 
(2,570) 

(1231 0 

- (590) 0 
~ ~ (8.294) 0 

0 0 
0 0 

199 0 
0 0 

(5.131) 0 
0 0 

~ 

~ - (4,932) 0 

(1 1,260) 0 
0 0 

(1.918) 0 
~ (547) 0 
- (2,465) 0 

~ (85,742) 0 

- 

- 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- 'AGE 642 

SUI SILVER LAKE OAKS 
CHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHELIULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . .. . . . . . .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST W COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT lose ADJUSTMENTS UTILIN $996 AWUSTMEMS I996 
. . . . . .  

1 UTILIN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1W.618 016 100.618 (9) 100,609 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 1.144 0 1,144 0 1.144 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (5.917) 0 (5.917) (22,241) (28.158) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (19.638) 0 (19.638) (1) (19.639) 

5 CIAC (5.115) 0 (5.115) 0 (5.115) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1,620 0 1.620 0 1,620 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (195) 0 (195) 0 (1%) 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.963) D (1.963) (20,828) (22.791) 

I1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1.129 0 1.129 (374) 755 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 71.683 0 5  71.683 (43,453) 28.230 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ -----------_ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 



!DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
)CKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - iGE 643 

SU/ SILVER LAKE OAKS 
CHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
'EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 99.073 0 5  99.073 (9) 99,064 

2 LAND 6,676 0 6,676 0 6.676 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (19,709) 0 (1 9,709) 507 (19,202) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (36.681) 0 (36,681) (1) (36,682) 

5 ClAC (18.375) 0 (18,375) 0 (18,375) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 7,331 0 7,331 0 7,331 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (195) 0 (195) 0 (195) 

IO  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1.931) 0 (1.931) (96) (2.027l 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1,129 0 1,129 (374) 755 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ 37.318 o s  37.318 27 37,345 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 



IER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
IKET NO. 950495-WS 
:E 644 

U/ SILVER LAKE OAKS 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
:ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
- 

R WASTEWATER 
___ 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 0 0 
2 To adjust for Plant SiippagdDoubie Bookings 1-13 (1 8)  (1 8)  

9 9 3 Reallcc of River Park common plant S-I 
- (9) (9) 
- 
- Tdal 

IANR 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1 ,  2, and 3 PHFU S-2 0 0 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU ib 0 0 
3 Collier plts land cost 1-7 0 0 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 0 0 
5 Deiiona Lakes PHFU 1-10 0 0 

0 0 6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
- 0 0 
- 
- Total 

MON-USED AND USFFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment - 122,241) 507 - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCVM.AMORT.OFCIAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S 4  
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credii Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant speciflc allocation 

PILiEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
4 4 
0 0 

- (5) (5) 
- (1) (1) 
- 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

- 0 0 - 

(20,730) 0 
- (98) (96) 
- - (20,828) (96) 



SSU/ SILVER LAKE OAKS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12t31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495WS 

. . .. 

TEST MAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PERUTILITY WYlTY TESTYEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

MSCRlPTKlN t996 ADJUSTMENTS unun 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19% INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. . . . . . . . .  ...................................... __ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



UI SILVER LAKE OAKS 
ATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
:STYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCIIEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

_ _  _ ___. ._ . - 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTlUTY TESTYEARJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

MSCRlPTlON 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCRE4SE REQUIREMENT 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

8.6% 17,560 S 26.256 (9.672) 16,584 9,514 26.098 _ _______ 
57.37% 

15,335 594 5 15,929 15,635 5 15,635 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
CKET NO. 950495-WS 
GE 647 

3UI SILVER LAKE OAKS 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
._ _ _  _ _  

Q- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries & rnisc. exp. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amot i i t ion Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power DeRona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotiue Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalbation 1-100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gains/Losses 1105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-1 07 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(22,357) 
9,707 

0 

(11) 
(91) 

- 
- 

(1 7,560) 
7.887 

0 
1 

(9.672) 

0 

(294) 
(11) 

0 
0 
4 
0 

90 
0 

94 
-~ 

f480) 58 
- ~ (35j (34) 
- - (1.084) (411) 

- (3.245) (3.340) - 



ORDER NO.  P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
PAGE 6 4 8  

SU/ SKYCREST 
CHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED iznii96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ 
. .. . . . . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR/ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS lBeS 
..... ... . . . . . . . .  

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 384,876 o s  384,876 (132,546) 252,330 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 757 0 757 0 757 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (59,755) 0 (59,755) 2.426 (57.329) 

5 ClAC (19,709) 0 (19,709) 0 (19,709) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 7,173 0 7.173 0 7.173 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (854) 0 (854) 0 (854) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (5.791) 0 (5.791) 3,180 (2.611) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4,949 0 4.949 (1.641) 3,308 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

FUTE BASE s 311,646 o s  311,646 (128,581) 183,065 
- - 

====I======= ============ =======I==== =====111==== 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SUI SKYCREST 
BJIJSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
'EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

.GE 649 

1 SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

-. . . . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .~ . . .. - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract c PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULAED DEPRF CIWOt4  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 
4 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-45 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

W O R T .  OF CIA C 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

IIEEEgRu, WCOME W E  S 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

OItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(1 32.587) 0 

- 41' 0 
- (132.546) 0 

0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 - 

0 0 
2.447 0 

(21) 0 
- 0 0 
- 2,426 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~- 0 0 
- 
.- 

- - (1,641) 0 

0 



SSUl SKYCREST 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED 12D1196 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

' 7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

SCHEDULE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495WS 

- - .- .- .- . -. -. - -. - -. -. - 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YENU COMHlSSlON TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
-.- -. .. . . __ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 15.792 67.558 5 83,350 (59,163 24.183 38.646 62.829 _-l.......l___ 
OPERATING EXPENSES: 159.80% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 19.587 942 5 20,529 19.653 S 19,653 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
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DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 

SSUl SKYCREST 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12i31196 

OPERAIINGRWEWES 
1 Remove reqLested final revende increase 
2 B I, ng aelermmants 1-75 
3 ImpLted reienue for aWoLnled service 1-77 
4 MiscellaneoLs non-ul..lty income 1-77 

Total 

QeEEATIWS. M A I W N A M C W P W S E  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs pres dent 5-8 
2 Correct attrnion rate from 5 87% 10 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
1 1  Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization I-1W 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration i-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-1 05 

Total 

€!EPRFCIATK)N EXPFNSENET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Pa& S-I 
4 lmwtation of CIAC-MR 1-48 

1 5 Net used and useful adiustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORTIZATI ON EXPEN SE 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

TAXES OTHFR THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

I lNCOMF 

T m  
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(67,558) 0 
8.385 0 

0 0 
6 - 

- (59,167) 

~ (50) 0 
~ (876) 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 

- (4.876) 0 

~ 0 

~ 

- 

- 

O l  
(18.908) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- PAGE 652 - 
SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS ;Ul SOUTH FORTY 

:HEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED iznim 

- - - - - - - -  
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMHl Ah) 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT IS86 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - . . - - - - - . 

543,132 o s  543,132 (1 0) 543,122 

26.490 0 26.490 0 26,490 2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (41,543) 0 (41,543) (34.153) (75,696) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (258,244) 0 (258.244) (2) (258.246) 

5 ClAC (1.738) (41 (1.742) 0 (1.742) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 598 0 598 0 598 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 0 0 0 0 0 

a ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS . (247) 0 (247) 0 (247) 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (9.676) 0 (9,678) (1.379) (11.057) 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 1,433 0 1,433 (475) 958 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE J 260.203 (4) 5 260,199 (36.018) 224,181 
Ill-_======== ============ ==-======= ==========I= 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- .- PAGE 653 - 

Nl SOUTH FORTY 
DJuSTMENTS TO RATE FL4SE 
EST YEAR ER’DED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

Lem 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1, 2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NDN-USED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

DEPPFCBTION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

rn 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

MORL OF C& 
1 Deltona Lakes correctlor-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

!XFFRRE!J INCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

INOBLIlNG CWITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

miEE 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 162 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 4 
0 0 

- 0 (6) 
- 0 (2) - 

0 (851 1 
- - 0 (528) 
- 0 (1,3791 

0 (475) 

0 



SSU/ SOUTR FORTY 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

- -. . - - -. - - - - - -  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TESTYEAPJ COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

r -  
DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

~ . . .. . . . . . . . . - .- .- .- 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 
I 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

I 9 RATE EASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

, 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

- PAGE 655 - 

SSII, SOlTH FORTI' 

TEST \EAR PNDUU 12131196 

- PAGE 655 - 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

0 RFVENUFS 
1 Remove requested rmal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1 5 8  
4 HewiU study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisilion salaries 8, misc. exp. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 HeDatitis Amortization Adiustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Comservatim Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gains/Losses 1.105 

Total 

s -  
1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment i-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMPRTIZAUON m N S E  
Marco Island Deferred De08 

IBXES OTHFR 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounls received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

W O M F  TAXFS 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
- 

- - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

(60,311) 
54,179 

0 
2 

(6,1301 

0 
(14) 

(3731 

0 
0 
5 
0 

(275) 
0 

(974) 
(188) 

(1.437) 

(22,480) 
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DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  

- iGE 6 5 6  - 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS WI SPRING GARDENS 

~ U L E  OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YCZX ENDED 12/31/96 
. -  - - _ _ -  .. - - - - - -. - - _  - - - - - - - .- - - .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. Ah). 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST M A R  

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS I9S6 

- - - - _ - - ._ -. - .- - - - - - - .- - - - - - - - - - - .- 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 CIAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS. NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

95,552 

2,598 

(2.361) 

(48.490) 

(32,129) 

19,783 

0 

a 

(914) 

(688) 

5,297 

0 

0 5  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95.552 

2.598 

(2.361) 

(48,490) 

(32,129) 

19,783 

0 

0 

(914) 

(688) 

5,297 

0 

95.513 

2.598 

(2.381) 

(48.4951 

(32,129) 

19,783 

0 

0 

(914) 

(1,507) 

3.541 

a 



ORDER NO.  P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  

- - PAGE 657 -~ 
;ul SPRING GARDENS 
mDUL.E OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
ZST YEAR ENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

184,965 0 5  184.965 (39) 184,926 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 

5 

21,777 0 21,777 0 21,777 

(5.307) 0 (5.3071 (48) (5.355) 

(129.684) 0 (129.684) (5) (129.689) 

(72.3101 0 0'2.310) 0 (72.310) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 31.901 0 31,901 0 31,901 

0 0 0 0 0 7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (914) 0 (9141 0 (914) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (3.346) 0 (3.3461 (180) (3.5261 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.297 0 5,297 (1.7561 3,541 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO.  950495-WS 

- ,GE 6 5 8  .- 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF I 

U/ SPRING GARDENS 
WJsTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
,ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 To adiust for Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reall& of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer i-1 1 

Total 

KONYSERANWEEW 
To reflect net "on-use0 and usefdi adjustment 

c4aIlQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realioc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

&!XUMgMOBLOF U a C  
1 Demons Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 lmvutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Totai 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QnER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
1831 (83) 
'44' 44 

(39) (39) 
- 
- - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
- 
- - 

- (20) (481 

0 0 
17 17 
n 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
~ ~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1776) 0 
I. - - I  

(180) 
(180) 

(93) 
(619) 

(1,756) (1,756) 

0 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSUl SPRING GARDENS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR END)ED L2DlB6 

. ~. - -  .- ._ - -. - -. - _  - _ - -  - -  
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CDMMI. ADJ. 
P E R U T U N  VT lup l  TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRlPTlON 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

. . . .. . .- 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZ4TION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

' 9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



! 

SSUl SPRINGGARDENS 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED 12nlI96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO, 9504%-WS 

-. - - - _ _  - - - - - -. - - .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REWIREMEM 

. .~ . . ... .- . -  - ... . 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 28,739 (68) 5 28.671 (8.939) 19.732 8,925 28,657 
II 

OPERATING EXPENSES 45.23% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 17,002 843 5 17,845 17.342 5 17,342 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

JI SPRING (;AWES6 
JUSTMENTJ TO OPERtTISG STATEMESTS 

- - ,E 661 - 
SCHEDULENO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

ST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

1 Remove requested fmal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted sewice 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

ON Q MAEWNANCE FXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 correct attriiion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amotiuation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power DeNona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Experse 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1.100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLoSses 1-105 

Total 

C!EPREWBTION€WENSEET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Pant sloppage adjdstment -13 
3 Realocate Common Plant River Parn S-1 
4 ImpRatm of CIAC-MR -48 
5 het  sed and UsefLl ad.Lstment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMQNIZAIIQN EXPmSE 
Marco Island Deferred Dent 

IBXES QIHER T W  INCQME 
1 RAFs on revenLe adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Is and 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful properly taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts recerved on properly taxes S-14 

Total 

NCOMECAXES 
To adlust to test year ."Come tax expense 

0 0 
6 6 

(8.939) 
- 
- (3.975) - 

0 0 
- (1.489) (503) 
- 
- 

0 

(1 79) 
0 

(402) 
0 

(824) (2,345) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 662 - 

ssu/ STONE MOUNTAIN 

TESTYEARENDED i i n m  
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 

SCHEDIJLE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9504’KWS 

I ~ -  
~ 

ADJUSTED COMMISSION ARI TESTYEAR 
PERLJTIUM U T l W  TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS $996 
I 
t- .- ._ -. ._ - - .. -. ... .. -. .- - .. - . .- . - . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 19,591 O S  19,591 (2) 19.589 

22 0 22 0 22 

3 NON-USED (L USEFUL COMPONENTS (946) 0 (946) 0 (@w 
4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (8,618) 0 (8.618) 0 (a,618) 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 

5 CIAC (1.975) 0 (1,975) 0 (1.975) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 694 0 694 0 694 

7 ACOUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (52) 0 (52) 0 (52) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (375) 0 (375) 597 222 

I 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 304 0 304 (101) 203 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

8.M5 o s  8.645 494 8.139 
I==========- ======I=I=== ========-s== ======I=-=== 

RATE WISE s 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
D 
P 

KET NO. 950495-WS 
E 663 - 

ilJ/STOSE hlOliNTAlN 
RII:MMESTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12i3IB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 4  
DOCKET NO. SSO49S-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- 
I BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 TO adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park w m m  Pknt S-1 

Total 

!Am 
1 LehlQh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier p4ts land we4 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bmkings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 imDuiation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Ma- ASR Cost Share 151 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline r a t s  147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cast Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

CAPITAL 
To reflect ths plant specific allocation 

QnE6 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 142 

0 

3 
(5) 

(2) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 0 
1 0 
0 0 

0 0 
( I )  0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 _____ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

597 0 
(19) 0 
578 0 ____ 

(101) 0 

0 



I 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

16 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

I 
9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

SSUl STONE MOUWAIN 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENTIED izni/96 

SCHEDULE NO. &A 
DOCKET NO. 9504%WS 

-- ~- _~ __.---_______-- -- 
TEST YE#R ADJUSTED coMMIssKx3 Ahl 

REVENUE I PER UTILITY UTlLlN TESTYEARJ COMMISSKWI TESTYEAR REVENUE 
HCUEASE REWIREWENT DEXRlPTlON I S %  ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 6 6 5 - 

U/ STONE MOUNTAIN 
NLISTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
IST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 9504M-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- _. _ _  _ _  -- - - -  - - -  
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

-. .- 

QeEBBublGEEYENUEs 
1 Remove r e q d e d  f l ~ l  revende increase 
2 011inp determinants 1.75 
3 Imputed revmu fa discounted SeNICe 1-77 
4 MmcellaneQls n o M l t l l ~  income 1-77 

Total 

OFERBUOU blAINIENANCEEXeENSE 
1 R e a l l d e  aalary of SSU s president SB 
2 correct attntm rate from 5 87% Io 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewn study 1-82 
5 LobbyndAcquisdion salanes 8 m i x  exp I-8J 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amolluation Aalustment 1-86 
7 Buageted overtime to rate case expense 5-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repressim adiustment I 74 
9 OAP Armtuation 

10 Purchased pomr Denma Lakes 188 
11 AmonlLe Hurrkane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 C ~ e e r v a t m  Expense 1-92 
13 Cumnt rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Dockel-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Junsdr tm Dockel Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 T N ~ u ~  budget adpstment 1-99 
18 Emply m o g n d m  normaluatlon I-tW 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Waler 1-21 
21 ENES Infinration 1-23 
22 GainJlLosses 1-105 

Tola, 

1 0VL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 M a m  ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

s-1 

AMQRTUBZON EXFENSE 
Marw Island Deferred Debn 

IAXESPTHEBIHANUGOME 
1 RAFr M r e w n u  aajustmenls abve  
2 Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 m m m s  rcceved on property taxes S-14 

Total 

I N C Q W M E S  
TO adjust to test year income tax expense 

8.909 0 
5,106 0 

0 0 
0 0 

14.015 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

631 0 
0 0 
0 0 

624 0 
(7) 0 

5.336 0 
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SSU/ ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
SCHEDULE OF WATERPATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS i 

- - - - .. - - - 1  
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILIN TESTY- COMMISSION TESTYEAR , 
.. - - - - - - - -. - - - - - .- . .. - 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 79.903 0 5  79,903 (26) 79,877 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (4,215) 0 (1.215) 19 (1.196) 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 261 0 261 0 261 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (28,402) 0 (28.402) (4) (28,406) 

5 ClAC (9.725) (1081 (9.833) 0 (9.833) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 4.181 0 4.181 0 4,181 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (615) 0 (615) 0 (615) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (510) 0 (510) 1.587 1,077 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3,560 0 3.580 (1.180) 2.380 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 47,438 (108)s 47.330 396 47.726 
============ ============ ===========_ ====-I====== 

I- - 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
WCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
JSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
r YEARENDED 12/31/96 - 
I BVL transfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reailoc of River Park common plant s-1 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND USEF UL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

A C C W T E D  DFPEE cahIlQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

m 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

BCCUM. AM ORT. OF CIA C 
1 Deitona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

PEEEBRED INCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WQRKING C A P W  
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QlliEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
- 
- - 

19 0 - - 

0 0 
11 0 
0 0 

(15) 0 
(4) 0 

- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

~ - 

0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

- 
~ 

1,665 0 
(78) 0 

- 1.587 0 

- (1,180) 0 

- 
- 

- 



SSUl ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
STATEMENT OR WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

I- .- - -  - .- -. - .- - - - - -  _ -  - - - -  - .  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PERUTlLlN UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
, . .  -. ... . . .. . .  . ... - ......... .. 
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ESTYEARENDED iznim 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

QPEBATNG R E V W E S  
1 Remove reqdested final revenLe mcrease 
2 B.ll.np determinants 1-75 
3 Impzed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous noMnilily income 1-77 

Total 

W R B U O K B  WTENANCLEXPEIYSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct anrt on rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewtl study ,-82 
5 -oDDyinglAcqulsmlon sa.anes a m i x  exp $-83 a 1-84 
6 Hepattis Amortuation Adlustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adlustmen1 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purcnased power Deliona -shes .-e8 
11 Amortue Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Unform Rate Doclcet-Reg Comm Exp -94 
15 Junsd ct,on Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199ratecaseexpense1.96 
17 True-up DJdget adjJstment -99 
18 Emp y recognkon norma ization 1-100 
19 Snareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess UnaccoLnted lor Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnfltratfion 1-23 
22 GansJLosses 1-105 

Total 

1 6VL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjudment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

Marco Island Deferred Debit 

(20,956) 0 
10,846 0 

0 0 
- 8,351 0 
- (1.759) 0 - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

TAXESOTHERTHWCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments awve 
2 Reg Fees Marco Islano 1-107 
3 Non-used and JsefLl propeny taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on prope* taxes S-14 

Total 

INCQME TAXES 
To adJJst to test year income lax expense 

(79) 0 
0 0 
1 0 

(28) 0 
(1 07) 0 

(367) 0 
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Su/ SUGAR MILL 
CHWULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/% 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 95049SWS 

-. - - - - - . _ _  - __ - -. - - - - _. -. - -. - - . - -. -. .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADi 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1906 MJUSTMENTS 10% 

.- ~ 

0 f 1.583.314 (1,651) 1.581.663 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1,583,314 

2 LAND8 LAND RIGHTS 19,088 0 19,088 0 19.088 

3 NON-USED8 USEFULMMWNENTS (110,571) 0 (110,571) (1.021) (1 11.592) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (615.907) 0 (615.907) 0 (615.907) 

5 ClAC (736.151) (330) (736,481) (1.852) (738,333) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 258,188 0 258,188 38 258.226 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (4.654) 0 (4.654) 0 (4,654) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 16,900 0 16,933 (9.351) 7.549 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 26.961 0 26.961 (8 .M)  18.021 

I2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE f 437.168 (330) 5 436.838 (z2.777) 414.061 
______ - 

====‘=11==--= ========-r== =====--====- ====--=====I ===_-- 
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;U/ SUGAR MILL 
:HEDULE OF WASTEWATER KATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 13n1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

_ - _  - -. - _ -  - 
COMMISSKM UU TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 

PERVTlUPl UTILITY TEST YEW COMMlSSKWl TEST WR 
COMPONENT 1996 AWUSTMENTS UTILITY1996 ADJUSTMENTS lW6 

- . - . - .- -. . - -. . .- . . ._ -. .- .- .- .- .- . .- .- . -. -. 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 339.382 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 

9 UNFUNDED WST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (4.609) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 15.148 

0 339.382 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (4.609) 

0 15,148 

I UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1.465.153 0 5 1.465.153 (196) 1,484,957 

28.305 0 28,305 0 28.305 2 LAND 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (78,715) 0 (78.715) (49.212) (127.927) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (508.051) 104,247 (403,804) (27) (403.831) 

5 CIAC (953.392) (2%) (955.642) (5.149) (958,791) 

14f 338,523 

0 0 

0 0 

0 ( 4 . m )  

328 17,476 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 26.701 0 26.701 (8.853) 17,848 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 329.922 103.997 5 433.919 (60.969) 372.950 
-- .__- 

=======.i==== -=========== ======-===== 
~ 
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iU/ SUGAR MILL 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12f3lB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 5 4  
DOCKET NO. 960486-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. -. . - __ - -. __ -. __ -. . __  - -. ._ .. -. . ___ . 
EXPIANATDN WATER WASTEWATER 

.. . .- - . - ._ -. ._ . . ._ . I_ I .. .- . .- . . - . .. . .- . . - 
1 BVL tansfer Id 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-13 
3 Realla; of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

IANR 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 16 
3 Collier plts land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 DeUona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfar 1-1 1 

Total - 
To r e k t  net m-used and useful adjustment 

P 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant Slippage/DouMe Emkings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depron prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Reallcc of RNer Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

CIaG 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUMAMORT. OF C I K  
1 DeUona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates I47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debt Deferred Taxes M1 ClAC 
2 credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific aliccation 

QIliEB 
Mar- Island deferred debt-water 162 

0 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

- 0 0 

(1,021) (49,212) 

- 

- 

0 0 
113 64 

0 0 
(113) (111) 

0 (27) 

0 0 
(1.852) (5.149) 

0 0 
(1.8521 (5J 49) 

0 0 
(7.976) 10418 

~ 

19.351) 2.328 ~. I 

(1,537) (1;424) 
(10,888) gM 

0 



ISSUI SUGAR MILL ~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12flIB6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950195WS 

- - - - - -. - - - - _--- 
COMMISSION ADJ TEST YEAR ADJUSTED 

DESCRIPTION 19% PSJUSTMENTS UTILITY 'IS% ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
PERUTILITV UTILITY TESTYEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REMME 

I 

I HCREASE REWRUIENT 
_ - _ - .- - - _ _  _ _  _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - -  -- 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

16 INCOME TAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

19 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



SSUl SUGAR MILL 
STATEMEhT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED i znm 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

1 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDLXE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. W%WS 

L ~ _ _  ~ _ _  -- _- 
TEST YEAR ADJVSTEO COMMISSWN ADJ 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TESTMAW COLIMISSKUI TESTYEAR R E M M E  REVENUE I 

I - .- - - - _. - - - - ._ - -- - - -- 
DESCRIPTION 1996 M M S l M E N T S  UllLlrY199E ADJUSTMENTS 1996 m m m  REQUIREMENT 

_ _  
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ill/ SUGAR MILL ~ ~~~ 

INUSTMENTS TO OPERAIING SI'ATEMESTS 
isr YEAK ESUED izmm 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

-. - - . -. -. . -. - -. . __  . -. . __ - - 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

- .. .- . .. - .. . .. . .. .. . ...... ~ .... - 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for disuKlnted seriice 1-77 
4 MiscBllaneOus non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president S-8 
2 Cwrect attrllion rate f r m  5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 158 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 LobbyingAcquisition Wanes & mix .  exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amwthtion Adjustment 1-86 
7 8udgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Anwl i i t lon  I-8Q 

10 Purchased paver Deltwa Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Juridiction Docket Expense I-% 
16 920199 rate case e w n s e  1-96 
17 Trw-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-1 00 
19 S h a r e W  Expen- 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsJLcsses 1.105 

Total 

PEeBEYATlON F X P E N S L X I  
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Resilmte Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 lmputati i  of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjudment 
6 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Tdai - 
Marco Island Deferred Debd 

1 
2 
3 

P 
RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
Nw-used and useful property taxes 1-108 

4 Discwnts received on property taxes S-14 
Tdai 

(677') 
427 

0 0 

0 

14.095 
n 

4,191 
n - 

To adjust to test year income tax cxpense 118.135 43,773 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 676 - - 

W/ SUGARMILL WOODS 
3AEDULE OF WATERPATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDD 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

6 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

7,173,069 

6.415 

(1.428.644) 

(1.692.610) 

(3.537.1 IO) 

603.915 

0 

0 

(16.633) 

175.233 

97.512 

0 

O J  

0 

0 

196,059 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,173,063 

6.415 

(1,426,644) 

(1.694.551) 

(3,537.1 IO) 

603.915 

0 

0 

(16.833) 

175,233 

97.512 

0 

n l 7 )  

0 

114,373 

(196,161) 

(23.616) 

291 

0 

0 

0 

(145,465) 

(32,333) 

0 

7,172.352 

6,415 

(1,314,271) 

(1,832,712) 

(3,560,326) 

604.206 

0 

0 

(16,833) 

29.766 

65,179 

0 
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SSU/ SUGARMILL WOODS 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. -_ - 
I 
I 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION AW. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEARl COhWISSlON TEST M A R  

I 

I_ - - - - - .- - - - - -. - .- -. 
COMPONENT 1986 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 19% AWUSTMENTS 19W 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 11,095,673 0 $ 11.095.873 (11,278) 11,084.5~5 

2 LAND 67,803 0 67.803 0 67.803 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (733,476) 0 (733.476) (1.160.720) (1394.196) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (3.166.851) 373,276 (2,793,575) (373,370) (3,166.945) 

5 ClAC (9.016.637) 0 (9.016.637) (74.662) (9,091,299) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1.781.621 0 1,781,621 (23.790) 1,757,831 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (16.406) 0 (16.4061 0 (16.406) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (218.824) 0 (218.824) 84,987 (133.837) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 95.038 0 95.038 (31,513) 63,525 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 (111.859) 373.278 5 261,417 (1,590,346) (1,328.929) 
..- ............ - ..-. 

__________-= __________ ============ =========I== =====I/===== =-=========I 

- - 
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$1, S1IGARMII.L WOO1)S 
DJI3TSIESTS TO R A l E  BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

~ 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 960496-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

-. -. .- -. -. -. - - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
... __ - . .- . . . . - . - . . . .- . . - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-1 2 
3 Realioc of River Parlc common plant S-1 

Total 

!Arm 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFD AND USFFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATEDIAIDN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1 4  
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

-G 
1 Dekona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credh Defened Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WXKING CAPlIdL 
To reflect the plant specific atlocation 

PIttEB 
Marw Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(1.526) (12,067) 

809 789 
.- (717) (1 1,278) .- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

.- 

.- - 

1 14,373 (1,160,720) - 

0 D 
305 303 

(1 98,059) (373,276) 

.- (198.161) (373,370) 
~~ (407) (397) 
.- 

0 0 
0 0 

12 (25,179) 
279 1,389 

0 0 
291 (23.790) 

(138,496) 95,757 

- (145.465) 84,987 
- (6,969) (10,770) 

(32.333) (31,513) - 



/SS1JI SIJC.ARMII.1. WOODS 

RATE OF RETURN 

... . .  

STATEMEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED W31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 99495-WS 

- .. .- ~. ~ ... _ 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMWSION p9J. 
PERUTILITY UTlupl TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT ws.crnPTiw 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
.... ~. . . . . . .  ......... . . . . .  ... .... .... . . . . . . . . . .  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTALOPERATING EXPENSES 
i 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

845.446 (105.660) 5 739,786 (231.616) 508.170 178,049 686.219 
.__I___ _______ ___ - 

35.04% 

345.736 17.314 S 363,050 (15,261) 347.789 5 347,789 

81.149 0 81.149 4,028 85,177 85,177 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

166.1 78 (35,824) 130,354 (15,953) 114,401 8,012 122.413 

60,621 (37.659) 22,962 (66,323) (43.361) 65,592 22,231 
__ s-- 

653,684 (56,169) 5 597,515 (93.510) 5M,M)5 73.604 577.609 

191,762 (49,491) S 142,271 (138,106) 4,165 104.445 108,610 _____------- ________-__= __________-- ============ ============= 

1,180,947 S 1,379,006 1,093,in 1.093.177 ____________- ____________- ____________ ________---- ____________ _____--- ._____--=lli __________-- 

10.32% 0.38% 9.94% ____________ ============= ____________ ____________ 16.24% ____________ ____________ ____________ 



STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 13/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

941.564 (317,503)s 624.061 (30.983) 593,078 (41,355) 551.723 _-___- 
6.97% 

438,044 20.289 5 458,333 (24,777) 433.556 5 433,556 

45.043 0 45.043 (58.698) (13.655) (13.655) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

208.750 (64,853) 143,897 (1 2,994) 130.903 (1.861) 129,042 

79.066 (129.248) (9,182) 68,197 18.015 (15,235) 2.780 _ _ _  I-_____ 

770,903 (173,81215 597.091 (28,272) 568,819 (17,096) 551,723 
-___I__ 

170.661 (143.691)$ 26.970 (2.711) 24,259 @4.259) 0 ____________ ____________ ============ ============ ============ ==========>= ============ ==3==1=111=== 

(111,859) s 261,417 (1.328.929) (1,328,929) 
-_____---- -_______--I= _________=_ _________ _______I__ ____________ 

-152.57% 10.32% -1.83% 0.00% 
______--____ ______--____ ============ 1========1== ============a 
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ill/ sI:GARhlll.L WOODS 
DJI'SThlLSTS TO V P M U T I W  SlATEhlENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 13/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. PC 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OA 1 

QEERBTLNGBEWUES 
1 Remove requested final 1event.e increase 
2 Billins aerermlnants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

P E K z  
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct atiriion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budoeted overtime to rate case ewense S-I 1 
8 Rem"ove SSU proposed repress& &.ustmenl.-74 
9 OAP Amortization l e a  

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

ION EXPENSeNET 
1 BVL Transfer i-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

MIQRTIZATION EMEISE 
Marco Island Deferred Debt 

1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful Drocertv taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received o i  piope& taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

105,660 317,503 

0 0 
(337,390) (348,597) 

111 - 114 ___ 
- (231,616) (30,983) - 

0 
(984) 

- (15,261) 

0 
0 

332 
(557) 

4,253 
0 

- 4.028 
- 
~ 

(959) 
(24,777) 

0 
0 

(10,423) (1.394) 
0 0 

(3.047) (7.761) 
- (2.4841 (3,839) 
~ ~ (15.953) (12.994) 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

I O  DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

I1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

2,382,332 0 5  

11,796 0 

(932.131) 0 

(742,416) 31,767 

(120,439) 0 

34.961 0 

0 0 

0 0 

(3,193) 0 

(47,150) 0 

18,495 0 

0 0 

2,382,332 (136) 

11,996 0 

(932.131) (221,811) 

C710.649) 31.748 

(120.433) 0 

34,961 (633) 

0 0 

0 0 

(3.193) 0 

(47.150) 3,109 

16.495 (6.133) 

0 0 

2,382,796 

11.996 

(1,153,342) 

(678,901) 

(120.433) 

34,328 

0 

0 

(3.193) 

(44,041) 

12.362 

0 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

SSUl SUNNY HILLS 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATERRATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznm 

.. - - -  - - - - -  
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI ADJ. 

I PER UTlL lN U T l u N  TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 
COMPONENT IS96 ADJUSTMENTS UTILIN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 19% 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -_ - - . I 
1 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE J 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS -NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

12 OTHER 

1 RATE BASE 

712,787 

4.991 

(162,993) 

(368.345) 

(2.308) 

41 7 

0 

0 

(1.334) 

(13.925) 

7.728 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

712.787 

4.991 

(162.993) 

(368.345) 

(2.308) 

417 

0 

0 

(1.334) 

(13,925) 

7,728 

0 

712,732 

4.991 

(143,259) 

(368,353) 

(2.418) 

407 

0 

0 

(1.334) 

(14,002) 

5.166 

0 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

U/ SUNNY HILLS 
IJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
,ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

- 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. .- . .. . . .- .- . .- .. - - .. .- - . - .- . . .- . . .- . .- .- 

PLANT IN SFRVlCE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

Law 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier plts land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFr) AND U SEFLlL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

A C C U M U L A T E D P R F  ClAIlQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMORI. OF Ci!A!Z 
1 Deitona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-46 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFJZl3EUNC-OME TAXES 
1 Deot Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credn Deferrea Taxes on Deprec1at.o" 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QIHEJ3 
Marco Island deferred debd-water 1-62 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

- (221 .81 1 ) 19,734 - 

n 0 
58 24 

31,767 0 
- (77) (32) 
- 31.748 (8) - 

0 0 
0 (110) 

0 0 
(633) (10) 

- 
- - 

5.424 61 5 
(2,315) (692) 
3,109 177) 



SSUl SUNNY HILLS 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 

SCHEDLEENO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO, 950495-WS 

~- -. .~ - .- - - _ - -  - - - -  r-  
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED C W I .  ADJ. 
PER UTILITY U T l L m  TESTYEAFU COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1-6 ADJUSTMENTS unun 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. . .. . _ _ _ .  ... . .. .. ... .. . .... ~ . . .. . - .  .- . - 

1 I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

~ 9 RATE EASE 

1 RATE OF RETURN 

78,579 174.220 S 252.799 (88.340) 164,459 44.282 208.741 
.-.-I-__.__ 

26.93% 

89.891 3.283 5 93,174 (2,161) 91,013 5 91,013 

40,715 0 40,715 V,O88) 33,627 33,627 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

25,727 14.482 40.209 (1 1,062) 29,147 1,993 31,139 

(46.498) 59.704 13.206 (20.368) V.167) 16,313 9.151 
-____. ~ ..... __ 

109.835 77.469 S 187,304 (40,680) 146,624 18,306 164,930 
__I_II_ - 

(31,256) 96,751 5 65,495 (47.660) 17,835 75,976 43.811 
_--______=II ____________ _________ ____________ ============ ============ =====/======= 

603,055 5 634,822 440,966 440.966 
============= _________ =========11= 

-5.18% 10.37% 4.04% 9.94% 
_____-- _______=_ =a========== _____----___ _____----___ 



WJ/ SUNNY HILLS SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

..... - - - -  .- .~ -. - - .- -. 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED CWMI. ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTWN TESTYEAW COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. . . . .  ~. ... . . . . .  ~. . .. . . .  ... .- . .. ....... 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

5 OPERATING INCOME 

3 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 



DER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
ZKET NO. 950495-WS 
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U I  SUNNY HILLS 
IJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 12131/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

QPEBBTINW7EYENUES 
1 Remove requestea final revenue increase 
2 B l l i  determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPEBBTION&MAINENANGEEXPENSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSJ'S president S-8 
2 Correct anrdion rare from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hemn slddy .-82 
5 -obby ngiAcqu.sn.on sa aries 8 m sc exp -83 8 1-84 
6 rtepatdis Amonuatlon Ad,ustmenl 1-86 
7 Budgeled overtime lo rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression aolustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortuation I-86a 

10 Purchased power Dehona Lakes -88 
11 Amonlze Hurricane Prepareaness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 CLrrenl rate case expense 1-93 
14 Unform Rate Docket-Reg Comm Ey, -94 
15 .unsd.cr on Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense .-96 
17 Tne-Lp bLaget aqLslmen1 1-99 
18 Empy recognition normaization 1-100 
19 Snareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess UnaccoLnted for Water -21 
21 Excess Infillistoon 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

N EXPFNSENEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 14 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

AMQRIIZATI ON EXPE NSF 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

IKES OTHER W A N  NCOME 
1 RAFs M revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

ummmyws 
To adjust lo test year income tax expense 

(174.220) (64,701) 
85.858 51,253 

0 0 
22 9 

- (88,340) (13,439) - 

(3,975) (605) 
0 0 

(6,262) 386 
- (8252 (247) 
- (11,062) - 1465) 

- - (20,368) (3.231) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
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SSU/ SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
SCHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
TEST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 465.382 O S  485.382 (41,949) 443,433 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 19,680 0 19,680 0 19,680 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (72) 0 (72) (67.647) (67.919) 

1 4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1 14,552) 0 (1 14,552) 631 (113,921) 

5 ClAC (63.856) 0 (63,656) 0 (63.856) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 19,667 0 19,667 (14) 19.653 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (75) 0 0 (75) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.049) 0 (4,049) 10,866 6.817 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 434 0 434 (1 44) 290 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

342.559 0 5  342.559 (98.457) 244.102 
============ =======E==== ==.========= ============ =E========ll 

RATE BASE S 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS ! _ - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - .- - - - - 

ADJUSTED COMMl ADJ I TEST YEAR 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

I -  
I 

I 
COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1886 

1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - .- - - - - - - - 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- - 4GE 689 
SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS iU/ SUNSHINE PARKWAY 

:REDULE OF WASTEWAThXRATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS -NET 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

778,069 

229.620 

(142.081) 

(209.981) 

(56.446) 

27.010 

0 

0 

(67) 

(8,086) 

391 

0 

O S  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

778,069 

229,620 

(142,081) 

(209.981) 

(56.446) 

27,010 

0 

0 

(67) 

(8,086) 

391 

0 

(3) 

0 

(106.692) 

(1)  

0 

69 

0 

0 

0 

5.269 

(130) 

0 

778.066 

229,620 

(248,773) 

(209.982) 

(56.446) 

27,079 

0 

0 

(67) 

(2.817) 

261 

0 

RPITE BASE 
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U/ SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
iJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
~~~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Piant SiippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reailoc of River Park common piant S-1 

Total 

!AN! 
I Lehigh land Parcels 1,2,  and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NOPJ-USFD AND U S F F U  
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCWWLATED M P R F  CIAUQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Reailoc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

Gla!z 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

1 Deiiona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

DEFERREDlNCOMETAXE S 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

HQRKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

4xtER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(41,953) (6) 

4 3 
(3) 

- 
(41.949) ~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- - 

- (67.847) 1106,692) - 

0 0 
633 1 

0 0 
- (2) (2) 

631 (1) 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - - 

0 0 
0 0 

(1 4) 69 
0 0 
0 0 

~ (14) 69 
~ 

- 

11,297 6,025 
~ (431) (756) 
- 10,866 - 5,269 - 



SSU/ S U N S I W E  PARKWAY 
S T A T E M M  OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED 11/31/96 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- .- - - - - . _ -  - - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST Y W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REWIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITYj996 AWSTMENTS 1996 
........ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . .. . .- .. . ..... .- . .  



SSUl SUNSHINEPARKWAY 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED lZt31196 

SCIIEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 9504%-WS 

-. . . .___ - -. - .- - _  
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TESTYEARl COMMISSION T E S T W  REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS unLm ~ 9 6  ADJUSTMENTS 19% 
. . . . . . .. . - --- -- 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 
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ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WERATING REVENVE S 
I Remove requested 6nal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted Service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

PPEWiIlON & M A I N T € I Y A N ( ; W P E W  
1 Reallocate salary of SSU s president S-8 
2 Carren anntion rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Leystone He.ghrs APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin stLay 1-82 
5 LobbynglAcqLlsltlon salar.es 8 mlsc eup 1-83 8 -84 
6 Hepat tis Amortuation Adjustment 1-86 
7 Bjdgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSJ  propose0 represslon adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amonualion I-86a 

10 P.rchasea power DeRona Lakes 188 
11 Amortize HLrrlcane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Consetvation Expense 1-92 
13 C,rrent rate case expense 1-93 
14 Unform Rate DocKet-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 Junsd ct on DocKet Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense -96 
17 True-Lp budget ad.ustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognltlon noma,zatlon 1-100 
I 9  Shareholaer Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess JnaCCOunleO for Water 1-21 
21 Excess inflltratlon 1-23 
22 GaindLosses -105 

Total 

ILEPRFCIATION EXPEN SE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMORIlZBUPN EXPENSE 
Marco Island Defeneo Deblt 

TAXES OT- co 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments ahve 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-I 4 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(64.@W (49,007) 
45.180 27,860 

0 0 
1 0 

(21 ,147) 
- 

(18.859) - 

~ (4) (4) 
- 432 (1 08) - 

0 

1 
(1.264) 

0 
0 
1 

(952) 
n 

(849) 
0 - 

10 79 
- (1 54) (269) 
- (993) (1,141) - 

- (3,793) (3,277) - 



ORDER NO. 
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PSC- 96 - 13 2 0 - FOF-WS 

~ - 
1U/ TROPICAL ISLES 
:HEDULE OF WASTEWATERRATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. - -. . - -. - - - - - - - .- - - -. -. - .- .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR) COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY io06 ADJUSTMENTS t9aS 
- - -. .- - 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 

2 LAND 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

6 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

RATE BASE 

510,251 

1,482 

(6.596) 

(129.246) 

(101,920) 

23,360 

0 

0 

(1.641) 

(9.645) 

9.508 

o s  510,251 

0 1,462 

0 (6.596) 

0 (129,246) 

0 (101.920) 

0 23.360 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (1,641) 

0 (9.645) 

0 9,508 

(70) 510.181 

0 1,482 

(19.137) (25.733) 

(10) (129,256) 

0 (101,920) 

0 23.360 

0 0 

0 0 

0 (1.641) 

(496) (10.141) 

(3,153) 6.355 
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- >E 695 - 

Jl TROPICAL ISLES 
iJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ST YEAR ENDED 12131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

- - 
EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. . .- .- . . .- . - . -. . .- . . . ._ . . - . .- 

PLANT IN SERVICE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

Law 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2,  and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pRs land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

WtMSED AND U SFFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATED DE P R E W t I L N  0 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Piant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

a&!2 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 lmoutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marc0 ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

1 Deiiona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

E E R R E D  INCOMF TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 C r d h  Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKLNG CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

4lIJW3 
Marco island deferred debfl-water 1-62 

0 
0 
0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 (19.1 37) - 

0 
0 
0 

0 0 
0 30 
0 0 

0 
0 (40) 

(IO) 
- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- - 
- 

0 0 
0 (496) 

(496) 0 
- 

- = 

~ 0 (3.153) 
~ 



SSUl TROPICAL ISLES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED iznw6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- .- - ._ - - - .- - - I- . -  ~. ~. .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CCMMI. ADJ. 
PERWILITV UTILITY TEST M A W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 4996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. .. ....... ~. . . . .. . . . .. . ~ .. - . ... 7- ' " "  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 45.402 80,154 5 125.556 n9.118) 46.438 69,794 116,232 
. --- 

OPERATING EXPENSES 150.29% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 52.218 2,149 5 54,367 (3.324) 51,043 5 51,043 

3 DEPRECIATION 19.578 0 19,578 (1,086) 18.492 18,492 
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SSUl TROPICAL ISLES 
ADJVSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
TEST YFAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

QPEBBTINEBEVWUES 
1 Remove requesteo final revenue Increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

S 
1 Reallocate salary of SSu's president S-8 
2 Correct attiition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisitmn salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatls Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power DeRona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotiue Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empiy recogniiion normalization I-1W 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unacwunted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

WRECIATION E X P E N S L E I  
t BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CiAC-MR 1-45 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

Marco Island Deferred Debit 

IAXEW3IHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marc0 Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14. 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 - - 

0 
0 

- 
- 

0 

(80,154) 
0 

1,025 
11 

(79,118) 

(3,560) 
0 

(341 ) 
(177) 

(4,078) 

(26.290) 
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SSUl TROPICAL PARK 
SCHEDULE OF WATERRATE BASE 
TEST YEAR Eh'DED 12i31196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS I 

- - , - - - - - - - - - - .- - .- - - - 

I 

.- . -  - _ I  

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTlLlN TEST YEAN COMMISSION TEST YEAR I 

I COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS .(WE 
- - - - .- . -. - .- - - - -. -. - 1 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 595,930 O J  595,930 (90,964) 504.966 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 2,001 0 z.(KH 0 2,001 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (67,192) 0 (67,192) 1 1,748 (55.444) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 5.093 0 5,093 1,034 6.127 

5 ClAC (31.891) (265) (32,156) 0 (32,156) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 8,562 0 8.562 (74) 8.486 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (4.070) 0 (4.070) 0 (4,070) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (9,419) 0 (9.419) 6.869 (2,550) 

1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 23.575 0 23,575 V.817) 15,758 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

522.589 (265)J 522.324 V9.204) 443.120 ____________ -----__----- ____----_-=I ____-_______ ____________ ____----- ___--_______ ____________ ____________ RATE BASE 5 
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i l l  TKOPI(.'AL P.\KK 

EST YEAR KNDED 12131196 
D.II'STMEZTST~ KCIE H.\SE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. $60495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- .- . .- .- -. . .- - .- - - - . - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. - . .. .- . . . - . . . - .- . . .- .. .- .. .- . .. 

PLANTlNSERVlCE 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-I 

Total 

!AN! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND USEF UL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCWULAJEP DEPRFC IAUQN 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

OF GI& 
I Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED IN COME TAXF S 
1 Debii Deferred Taxes on CiAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

OItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(91,160) 0 . .  

- 196 0 
(90.954) 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 n 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

- 0 0 - 

- 11.748 0 - 

0 0 
1,132 0 

0 0 
- (98) 0 
- 1,034 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 

0 0 
0 0 

(74) 0 
0 0 
0 0 

(74j 0 

7.360 0 

- 

(491) 0 
- - 6,869 0 

- - (7,817j 0 

0 - 



SSUl TROPICAL PARK 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12mm 

SCHEOULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- .- - - - - .- - - ._ ._ .- .~ .- 

TEST YEAR ALIJUSTEO COMMI. AOJ. 
PER UTlLlN U T l U N  TESTYEAN COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

MSCRlPTlON 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
--.. . .. ... ... . .. ~ .. . . . .. 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

6 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

77.040 135,WS $ 212,049 (91,766) 120.263 69.913 190.176 
-. ---- 

58.13% 

97.746 4,193 $ 101,941 (4,190) 97,751 $ 97.751 

23.097 0 23,097 (1.632) 21.265 21,265 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

12.470 5,672 16,342 (4.228) 14,114 3.146 17,260 

(33,422) 46,202 14,780 (30.660) (15.860) 25,755 9.876 

99,893 58,267 $ 158,160 (40,910) 117,250 26,902 146,151 
--- 

(22,653) 76.742 S 53.669 (50,676) 3,013 41.012 44,025 _________ ________-____ _____ _____== ---_________ ______--__-I __----- ___- ------------ =-=--------- ------------- 

522,569 $ 522.324 443.120 443.120 ____________ 111========= ==========1= ____________ 
-4.37% 10.32% 0.M)OA 9.94% _____________ _____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ =======El=ll ____________ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

S W I  THOPIC'AI. P.WK 
AD.II~SThlP.NTS TO OPER4TIYG SI ATELIRNTS 

I 

YEARENDED 12/31/96 

- 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPERATI ON S MA- 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquistion salaries a misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatiis Amortization Adjustment 148 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case evpense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization IM6a 

10 Purchased power Denona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotiie Hurricane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
I 6 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalbation 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1-105 

Total 

ILEPRFCIATION EXPEN S E - M I  
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AMQEIIZATION EXPENSE 
Marco sland Deferred Debd 

P 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total 

v 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(135,009) 
45,195 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
(238) 0 

- (4,1901 0 - 

0 0 
(2,152) 0 

0 0 
0 0 

320 0 
0 0 - 

- (1.832) 0 - 

0 
0 

(4.130) 
0 

77 0 
(175) 0 

- (4.228) 0 
- 

- (30,660) 0 - 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- 

SSUl UNIVERSITY SHORES 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE RASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED 1u31l96 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 5,054.899 0 5 5.054.899 (21,792) 5.033.107 

2 LAND a LAND RIGHTS 66,729 0 66,729 0 66,729 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (263,905) (263.905) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,293,254) 0 (1,293,254) 567 (1,292,687) 

5 ClAC (3,606,139) (3.271) 0 (3.609.410)* 0 (3,609,410) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 989.1 11 0 0  989.111 f 41,660 1,030,771 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (27.538) 0 (27.538)- 0 (27,538) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

0 

0 ~- 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (25,348) 0 (25,348) 0 (25,348) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 120.120 0 120,120 711.101 831,221 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 146.833 0 146,833 (48,687) 98.146 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 
-- 

RATE BASE $ 1,425,413 (3,271)$ 1,422,142 418.944 1,841,086 
============ ============ ============ ============ 
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SSUl UNIVERSITY SHORES 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEAR ENDED IZl31fl6 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

.- - - . -. -. . -. . - .- - . -. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. AOJ. 
PER UTILiTY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTIUTY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
.. .- . -. .. . . - . .. - . .- . .. r -  .- . 1 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 8,300,191 (3,328)$ 8,296,863 (25,845) 8,271,018 

2 LAND 593.294 0 593.294 0 593,294 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (253,914) 0 (253,914) 20,053 (233.861) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (2259.877) 5.648 (2,254,229) 5.046 (2249.183) 

5 ClAC (4,214,457) (5.817) (4,220,274) 0 (4,220,274) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 1,121,038 0 1,121,038 28.235 1,149,273 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET (51,126) 0 (51,126) 0 (51.126) 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (23.706) 0 (23,706) 0 (23.706) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 11 1,044 0 111,044 839,623 950,667 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 137.325 0 137,325 (45,534) 91,791 

12 OTHER 2,187,839 0 2,187,839 0 2.187.839 

$ 5.647.651 (3.497)$ 5,644.154 821.578 6.465.732 
.___............._.__ 

________  RATE BASE 
__------==== =r========== I=========== ======1===== ============ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

- -. .- .- - .- . . .- 

WATER WASTEWATER EXPLANATION 
- .~ -. - -. .- - ._ -. 

PLANT IN SFR VICE 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant s-1 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND US EFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON 
1 BVLtransfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippagelDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse DeDr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AM0 RT. OF CBC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-11 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant spec'fic alocal on 

!Jmm 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(23,011) (26.985) 

1.219 1,140 
~~ (21.792) (25,845) 
~~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~- 
.- .~ 

.- (263.905) 20,053 ~- 

0 0 
567 5.046 
0 0 

~- (613) (573) 
.- 567 5,046 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
.- 

0 0 
0 0 

41,660 28,235 
0 0 
0 0 

- 41,660 28.235 
- 
- 

715,991 847,658 
- (4.890) (8.035) 

711.101 839.623 - 

- (4 8.6 8 7 (45.534) - 



SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 9M495WS 

SSU/ UNIVERSITY SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12nIr96 

._ ... . .  -. - __ __ 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED corn. ADJ. 

PERUTIUM UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 
DESCRlPTlON 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1896 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

.- . . .  .- . - - . .. . ...... ~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

849,628 80,675 $ 930,303 (80,503) 849,800 95,270 945,070 
.... __.._ -- 

11.21% 

627.088 9.527 $ 636,615 (19,998) 616,617 $ 616.617 

45,773 0 45,773 (8.932) 36,841 36,841 

(860) 0 (860) 0 (860) (860) 

66.886 4.769 71,655 (6.364) 65,291 4,287 69,578 

4,725 25,672 30,397 (25.517) 4.880 35.097 39,977 
... -. 

743,612 39.968 $ 783.580 (60,810) 722.770 39,384 762,153 
. ... - 

106,016 40,707 $ 146,723 (19,693) 127.030 55,886 182.917 ____________ ____________ ____I======= __-_________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ===========I =I=========== ___----_____ _-----______ ---- 
1,841,086 _____________ _-_______---- $ 1,422,142 1,841.086 ----_____--- _--________- ____________ 1,425,413 

----_______- ____________ ____________ 
6.90% 9.94% _____________ 10.32% 

_-__________- _---____---- ____________ ____________ __---_______ 7.44% ___----_____ ____________ 



SSU/ UNIVERSITY SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/3ll% 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~. .- ~. ~ -. - - .- . - -. 

TEST YEAR AWUSTEO COMM. ADJ. 
PERUnLrrY UTluTy TEST YEARl COMYSSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS $896 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
_ _  . . .... ~ . . .  . . .... ~ . 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AN0 MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

1 
17 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

1 
1 RATE OF RETURN 

I 

1.818.512 590,293 $ 2.408.805 (590,132) 1,818.673 641,802 

35.29% 

1,310,896 32.409 $ 1,343,305 ' (45,161) 1.298.144 $ 

205.201 0 205.201 (1.190) 204,011 

(1,522) 0 (1.522) 0 (1.522) 

150,997 25.521 176,518 (31,725) 144.793 28,881 

(70.867) 173,863 102.996 (195,649) (92,653) 236,434 
___ - 

1,594,705 231.793 a 1,826,498 (273,726) 1,552,712 265.316 
......... __ 

223.807 358,500 $ 582,307 (316.406) 265,901 376.487 
i -===l~====== =====I==13E= ============ =======i.==== ES.=====E==* 

6,465,732 __--_______- ____________  5,647,651 a 5.~4.154 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _______---__ ____________ ____________ 
3.96% 10.32% 4.11% ____________ ____________ ___-------__ ______---___ ____________  ------_____- 

2,460,475 

1,298,144 

204,011 

(1,522) 

173,674 

143,781 

1,818,088 
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iU/ UNIVERSITY SHORES 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

-. . -. .- ~. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 

. - . .- ... . - ~ 

OPERATING PFVE NUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 imputed revenue for diswunted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

RAT1 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amoltization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalhation 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPREClATlON E&E&SE.NET 
1 BV. Transfer 1-1 1 ~~ 

2 Plant slippage ao.uslment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and .selul adjustment 
6 Mafco ASR Cos1 Snare 1-51 

Total 

AMQKE3TION E X P m  
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

IMES O T H E R I J W L K Q  I C _ME 
1 RAFs on revenue ad.dstments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco sland 1-107 
3 Non-used and usefLl propew taxes 1.108 
4 DiscoLnts received on propew taxes S.14 

Total 

I N C O M E I A E S  
To ad.ust lo lest year mome lax expense 

(80.675) (590,293) 
0 0 
0 0 

172 161 
~~ (80.503) (590.132) 
.~ 
.- 

.- (1,481) (1.385) 
~~ (19.998) (45,161) ~- 

0 0 
(675) (2,821) 
500 468 

0 0 
(8.757) 1.163 

0 0 - 
.- (8,932) (1,190) 

0 .- 

(3.623) (26,556) 
n n 

~~ .- (25,517) (1 95,649) 
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SSU/IAKEN,\LEYCIA TERRACE 

'TEST YEAR ENDED 12131196 
SriienuLE OF WATER KATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTlLlPI PLANT IN SERVICE a 300,976 O S  300,976 (144) 300,832 

2 LAND 8. LAND RIGHTS 2.478 0 2.476 0 2,476 

3 NON-USED a USEFUL COMPONENTS (664) 0 (664) 664 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (107,853) 0 (107,853) (21) (107,874) 

5 ClAC (18,432) 0 (18.432) 0 (1 8,432) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 6.561 0 6.561 0 6.561 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (3,373) 0 (3,373) 0 (3.373) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.557) 0 (4.557) (292) (4.849) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 19,537 0 19,537 (6,478) 13,059 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE a 194.671 O E  194,671 (6.271) 188.400 ______ ______1==/== ============ I=========== ============ 
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SSUUKENALENCIA TERRACE 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
TESTYEAR ENDED 12L71/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. . .- -. . -. . .- . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMM. ADJ. 
PER unuw UTILITY T S T  YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

I -. 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
r. .. .- . ..... . . .  . . . . .  . . . 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 387.735 O S  387,735 (144) 387.591 

2 LAND 4.588 0 4.588 0 4.588 

3 NON-USED &USEFUL COMPONENTS (15.660) 0 (1 5,660) 8.152 (7.508) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPREClATlON (135,099) 0 (135,099) (21) (135.120) 

5 ClAC (17.739) 0 (1 7,739) 0 (1 7.739) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 5.159 0 5,159 0 5.159 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (3,373) 0 (3.373) 0 (3.373) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (6.329) 0 (6.329) (377) (6.706) 

1 1  WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 19.537 0 19,537 (6.478) 13.059 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

$ . 238.819 0 5  238.819 1.132 239,951 
__ 

____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ --__________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ RATE BASE 
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SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

LPlND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2. and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 16 
3 Collier pits land w s t  1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULA TED DFPRECIATION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelOouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UN assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

rn 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marw ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERRED IN COME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WQWING CAPl Id l  
To reflect the plant spectic allocation 

OTHER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~- 
~- .- 

- 664 8,152 - 

0 0 
61 61 
0 0 

- (821 (82) 
- (21) (21) - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 
- 

0 0 

- (292) (3771 
- (292) (377) 

__ (6,478) (6.478) 

0 - 



SSUlLAKWVALENClA TERRACE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHERTHAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

... - ... .~ ~ -. -. -. _. - -. .. 

TEST YEAR AWUSTED C O W .  M J .  
PERUTILITY UTIUN TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION lS96 AWUSTMENTS UTILITY 1898 ADJUSTMENTS 19% INCREASE REQWRENENT 
. . .  ........ ~ ...... ~ . .  . .~ . . .- ... 

I".' 
92,073 

44,603 

16.069 

0 

8.515 

4,167 
. 

73,354 



SUILAKENALENCIA TERRACE 
TATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
EST YEAR ENDED 1M1196 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
DOCKET NO. 9M495-WS 

-. . -. .. ~ ~ ~ -. .~ - 

TEST YEAR AWUSTED COW. ADJ. 
PERUTILIIY u n m  TEST YEARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REMNUE 

DESCRIPTION 1998 AWUSTWENTS UTILITY 19% AWUSTMENTS 19% INCREASE REQUIREYENT 
. . . . . .  . ....... . 

OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

DEPRECIATION 

AMORTIZATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOME TAXES 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

RATE EASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

67.794 53,424 I 121,218 (53.401) 67.817 46.587 114,404 
._ 

68.70% 

62,491 3.108 S 65,599 (6,829) 58,770 $ 58,770 

15,821 0 15,821 340 16,161 16.161 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

5.053 5,595 10,648 (2,418) 8,230 2.096 10,327 

(11.563) 16,074 4.511 (1 6.367) (11,856) 17,162 5.306 ___ ....... ___. . .. 

71,802 24.777 $ 96,579 (25,273) 71.306 iY.255 90,564 

(4.008) 28.647 $ 24,639 (28.128) (3,489) 27.328 23,840 
============ =___________ =_________-- ______-----_ ------------- _____________ 

239,951 _------_____- 238,819 $ 238,819 239,951 
_-----_______ ____________ ______----__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

----I_____- 
____________ ___------___ 

-1.68% 10.32% -1.45% 9.94% 
___---______- _____________  ____________ ----_______- ____________ ______---___ 
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,I'/LAKENAI.EKCI.& TERRACF. 
>JUSTMENTS 1'0 OPERATING SI ATEMFNTS 
IST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

~- 

EXPLANATION 
~ . .. . . .~ 

QPERATU&EEYL NUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue mcrease 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility inwme 1-77 

Total 

ANC EXP N 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-56 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAqulsition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deltona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholders Expense 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 Gainflosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRECIATION EXPFNSE -NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-11 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIACMR 148 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

Marw Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marw Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful propelty taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on properly taxes S-14 

Total 

INCOME TAXES 
To adjust to test year inwme tax expense 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE I OF 1 

(52.408) (53,424) 
0 
n 

(612) 
n - - 

23 23 
~ (52,997) (53.401) 
- 
__ 

0 0 
__ (4,988) (6,829) 
~- 
~~ 

0 0 

67 67 
0 0 
60 304 

(31) (31) 

(2.385) (2.403) 
0 0 

25 119 
~~ (1041 (134) 
._ (2.454) (2.418) 
~~ 

._ (17,764) (16,367) 
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IU/ VENETIAN VILLAGE 
:HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

..... . 

TEST YEAR PLiJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY U T l U N  TEST YEAfU COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. . . . . . .  . .  ~. 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 . 164.137 O J  164,137 (45) 164,094 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 2,170 0 2,170 0 2.170 

3 NON-USED8 USEFULCOMPONENTS (929) 0 (929) 82 (84n 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (45,731) 0 (45.731) 0 (45.738) 

5 ClAC (41,766) (72) (41.838) 0 (41.838) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 17,954 0 17.954 0 17,954 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS -NET 11,929 0 1 1,929 0 11,929 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.019) 0 (1.019) 0 (1,019) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (375) 0 (375) 2,105 1,730 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5.905 0 5,905 (1.958) 3,947 

2 OTHER 

RATE BASE 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 715 - _ 

SSUI VENETIAN VILLAGE 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS r TEST YEARENDED iznim 

-. .- -. .- _ _  . .. . .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST MARl COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1896 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMEWS 1996 
.- . -. -. . .- 

I -  - 

- .- 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 196.216 o s  196,216 (20 196.189 

2 LAND 17,700 0 17,700 0 17,700 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (6.980 0 (6.987) 870 (6.117) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (119,815) 0 (1 19,815) (4) (1 19.819) 

5 ClAC (144,951) 0 (144.951) 0 (144,951) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 87,001 0 87.031 0 87.001 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 11,929 0 1 1,929 0 11,929 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (s45) 0 (645) 0 (645) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (1 .I 14) 0 (1.114) no, (1.184) 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 3,734 0 3,734 (1.238) 2.496 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

W T E  BASE s 43.066 o s  43.068 (470) 42,598 
- 

============ ============ ==I========= ==I=======-= ========I=== 
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3U/ VENETIAN VILLAGE 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- .- . -. - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. .. . ~- .. . . .- ... - . - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 ~eal loc of RiYer Park common plant S-I 

Total 

!AN€! 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Dekona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

WI&USED ANRYSEULL 
To reflect net non-used and dsefu adptmenl 

ACCUMULATFD DFPRE aAIE?!Y 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUM. AMOR T. OF ClAC 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer i-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFFRRED INCOME TAXES 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPUAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

QrnEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

~ 0 .  0 
~ 

~ 82 870 
~ 

0 
18 

0 
12 

0 0 
- (25) (16) 
~ (7) (4) 
~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

- 0 0 
~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

- 0 0 - 

2,264 121 
- (I 59) (191) 
- 2,105 (70) - 

~ (1.9581 (1.238) 



SSUl YENETL4N VILLAGE 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED lZfllTY6 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

.. -. ... ~ - .- 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CWMI. AIM. 
P E R U T U N  UTlLllY TEST YEARJ COMhUSSlON TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REWIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
..... .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  .- . . . . . . .  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 19,861 28.994 5 48.855 (20.383) 28,472 18.375 46.847 
.................... 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 64.54% 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 21,928 1,161 5 23.089 (883) 22,206 5 

3 DEPRECIATION 5,962 0 5,962 11 5.973 

4 AMORTIZATION 349 0 349 0 349 

22.206 

5.973 

349 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 3.467 1,342 4.809 (974) 3,835 827 4,662 

6 INCOMETAXES (7.149) 10,221 3.072 (7,349) (4.277) 6.769 2,492 
_.____. ..... 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 24,557 12,724 S 37.281 (9.195) 28.086 1.596 35.682 
. i 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OFRETURN I I 



SCaEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

ITESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 
- .- .- - ...... .~ .~ ..... - - ... 

TEST M A R  ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PERUTKITY UTILITY TEST YEARJ COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRlPTMN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY (996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. . . . .  .. . ..... -. .. .- ~ . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . .  

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 
I 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN I 

29,773 14,609 5 44,382 16.150 60,532 (15.207) 45,325 
- 

-25.12% 

30,877 893 $ 31.770 210 31.980 5 31,980 

3,932 0 3,932 12 3,944 3,944 

331 0 331 0 331 331 

3.348 603 3.951 674 4.625 (684) 3.940 

(4.580 4,541 (46) 6,545 6,499 (5.602) 897 
............. 

33.901 6.037 $ 39,938 7.441 47,379 (6.287) 41.092 ______________ 
(4.128) 8,572 $ 4,444 8,709 13,153 (8.921) 4,232 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ _______------ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ _______------ 

43,068 42,598 42.598 ____________ ============= ____________ ____________ ____________ 43.068 s 

-9.58% 10.32% 30.88% 9.94% 

__________-- __________-- 

____________ ===========ii= ____________ ____________ ____________ 
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UIVENETIAN VILLAGE SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
UUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
WT YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

. . -  . . -. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
.~ . ._ .~ -. _. 

O P E W G  R E Y N S  
1 Remove requesteo final revenJe increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

OPERAII!X&MAINTENANCEXPENSE 
t Reallocate salary of SS,’s prestdent S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5 87% 10 5 75% S-10 
3 Keynone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin st~oy  182 
5 LoooyingIAcquisition Salar es 8 mlsc exp 1.83 8 -84 
6 Hepatitis Amortualion AdjJstment .-86 
7 BLogeted oven me to rate case expense S.11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repress on aolLslment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I86a 

10 Purchased power Dehona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amome HLrrlcane Prepareoness Program S.13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 CLrrent rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docker-Reg. Comm Exp 1-94 
15 JJrlsdlctlon Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjJstment -99 
18 Emply recognition normalual.on 1-100 
19 Shareho der Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccountea for Water 1-21 
21 Excess nfltration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1-105 

Tota 

REPRECIATION EXPEN- 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Piant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

AM0- !x 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHERTHANlN G!ME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(28,994) 
8,604 

0 
7 

- (20,383) 
- 
~ 

- (60) 
- (883) - 

0 

20 
(9) 

0 
0 
0 

11 
- 

- - 

- (7.349) - 

(14,609) 
30,755 

0 
4 

16,150 

(38) 
21 0 

0 
(6) 
13 
0 
5 
0 

12 

727 
0 

15 
(68) 
674 

6,545 
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2U/ WELAWSARATOGA HARBOUR 
7HEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~ 
.. _ _ _  ... ~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION Ah) 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YWU COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1998 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 

- . . . _. . .. 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 222.772 O S  222,772 (2.671) 220,101 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 3,766 CI 3.766 0 3.766 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (40.202) 0 (40,202) (11,207) (51,409) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (73.025) (I (73.025) 30 (72,995) 

5 ClAC (1 1,402) (48) (1 1,450) 0 (11,450) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 3.629 0 3,629 0 3,629 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (1.012) 0 (1.012) 0 (1.012) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (3,240) 0 (3.240) 1,310 (1.930) 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5,861 0 5.861 (2,014) 3.847 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 107,147 (48)s 107,099 (14,552) 92.547 
I========I== ============ =I========== ===========I 
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5U/ W E W S A R A T O G A  HARBOUR 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. -. - 

EXPLMIATDN WATER WASTEWATEF 
- .. . .. .... ~ . . ... . .~ . . . . . . .. . . .. . . .. . . . . . . 

P U N T  IN S E W l E  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for plant slippage 1-12 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LwR 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 EVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

DEPRFCWIOM 
1 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagelDoub e Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N - d U  assets 146 
4 Realloc of River Pa* Common Plant S-1 

Tota, 

WBI; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-mter S-4 
2 EVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline fates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the piant specific allocation 

!XtlER 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 0 

~ 0 0 

~ - (1 1.207) 0 

~ 

~ 

0 
54 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 
0 

(241 
30 

~ 

- 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 0 0 

1,524 0 

- 

~ (214) 0 
~ ~ 1,310 0 

- (2.0141 0 



SSUl WELAlOvSARATOGA HARBOUR 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED 13/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

__ - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION ADJ. 
PER UTlLlN U T l U N  TEST YEAR! COMMSSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

INCREASE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN t996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. . . . . . . . . .  ........... . . . .  .~ _ . .  

I 
11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 
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;Vi WEl.AWSAKATO(:A HAKLIOIIR 
RIIIS~hlENTS TO OPERATIS(: STATEME.YTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C ~~ ~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ ~ 

._ ~. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
~ 

-~ - 

QPERATINEBEYENVES 
1 Remove requested hnal revenue increase 
2 Bi.ling determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 M sceilanwLs non-utility income 1-77 

Tots 

FXPFNSE 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct altrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 Lobbying/Acquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I 3 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization I-1W 
19 Shareholders' Expense 1-93 
20 Excess Unaccounted For Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

R!ZBECIATION EXPENSWEI 
1 BVL Transfer .-I 1 
2 Plant SI ppage adjustment 1-1 3 
3 Reallocate Common Piant River Paw S-1 
4 Imputation of C.AC-MR 1-48 
5 Net Lsed and dseful adjJstment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

Marw Island Deferred Debn 

T A X E S E R  THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and usefLl property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes 5-14 

Total 

l N C O M E E S  
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(41,195) 0 
29,544 0 

0 0 
7 0 

- (1 1,6441 0 
- 
- 

- (59) 0 
- (7751 0 

0 0 
0 0 
20 0 
0 0 

0 

0 
0 

260 0 

(524) 
0 

- (76) 0 
- 184 0 - 

- (3,842) 0 - 
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SSU/ WESTMONT 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
TEST YEARENDED 13131196 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE J 65.416 0 5  65,416 (42) 65,374 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 401 0 401 0 401 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (1.554) (1,554) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (31,628) 0 (31.628) (6) (31.634) 

5 ClAC (26.841) (43) (26.884) 0 (26,884) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 9,239 0 9,239 (404) 8,835 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (982) 0 (982) 0 (982) 

10 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 1,457 0 1,457 I P S )  698 

11 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 5,687 0 5.687 (1.886) 3.801 

12 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE s 22.749 (43) a 22.706 (4.651) 18.055 
======E===== ===111====11 ==11=======1 
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SUI WESTMONT 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 

. . . .  -. ... - . - - .... -. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATEF 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...... ~ . 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-I 

Total 

LAND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Denona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

W - U S F D  AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

PREClATlON 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Piant Slippage/Double Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

a42 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
t Deltona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 ImDuiation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

PILiEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 

0 
18 

0 
0 

0 0 
- (24) 0 
- (61 0 - 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 - 

- 0 0 - 



SSUl WESTMONT 
STATEMEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. - 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UltLIN UTILITY TEST Y W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT MSCRIPTION 
. . . . . . . . .  ............. .- ......... .............. .......... 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 
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SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

QeERATING RCVENUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

p 
1 Reallocate salary of SSU's president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amot i i t ion Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Dekona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amortize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I 3 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

PEeBEClWON EXPFNSENEI 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-43 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

A M O R W W O N  EXPENSE 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTMR THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 Discounts received on propetiy taxes S-I 4 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(18,128) 0 
7,545 0 

0 0 
7 0 

~ 

- (10,576) 0 - 

ini 0 
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iUI WINDSONG SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
2HEDUI.E OF WATERRATE BASE DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
EST YEARENDED iznii96 

~ 
~. . . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTILITY TEST YEAR! COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

C 0 M P 0 NE N T 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 4996 
. . . . . . .~ . . 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 170,406 u s  170,406 (469) 169.937 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 13,326 0 13.326 0 13.326 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 U 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (46,158) 0 (46.158) 4 (46.154) 

5 ClAC (81.179) (506) (81.685) 0 (81,685) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 21,593 0 21.593 (221) 21.372 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS van 0 (787) 0 (787) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.276) 0 (2,276) 5,441 3,165 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 4,559 0 4,559 (1 .SI 2) 3,047 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

PATE BASE 5 79.484 (506) 5 78,978 3.243 82,221 ____________ ____________ ____________ ________-__- -__-======== ____________ ____________ ____________ _---_-___--- ---- 
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SUI WINDSONG 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~. ... . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
....... ~- .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .- .. ~. 

PLANT IN SFBYI(;E 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LBND 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total - 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULAED W R E  C l W Q N  
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1 4  
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

wdz; 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 ImDutation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total - 
1 Deltona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
1 DeMi Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credii Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

Q I E R  
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
1507) 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 0 0 
- 

- 

- 0 0 
- 

0 0 
23 0 
0 0 

- (19) 0 
- 4 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

- 

- - 

0 0 
0 0 

0 
n 

5,606 0 
- (1 65) 0 
- 5,441 0 - 

- (1.512) 0 - 



SSU/ WINDSONG 
STATEMENT OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
WCKET NO. 950495-WS 

11 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

I 
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3U/ WINDSONG 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
ESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
P.GE 1 OF 1 

. .. . . . 

EXPIAN ATION WATER WASTEWATER 
~ 

. .. . 

0 REVFNUES 
1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

0P- C s 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct anrilion rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyinglAcquisition salaries & misc. exp. 1-83 & 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-I 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotize Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
I 8  Emply recognilion normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainslLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPRCClATlONENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 ~~ 

2 Plant slippage adpstment -13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net Lsed and usefLl adpstmenr 
6 Marco ASR Cost Snare 1-51 

Tota 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Debit 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adJJstments aoore 
2 Reg Fees Marw Islam 1-1 07 
3 Non.Jsed and usefu pfoperty taxes 1-108 
4 DIscoJnts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(28,951) 0 
21,967 0 

0 0 
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XEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. .. . . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER u in i r i  UTILITY TEST W COMMISSION TEST M A R  

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
.. .- - 

1 UTILIN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 1.684.101 0 5 1,684.101 (4.834) 1,679,267 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 42,626 0 42.626 0 42,626 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 (8,182) (8.162) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (854,241) 0 (854.241) 8 (854,233) 

5 ClAC (647,570) (117) (647,687) 0 (647.687) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 253.375 0 253.375 0 253.375 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (8.746) 0 (8.7461 0 (8.746) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 5,520 0 5.520 128.944 134.464 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 50,666 0 50,666 (16,800) 33.866 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE S 525,731 (1105 525.614 99,136 624.750 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 
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DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
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........ 
XEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
EST YEARENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-8 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

- .... ~ .. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. AW. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST MAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1-5 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. ..... - - .- .- -. . . . .  

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 5 2,787.053 (2,OOO)J 2.785.053 (9,541) 2,775,512 

2 LAND 6.340 0 6,340 0 6,340 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,158,823) 6.209 (1,152,614) 117 (1,152.497) 

5 ClAC (991,238) (245) (991,483) 0 (991.483) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 0 0 0 0 0 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 533.699 0 533,699 0 533.699 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (8.409) 0 (8.409) 0 (8.409) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (7.592) 0 (7.592) 206,857 199,265 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 48.713 0 48,713 (16,152) 32,561 

2 OTHER 0 (I 0 0 0 

RATE BASE $ .1.209.743 3,964 $ 1,213,707 181.281 1,394.988 
._ 

============ ============ ============ ====E====E== 
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IU/ WOODMERE 
DJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
ESTYEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-C 
DOCKET NO. 960495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- . 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
.......... .- .. ......... . --- ........ ~ . .  ~ 

PLANT IN SFRYICF 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LAcu2 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU S-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deitona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USFD AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

DEPRFCIAJION 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-UIU assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

CIBC 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

CGWbl. AMORT. OF ClAC 
1 Deiiona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DFFFRRED M COME W E  S 
1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

OItlEg 
Marco Island deferred debt-water 1-62 

n n 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

- 

0 0 
220 320 

0 0 
- (212) (203) 
~ 8 117 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

- 
~ 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

~ 

- 
~ 

130 575 209 553 ....... ....... 
~ (1,631) (2,696) 
~ 128,944 206,857 

- (16,800) (16.1 52) - 



SCE3DULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . ... - 

TEST E A R  ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILIN UTILITY TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCWPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY '1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ........ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES,: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

330,673 45,352 S 376,025 V6.961) 299,064 90,439 389,503 

30.24% 

21 8,138 6,194 5 224,332 4,455 228.787 5 228,787 

55,089 0 55,089 (602) 54.487 54,487 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

28,148 2.466 30,614 (4,101) 26,513 4,070 30,583 

(2,393) 14,156 11,763 (31,504) (19,741) 33,317 13.577 
......................... 

298,982 22,816 5 321.798 (31,752) 290,046 37.387 327,433 
.--- 



ISSU, WOODMERE ~~ ~ 

STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED 12BlI96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . . . . 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PERUTlLlN UTlUTY TEST Y E W  COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRlPTlON 19% ADJUSTMENTS umiw 1996 ADJUSTMENTS ISM INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
.. . . . . . .  . . . . . .  .- . .~ ~ . ... .. . .- . . . .. .. .. . .. . . .. . . .... ... .... ...... 

I OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

6 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

iGE 137 

Slll WOODMERE SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.... . .  . .. . . . - . . . . . -. - - - 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
-. 

OPERATlNGREVENUES 
1 Remove requested fnal revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Impbted revenue for a scoLnled service I 77 
4 Miscel.aneoJs non-LiilW ,ncome 1-77 

Total 

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 
1 Real ocate salary of SSL, s president S-8 
2 Correct anmion rate from 5 87% to 5 75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewin stLay 1-82 
5 LoonyingIAcquisition salarleS 8 mix: exp 1.83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amonlratcon Ad.uslment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime 10 rate case exqense S-1 1 
8 Remove SSU proposed reDression adlJstment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortuation -86a 
10 Purchased power Dellona Lalces 1-88 
1 1  Amortize HJmcane Preparedness Program 5-13 
12 Consewation Expense 1-92 
13 CLrrenl rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Doclcet-Reg Comm Exp 1-94 
15 JJrisaiction Doclcel Expense 95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-~p budget adjJstment -99 
18 Emply recogn,tion normalzaton 1-100 
19 Sharehoaer Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess UnacwLnlea for Water 1-21 
21 Excess lnflhralion -23 
22 Galnu-osses I 105 

Tdal 

DEPREClATlONEXeENSENET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 P an1 slippage adjustment -13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-l 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and usefbl adjLstment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Snare 1-51 

Tota 

AMORTlZATlONPENSE 
Marco Ismand Deferred Debit 

T A X E S C O M E  
1 RAFs on revewe ad,Lstments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-Lsea and useful property taxes 1.108 
4 D scodnls received on propelly taxes S-14 

Tala 

INCOME TAXES 
To ad.ust lo test year income tax expense 

(45,352) (216.995) 
(31,668) 23,569 

n n - - 
- 59 57 
~ ~ (76,%1) (1 93,369) 

n 
- (511) (491) 
- ~ 4.455 64.205 

n n 

0 0 

0 - 

~ (961) 
~ ~ (4,101 ) (9,663) 

~ ~ (31,504) (89.914) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

LGE 738 

SUI WOOTENS 
CHEDULE OB WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. - _ _  
TEST YEAR AOJUSTED COMMI. AW. 
PER UTILIN UTlUN TEST YEAW COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1B96 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 AWUSTMEMS 1996 
~ 

. .. . . . 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 

2 LAND 8 LAND RIGHTS 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 ClAC 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 

6 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

2 OTHER 

35,711 

65 

(678) 

(5.772) 

(3.929) 

896 

0 

0 

(1 57) 

1 .w9 

912 

0 

0 5  

0 

u 

0 

u 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35.71 1 

65 

(678) 

(5.772) 

(3.929) 

6% 

0 

0 

(157) 

1.009 

91 2 

0 

35.705 

65 

(668) 

(5.773) 

(3.929) 

696 

0 

0 

(1571 

257 

610 

0 

RATE BASE 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO.  9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  

GE 7 3 9  

U/ WOOTENS 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
IST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  ~~ ~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.. . . .. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. .. .. ... . .- . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. . . . . . . . . . . -. - 

1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Realloc of River Pa* common plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1,2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-15 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-USED AND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ED DEPRFCIATION 
1 BVL transfer 1-11 
2 Plant SlippageIDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-I 

Total 

w 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCU- 
1 DeRona Lakes correction-water 5-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 147 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

DEFERBED W O M E  TAXE 
1 Debit Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total - 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

OItlEB 
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 



SSUI WOOTENS 
STATEMEM OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED lti31196 

7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

19 RATE BASE 

RATE OF RETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

-. . - .. - ........ ____-._- ._ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ALIJ. 
PER U T L l N  U W N  TEST YEPlw COMMISSION TEST YEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1496 ADJUSTMENTS UTlLlN 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 

t 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ......................... .- -. ..... 

I 
1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES: 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

:R 741 

I/ WOOTENS 
JUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

~ ~ 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
_. - ~- 

OPE-NUES 
1 Remove requested f.nal revenue ncrease 
2 BI ling determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utility income 1-77 

Total 

=RATION EL P 
1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president S-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-10 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitl study 1-82 
5 LobbyInglAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatfis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I46a 

10 Purchased power Dekona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotiue Hurricane Preparedness Program S-13 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 920199 rate case expense 1-96 
17 TNe-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Empv recognition normaliation 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GainsILosses 1.105 

Total 

1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-1 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

P 
Marco Island Deferred Deblt 

TtlAN INCOME 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1.107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-108 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(1 2,642) 
5,549 

0 

(9) - 
- (139) - 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

iGE 742 

iU/ ZEPHYR SHORES 
XEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
EST YEAR ENDW 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. -  __ 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTILITY UTlLlN TEST YEARI COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTlL lN  1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. - _. 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE 5 251.223 0 5  251,223 (154) 251.069 

2 LAND & LAND RIGHTS 2,872 0 2.872 0 2,872 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS (4.145) 0 (4.145) (2.217) (6.362) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (88.742) 0 (88.742) (22) (88,764) 

5 ClAC (67,699) 0 (67,699) 0 (67,699) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 22.101 0 22.101 (46) 22,055 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (3.628) 0 (3.628) 0 (3.628) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (2.589) 0 (2.589) 25,643 23.054 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 21,013 0 21,013 (6.968) 14.045 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 130,406 0 5  130,406 16,235 146,641 
============ ============ ============ =========I== 1=1=====1111 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

____ iGE 743 

3U/ ZEPHYR SHORES 
2HEDUL.E OF WASTEWATERRATE BASE 
ESTYEARENDED 13/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. .. ...... . __ 
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMI. ADJ. 
PER UTtLlTY UTILITY TEST YEAR) COMMISSION TEST YEAR 

COMPONENT 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 
. .  . _. . . .  ...... ._ -- . . 

1 UTlLlN PLANT IN SERVICE $ 536.753 0 5  536,753 (9.040) 527,713 

2 LAND 47.262 0 47,262 0 47.262 

3 NON-USED 8 USEFUL COMPONENTS (51,730) 0 (51.7301 (39,788) (91.518) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (129.727) 0 (129,727) 118 (129.609) 

5 ClAC (122,094) 0 (122,094) 0 (122,094) 

6 AMORTIZATION OF ClAC 44.743 0 44.743 (1.678) 43.065 

7 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET 0 0 0 0 0 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 UNFUNDED POST-RETIRE. BENEFITS (3.613) 0 (3.6131 0 (3.613) 

0 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES (4.080) 0 (4.080) 42.793 38.713 

1 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 20,926 0 20,926 (6.939) 13,987 

2 OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 

RATE BASE 5 338.440 O S  338,440 (1 4.534) 323,906 ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ 



ORDER NO.  PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

~~ 

LGE 744  

UI ZEPHYR SHORES 
MUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
1ST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 3 C  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.- .. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
. . . . . .... .- .. .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... 

PLAMT IN SEWlCZ 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 To adjust for Plant SiippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reallw: of River Park common plant S-1 

Total 

LaNR 
1 Lehigh land Parcels 1.2, and 3 PHFU 5-2 
2 Lehigh land, Parcel 4, Tract C PHFU 1-6 
3 Collier pits land cost 1-7 
4 Section 35 PHFU 1-9 
5 Deltona Lakes PHFU 1-10 
6 BVL transfer 1-1 1 

Total 

NON-UWZAND USEFUL 
To reflect net non-used and useful adjustment 

ACCUMULATFD DE PRECMJON 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant SlippagdDouble Bookings 1-13 
3 Reverse Depr on prior N-U/U assets 1-46 
4 Realloc of River Park Common Plant S-1 

Total 

rn 
1 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
2 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
3 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

ACCUMJMOBI. QF ClAC 
1 DeRona Lakes correction-water S-4 
2 BVL transfer 1-1 1 
3 Correction for Guideline rates 1-47 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Marco ASR Cost Share 1-51 

Total 

1 Debti Deferred Taxes on ClAC 
2 Credit Deferred Taxes on Depreciation 

Total 

WORKING CAPITAL 
To reflect the plant specific allocation 

Q I x B  
Marco Island deferred debit-water 1-62 

0 0 
(328) (9,214) 

- 174 174 
~ (1 541 (9.040) 
~ 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(39,788) 

0 
205 

0 
(87) 
118 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

(1.678) 
0 
0 

(1.678) 

43,306 
(513) 

42.793 

(6,939) 



SSUl ZEPHYR SHORES 
STATEMEN'I OF WATER OPERATIONS 
TESTYEARENDED 12/31/96 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

I 
7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-A 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

- ~ 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CWMI. ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TEST- COMMISSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 1996 ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. . . .. . ._ .. . . . .... ... ... .. .. . .. . .. . .. .. .- -~ ............... . 

53,801 70,757 $ 124.558 (66,735) 57.823 60,816 118.639 

105.18% 

84.019 

13,207 

0 

6,712 

499s 84.518 

0 13,207 

0 0 

3.271 9,983 

(6.472) 78,046 5 

(26) 13,181 

0 0 

(3.115) 6,868 2.737 

78.046 

13,181 

0 

9,605 



SSU/ ZEPHYR SHORES 
STATEMENT OF WASTEWATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEARENDED IZi31l96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-B 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. .. 

TEST YEAR ADJUSTED CWMI. ADJ. 
PERUTILITY UTILITY TESTYEARl COMMJSSION TESTYEAR REVENUE REVENUE 

DESCRIPTION 19% ADJUSTMENTS UTILITY 1996 ADJUSTMENTS 1996 INCREASE REQUIREMENT 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . .. . - 

1 OPERATING REVENUES 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

3 DEPRECIATION 

4 AMORTIZATION 

5 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

6 INCOMETAXES 

' 7 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 RATE BASE 

RATEOFRETURN 

115,246 71,932 5 187,178 (99,481) 87,697 87,263 174,960 
._ - - 

99.51% 

102,155 4,632 5 106,767 (6,921) 99,866'5 99.866 

20.606 

0 

0 

0 

20,606 

0 

(2.519) 18.087 

0 0 

18,087 

0 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 747 -~ 

XI/ ZEPHYR SHORES 
DJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
EST YEAR ENDED 12/31/96 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-C 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

.~ . . . 
~ 

. .. 

EXPLANATION WATER WASTEWATER 
... . . . . .. ... - . .~ - 

1 Remove requested final revenue increase 
2 Billing determinants 1-75 
3 Imputed revenue for discounted service 1-77 
4 Miscellaneous non-utili income 1-77 

Total 

1 Reallocate salary of SSUs president 5-8 
2 Correct attrition rate from 5.87% to 5.75% S-IO 
3 Keystone Heights APT expenses 1-58 
4 Hewitt study 1-82 
5 LobbyingIAcquisition salaries 8 misc. exp. 1-83 8 1-84 
6 Hepatitis Amortization Adjustment 1-86 
7 Budgeted overtime to rate case expense S-11 
8 Remove SSU proposed repression adjustment 1-74 
9 OAP Amortization I-86a 

10 Purchased power Deitona Lakes 1-88 
11 Amotilze Hurricane Preparedness Program S-I 3 
12 Conservation Expense 1-92 
13 Current rate case expense 1-93 
14 Uniform Rate Docket-Reg. Comm. Exp 1-94 
15 Jurisdiction Docket Expense 1-95 
16 9201 99 rate case expense 1-96 
17 True-up budget adjustment 1-99 
18 Emply recognition normalization 1-100 
19 Shareholder Expenses 1-90 
20 Excess Unaccounted for Water 1-21 
21 Excess Infiltration 1-23 
22 GaindLosses 1-105 

Total 

DEPREClATlONEXPENSE-NET 
1 BVL Transfer 1-1 1 
2 Plant slippage adjustment 1-13 
3 Reallocate Common Plant River Park S-I 
4 Imputation of CIAC-MR 1-48 
5 Net used and useful adjustment 
6 Marco ASR Cost Share 151 

Total 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
Marco Island Deferred Denn 

IAXES OTHFR WAN INCOMF 
1 RAFs on revenue adjustments above 
2 Reg Fees Marco Island 1-107 
3 Non-used and useful property taxes 1-1 08 
4 Discounts received on property taxes S-14 

Total - 
To adjust to test year income tax expense 

(70,757) (71,932) 
3,997 (27,573) 

0 0 
25 24 

~ 

- (66,735) (99,481) - 

0 

- - (6,472) (6,921) 
~ (212) (211) 

0 - 

(3,003) (4.477) 
0 0 

(25) 15831 
\--, \---,  

- (87) (1 83) 
(3.115) (5.242) 

~ (22.563) (30.873) 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 748 

Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT AMELIA ISLAND ~~ ~ 

COUNTY: NASSAU 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Buu 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

1-1/74'' 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

W t e  Fire PrQkcIica 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I - l f l "  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I ,  4" 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
S41.05 
$82.10 

S128.29 
S256.57 
$410.51 
$590. I 1  

S1.23 

_-_ 
-_- 
_-. 
_-- 

$13.69 

$42.76 
$85.53 

$136.84 
$196.70 

_-_ 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
UB!tl uee6) 

$7.21 
$10.81 
S18.01 
$36.03 
$57.65 

$115.29 
$180.15 
$360.30 
S576.47 
$828.68 

$0.90 

_-- _ _ _  
_-- 

$19.22 

$60.05 
$120.10 
$192.16 
$276.23 

, ___ 

$9.91 
s11.71 
$16.21 

$9.17 
$13.76 
S22.93 
$45.85 
573.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

S1.054.55 

$2.16 

___ _ _ _  _ _ _  ___ 
$6.11 

S12.23 
$19.10 
$38.21 
$61.13 
S87.88 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
u9.W in+rrarr 

$4.90 
$7.35 

$12.25 
$24.50 
$39.20 
$78.40 

$122.50 
$245.00 
$392.00 
$563.50 

$1.02 

__. __ _ _ _  
__. 

53.27 
$6.53 

$10.21 
S20.42 
$32.67 
$46.96 

$15.65 $7.96 
$19.97 $10.00 
$30.77 S l 5 . l O  

$0.03 
50.05 
$0.09 
$0.17 
$0.28 
$0.56 
$0.87 
$1.74 
12.79 
54.01 

$0.01 

___ 
$0.02 
$0.05 
$0.07 
SO. 15 
$0.23 
$0.33 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 749 

Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
YxcEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT AMELIA ISLAND 
COUNTY: NASSAU 
TESTYEARENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

General & Mult i -Family&&xs 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-m" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

Io" 

. Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5/8"x3/4" 
314" 

I"  
I-In'' 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U9.w 

$4.90 
s7.35 

$12.25 
S24.50 
$39.20 
$78.40 

$122.50 
$245.00 
$392.00 
S563.50 

s1.02 

S3.27 
$6.53 

s10.21 
S20.42 
$32.67 
$46.96 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
E!€€ua% 

50.04 
$0.06 
50.10 
50.20 
50.32 
SO 65 
SI 01 
$2 02 
$3.24 
$4.65 

50.01 

___ ___ 
50.03 
50.05 
50.08 
50.17 
50.27 
S0.39 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: AMELIA ISLAND 
COUNTY: NASSAO 
TESTYEARENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Residential 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

GenernlMul t t -Farmly  S~DKC 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"13/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

w x 34"  mrtrr 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rnte Increase 
Batrs u!%w UYm UYm iJLa!€m 

$12.67 $20.17 $17.59 $17.11 $O.lS 

$3.66 $3.15 $474 $2.57 $0.02 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

$12.67 
$19.01 
$3 I .68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
$202.77 
$316.83 
$633.66 

$1,013.85 
$1,457.41 

$4.39 

$23.65 
S30.97 
S34.63 

$20.17 
$30.26 
S50.43 

SIOO.85 
$161.36 
$322.72 
$504.25 

$1,008.50 
S1.613.60 
$2,319.55 

$3.78 

$29.62 
$35.92 
S39.07 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
S28 I .44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
S2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
S41.29 
$46.03 

$17.11 
$25.67 
$42.78 
$85.55 

$136.88 
S273.76 
$427.75 
$855.50 

$1.368.80 
$1,967.65 

$3.09 

$24.83 
$29.98 
$32.55 

$0.15 
$0.22 
$0.36 
$0.73 
$1.16 
$2.33 
$3.64 
$7.28 

$1 1.64 
$16.73 

$0.03 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
&Asmmum 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT AMELIA ISLAND 
COUNTY: NASSAU 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

Grnrral and M u M - F ~ m i M m k  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
yS''X3/4" 

3/4" 
I "  

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9e6) 

$17.11 

$2.57 
6M 

$17.11 
$25.67 
S42.78 
$85.55 

$136.88 
S273.76 
$427.75 
$855.50 

$1,368.80 
11i967.65 

$3.09 

Commission 
Approved 
4Y r. Rate 
ILerr+pae 

50.10 

$0.02 
6M 

50.10 
$0.16 
$0.26 
$0.52 
$0.83 
SI .66 
$2.60 
$5.20 
$8.32 

$11.96 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
YAmB 

SOUWERW STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
P l .ANT APACHE SHORES . -. .~ 
CO1!NTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONT- 

Current 
Bates 

Barr Facility Charge: 
Meter  Sue: 
5/8"X3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
S25.66 
$4 I .05 
S82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
S4 10.5 1 
$590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

W x 3W meter 
3M 
5 M  

10 M 

$1.23 

58.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

Commission Uiility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
use41 uB6l fJ%W 

$5.83 
$8.74 

$14.57 
$29.13 
$46.61 
S93.23 

$145.67 
S291.34 
S466.14 
$670.07 

$4.62 

$19.69 
$28.93 
$52.03 

S9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
545.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

55.80 
$8.70 

$14.50 
$29.00 
546.40 
$92.80 

$145.00 
$290.00 
$464.00 
$667.00 

$4.62 

Tvoical Res ideotial Bill 

$15.65 $19.66 
S19.97 $28.90 
$30.77 $52.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: APACHE SHORES 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

R & d d  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

W n t i a l  ~ W.steWate r Only 
Flat Rate: 

ckLm%- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
rn"r314" 

3/4" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Chnrge per 1,000 

w x 3/4" In€& 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) ' 

Current 
Bntes 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$17.27 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
uml 

$9.31 

$9.28 
6M 

$23.54 

NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA N/A 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee61 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

S44.27 

' ' I  . 

$23.65 $37.15 
$30.97 $55.71 
$34.63 $64.99 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
S87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$9.32 

$9.28 
6M 

$23.70 

59.32 
$13.98 
$23.30 
S46.60 
$74.56 

$149.12 
$233.00 
S466.W 
$745.60 

$1,071.80 

$11.14 

$37.16 
S55.72 
$65.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W_BTEB 

SOUTHERN STATES LITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: APPLE VALLEY 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Befrs 

Multi-F&&!yh 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"X3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-Iff" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

XS'' U / 4 "  m w  
3 M  
5 M  

IOM 

$5.13 
$7.70 

Commbsion Utility Cornmiasion Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate lncrcasc 
uee41 u2w m i!lLx€m 

$9.63 
$14.44 

$12.83 $24.07 
$25.66 $48.13 
S41.05 $77.01 
$82.10 $154.03 

$128.29 $240.67 
$256.57 $481.34 
$410.51 5770.15 
$590.1 1 $l,107.08 

$1.23 $1.44 

$8.82 
S11.28 
$17.43 

$13.95 
$16.83 
$24.03 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$7.39 
$1 1.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 
SI 18.24 
S184.75 
$369.50 
S591.20 
$849.85 

51.53 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.71 

S11.98 
$15.04 
$22.69 

50.05 
$0.08 
$0.13 
50.26 
$0.42 
$0.84 
$1.32 
$2.63 
$4.21 
$6.05 

50.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES IITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT APPLE VALLEY 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Gcncral& Mull i - F a m i l & m  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
llpe61 

$7.39 
SI 1.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 

$118.24 
$184.75 
$369.50 
$591.20 
$849.85 

$1.53 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate dccreasc 
in4xem 

$0.06 
$0.09 
SO. I5  
$0.3 I 
$0.49 
$0.98 
$1.53 
S3.05 
$4.88 
S7.02 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
P L A W  APPLE VALLEY 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.19% 

Base Facility Ch8rge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

B 8 r  Facility Charge: 
Meter Sic: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-ItZ'' 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

11 I, 

3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
Bucr UPPIU 

$12.67 $16.40 

S3.66 S4.98 
6M 6M 

$12.67 $16.40 
s19.01 $24.60 
$3 I .68 141.00 
$63.37 582.00 

5101.39 S131.20 
S202.77 S262.40 
S316.83 S410.00 
S633.66 s820.00 

S1,013.85 Sl.3 12.00 
S1,457.41 S1,886.00 

$439 s5.97 

Commission Utility Commission 

Final Find Rate Increase 
une6) u!Lm i r L Y € m  

Requested Approved Approved 

517.59 517.11 $0.15 

54.74 $2.57 50.02 
6M 6M 

S17.59 
S26.39 
$43.98 
S87.95 

S140.72 
S281.44 
s439.75 
S879.50 

$1.407.20 
$2.022.85 

S5.69 

517.11 
S25.67 
$42.78 
$85.55 

1136.88 
5273.76 
5427.75 
S855.50 

S1.368.80 
S1.967.65 

53.09 

7 E i U  

523.65 S31.34 S31.81 $24.83 
$30.97 s41.30 14 I .29 129.98 
534.63 S46.28 146.03 132.55 

10.15 
$0.22 
$0.36 
$0.73 
$1.16 
$2.33 
53.64 
57.28 

S11.64 
$16.73 

50.03 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
'WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: APPLE VALLEY 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

&sidmm 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue:  

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size:  
5/8"r3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

$17.1 I 

$2.57 
6 M  

'617.11 
$25.67 
$42.78 
$85.55 
$136.88 
$273.76 
$427.75 
$855.50 

$1,368.80 
$1,967.65 

$3.09 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Ibcreme 

$0.10 

$0.02 

$0.10 
$0.16 
$0.26 
$0.52 
$0.83 
$1.66 
$2.60 
$5.20 
$8.32 
$11.96 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT BAY LAKE ESTATES 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Ewes 

&&enti& General & .Multi-Family.Serrices 
Base Facilit) Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" $5.13 

3/4" S7.70 
1" 512.83 

I-ln" S25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" $82 IO 
4" S128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $4 10.5 I 

10" $590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 S1.23 

1. 4" 

3 M  
5M 

10 M 

S8.82 
$1 1.28 
s17.43 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
m 

S16.40 
S24.60 
$41.01 
$82.02 
SI 3 1.22 
$262.45 
$410.08 
$820 15 

$1,312.25 
51.886.35 

$3.21 

$26.03 
S32.45 
S48.50 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
m 

59.17 
S13.76 
S22.93 
S45.85 
S73.36 

S146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

S1.054.55 

$2.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
ub41 

517.60 
S26.40 
$44.00 
$88.00 

S140.80 
S28 I .60 
S440.00 
s 8 8 0.0 0 

SI ,408.00 
S2.024.00 

53.44 

$15.65 S27.92 
s19.97 S34.80 
$30.77 S52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A E E  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: BEACON HILLS 
COUNTY: DUVAL 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bales 

p 
B8se Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue:  
5/8"13/4" $5.13 

314" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

$25.66 
141.05 
$82.10 

S128.29 
5256.57 
5410.51 
$590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $1.23 

10 M 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
U!ml 

$7.14 
$10.71 
$17.85 
$35.71 
$57.14 

SI 14.27 
$178.55 
$357.10 
$571.36 
$821.33 

$0.94 

$8.82 $9.96 
S11.28 $11.84 
$17.43 $16.54 

Utility 
Rquested 

Final 
upe6) 

$9. I7 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
S 2 2 9.2 5 
$458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

$2.16 

Commission 
Approved 

f1n81 
upe6) 

$7.39 
S11.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
S59.12 

$118.24 
$184.75 
$369.50 
$591.20 
$849.85 

$1.53 

S15.65 S11.98 
$19.97 SIS.04 
S30.77 $22.69 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
iQLYcnu 

50.05 
50.08 
$0.13 
$0.26 
50.42 
$0.84 
$1.32 
52.63 
$4.21 
$6.05 

50.01 
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Schedule No, 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
YAIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: BEACON HILLS 
COUNTY: DUVAL 
TEST YEARENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

Bccidrotial. G P  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
Ml"x314" 

314" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
llee6) 

S7.39 
$11.09 
S18.48 
S36.95 
559.12 

S118.24 
S184.75 
S369.50 
$591.20 
S849.85 

s1.53 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
lLrrcure 

50.06 
50.09 
50.15 
50.31 
50.49 
50.98 
51.53 
$3.05 
54.88 
57.02 

50.01 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER.  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, LNC. 
PLANT: BEACON HILLS 
COUNTY: DWAL 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Utility Commission Commission 

Final Final Rate Increase 
Requested Approved Approved 

uee61 llpe6l inzrean 

Commission 
Approved 
Interim 
cL9.w 

Current 
Iwes 

Residenrial 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
All meter sizes $12.67 $13.33 

$3.30 
6M 

$17.59 

s4.74 
6M 

$17.11 

$2.57 
6M 

so. 15 

$0.02 $3.66 
6M 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

$0.26 
Wastewater On ly 

Flat Rate: $31.86 $30.35 $44.21 $30.35 

M u I t i - F a d y S e m k  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-ID" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

$17.59 
$26.39 

$17.11 
$25.67 

$0.15 
$0.22 
$0.36 
$0.73 
51.16 
$2.33 
$3.64 
$7.28 

$11.64 
$16.13 . 

$12.67 
519.01 

$13.33 
s20.00 

$31.68 
$63.31 

$101.39 
$202.17 

$33.33 
$66.65 

s43.98 
$87.95 

s42.78 
S85.55 

$106.64 
$213.28 

S 140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 $427 .15 
$819.50 $855.50 

SI ,407.20 51.368.80 
$2.022.85 SI ,967.65 

S 136.88 
S213.16 

$316.83 $333.25 
$633.66 $666.50 

51,013.85 $1,066.40 
$1,457.41 $1,532.95 

$4.39 $3.96 $5.69 $3.09 $0.03 

W x 314"- 
3 M  $24.83 

$29.98 
$32.55 

$23.65 $23.23 $31.81 
530.97 $29.83 $41.29 
$34.63 $33.13 $46.03 

5M 
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWArrR 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BEACON HILLS 
COUNTY: DUVAL 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

Braidrntial- Wastewater Only 
Flat Rate: 

Gend and Multi-Fady%mk 
. Base Facility Charge: 

Meter Size: 
5ia"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-112'' 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

$17.11 

$2.57 
6M 

$30.35 

$17.11 
$25.67 
$42.78 
$85.55 

S136.88 
S273.76 
S427.75 
S855.50 

S1.368.80 
S1.967.65 

S3.09 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Vr. Rate 
QEcLc€s 

50.10 

$0.02 

$0.18 

50.10 
$0.16 
50.26 
50.52 
50.83 
51.66 
52.60 
55.20 
58.32 

$11.96 

s0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
X4mB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BEECHER'S POINT 
COUNTY: P1:TNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Batca 

ksidential. G e n a  I & Multi-F- 
Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
SKl"X3l4" 

3/4" 
I ' I  

I-In" 
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

512.83 
$25.66 
54 I .os 
S82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
5410.51 
S590.11 

51.23 

$8.82 
SI 1.28 
$17.43 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

lnterim Final Final 
m UB6l UB6l 

S14.88 
$22.32 
$37.20 
574.39 

$119.(13 
S238.06 
$371.97 
s743.93 

$1,190.29 
s1,711.04 

53.71 

S26.01 
533.43 
551.98 

$9 17 $14.90 
$13,76 S22.35 
s22 93 S37.25 
545 85 574.50 
$73,36 51 19.20 

$146 72 5238.40 
$229,25 5372.50 
5458.50 $745.00 
$733.60 $ I,l92.00 

51,054.55 s1.713.50 

52 16 53.71 

515.65 
$1997 
530 77 

$26.03 
533.45 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BEECHER'S POINT 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

General snd M V  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Current 
h i e s  

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$12.67 
$19.01 
$31.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
$202.77 
$316.83 
$633.66 

$1.013.85 
$1,457.41 

$4.39 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final ' 

U!ml w2.w u9e61 

$19.78 

$6.56 
6M 

'$19.78 
$29.67 
$49.45 
$98.90 

$158.24 
$316.48 
$494.50 
$989.00 

$1,582.40 
$2,274.70 

$7.87 

. i '11 

$23.65 $39.46 
$30.97 $52.58 
$34.63 $59.14 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1.407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

$19.88 

$6.54 
6M 

$19.88 
$29.82 
$49.70 
$99.40 

$159.04 
$318.08 
$497.00 
$994.00 

$1,590.40 
$2,286.20 

57.85 

$39.50 
$52.58 
$59.13 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
E A m B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BUENAVENTlIRA LAKES ~~ ~ 

COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Ratm 

R c s , d c n f l a l . G c n e r P l &  hblt i33mih scrviw3 . .  
Base Facility Chsrgr: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" $4.55 

314" $6.81 
1" $11.37 

1-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

m a r  11 4" 

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$22.71 
$36.32 
$72.68 
SI 13.56 
$227.12 

d a  
d a  

$1.24 

$8.27 
S10.75 
$16.95 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
upe4) m 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
S45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

S1.054.55 

$2.16 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Rate Increase Final 
Lleeh) hzY=.u 

$7.39 
$1 1.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 
SI 18.24 
$184.75 
$369.50 
$591.20 
$849.85 

SI 53 

S15.65 
S19.97 
S30.77 

$1 1.98 
$15.04 
$22.69 

$0.05 
$0.08 
$0.13 
$0.26 
50.42 
$0.84 
$1.32 
$2.63 
$4.21 
$6.05 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOt'R YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAmR 

SOIJTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BUENAVENTURALAKES 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

R c . l d e n t l a l . r a l &  M u l t i - F a d y & r w w  . .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sizc. 
5/8"x3/4" 

3f4" 
1" 

I - l f l "  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upp61 

$7.39 
$11.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
559.l2 

$118.24 
$184.75 
S369.50 
$591.20 
S849.85 

S1.53 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. h t e  
kcssas€ 

$0.06 
$0.09 
so. 15 
$0.31 
$0.49 
$0.98 
51.53 
$3.05 
$4.88 
57.02 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 58 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BtlENAVENTURA LAKES 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

W N T H L Y  RATES 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
BLtu upp4) 

Utility Commission 
Requested Approved 

Final Final 
U9m upe61 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
inzreas 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

a u i d n t i a l  -Waste watcr Qalr 
Flat Rate: 

$8.57 

$4.50 
10M 

NIA 

NIA 
NIA 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

513.18 

15.23 
6M 

50.11 

$0.04 

S29.22 NIA NIA NIA NIA 

cwater Onlv Service 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si=: 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

$17.59 
$26.39 
93 .98  
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,02235 

113.18 so. I I 5/8"x3/4" 
314" 

$8.57 
$12.86 
$21.42 
$42.83 
$68.52 

$137.08 
$214. I6 
$428.35 

NIA 
NIA 

$5.39 

$19.77 
S32.95 

$0.17 
$0.28 1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-In" $65.90 
SI 05.44 
$210.88 
$329.50 
$659.00 

$1.054.40 
51,515.70 

50.56 
$0.90 
SI .79 
$2.80 
$5.60 
58.97 

$12.89 

$0.05 Gallonage Charge per 1.000 $5.69 $6.28 

$31.81 
$41.29 
S46.03 

$28.87 
$39.33 
S44.56 

$22.07 NIA 
$31.07 . NIA 

6 M (Maximum Bill) 
10 M (Prior Maximum Bill) 

$35.57 
$53.57 

NIA 
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Schedule No. 68 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWdTER 

SOI'THERN STATES 1TII.ITIES. IVC. 
PLANT: BUESAVENTIIRA LIKES 
COLNTI : OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Rcaidential 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1.O00 
Gallonage Cap 

Flat Rate: 

Gcnersl.Multi-FPmilvsndCommcrcial Wastewpter Q d y A n k t  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"J/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-la" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$13.18 

$5.23 
6 M  

NIA 

$13.18 
$19.77 
$32.95 
$65.90 
$105.44 
5210.88 
$329.50 
$659.00 

$1,054.40 
$1,515.70 

$6.28 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Ilrrerssc 

50.08 

$0.03 

NIA 

50.08 
$0.12 
$0.20 
$0.40 
$0.64 
$1.28 
$2.00 
$4.00 
$6.41 
$9.21 

$0.04 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmE 

SOITTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BURNT STORE 
COUNTY: CHARLOTTWLEE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Raidentin1 & Ge neral Scrvicc 
W i - F m i l v  & Public &Ub, 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Erivate Fire Emectkm 
5B"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

W' d 4 "  Instet 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

Current 
Ram 

s5.13 
S7.70 

S12.83 
S25.66 
S4 1.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
S256.57 
$410.51 
S590.11 

S1.23 

___ 
_-- 
__. __ 

$13.69 

S42.76 
$85.53 

$136.84 
5196.70 

___ 

S8.82 
SI 1.28 
$17.43 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
upe4) 

S13.53 
520.29 
S33.82 
S67.64 

S108.23 
S216.46 
$338.21 
S676.43 

51,082.28 
$1,555.78 

S3.85 

__. 
_-. 
__. 
__. 

S36.08 

$112.74 
S225.48 
S360..76 
$518 59 

_- 

$25.08 
$32.78 
S52.03 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
upe61 

123.62 
535.43 
S59.05 

$118.10 
5188.96 
5377.92 
S590.50 

s I ,  I8 I .00 
S1,889.60 
S2.716.30 

$3.27 

... 

... 

._. 
__. 

S15.75 
s31.49 
549.21 
S98.42 

$157.47 
$226.36 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

113.80 
$20.70 
$34.50 
569.00 

$1 10.40 
S220.80 
$345.00 
S690.00 

S1,104.00 
S1,587.00 

53.82 

__. 
__. 
__. 
_.. 

59.20 
S18.40 
S28.75 
S57.50 
$92.00 

5132.25 

s33.43 S25.26 
S39.97 S32.90 
$56.32 $52.00 
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Schedule No. JB 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOIITHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: BURNT STORE 
COUNTY: CHARLOTTEILEE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Residential 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap " 

MONTHLY BBIES 

Commission Utility 

Current Interim Final 
Approved Requested 

Bptu upe41 uee61 

S12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

110.99 

$3.62 
6M 

p 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"x3/4" $12.67 $10.99 

314" $19.01 $16.49 
1" $31.68 $27.48 

i-in-9 S63.37 $54.95 
2" s101.39 $87.92 
3" 5202.77 S175.84 
4" S316.83 S274.75 
6" 1633.66 S549.50 
8" $1,013.85 S879.20 
IO" $1,457.41 1 1,263.85 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $4.39 $4.34 

5/8" I 314" msm 
3 M  
J M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

$23.65 
$30.97 
$34.63 

$21.85 
$29.09 
S32.71 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
S87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
S879.50 

S1,407.20 
S2,022.85 

$5.69 

S31.81 
S41.29 
$46.03 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rule Increase 
uee61 i!L?aal 

$7.90 

12.79 
6M 

$7.90 
SI 1.85 
S19.75 
$39.50 
$63.20 

S126.40 
$197.50 
$395.00 
$632.00 
$908.50 

53.35 

S16.27 
S21.85 
S24.64 

$0.07 

$0.02 

50.07 
$0.10 
$0. I7 
$0.34 
50.54 
$1.08 
$1.68 
$3.36 
$5.38 
17.73 

50.03 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT BURNT STORE 
COUNTY: CHARLOTT'WLEE 
TEST YEAR ENDED. DECEMBER 31,195'6 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S k .  

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

ti-Familv and r- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
SB"r3I4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-IL?'' 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u.ml 

$7.90 

$2.79 
6M 

$7.90 
$11.85 
$19.75 
$39.50 
$63.20 

$126.40 
S I  97.50 
5395.00 
$632.00 
$908.50 

$3.35 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
IhLeaSc 

$0.05 

50.02 

$0.05 
50.07 
50.12 
$0.24 
$0.38 
$0.77 
$1.20 
$2.40 
$3.84 
$5.52 

$0.02 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 772 

Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W k ! !  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: CARLTON VILLAGE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bptrs 

~ n e r d ~ F a d y  I- .s€lYiw . .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size 
5/8"X3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

1-m" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 1 

$1.23 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
u!wl une61 uee6) 

$10.61 
S15.91 
$26.52 
$53.05 
$84.88 

$169.75 
1265.24 
$530.48 
$848.76 

$1,220.09 

$2.15 

11 4" 

3 M  
SM 
IO M 

S8.82 $17.06 
$11.28 S21.36 
$17.43 $32.1 I 

$9. I7 
$13.16 
$22.93 
s45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

52.1b 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$17.10 
$25.65 
$42.75 
$85.50 

$136.80 
$273.60 
$427.50 
$855.00 

$1,368.00 
$1,966.50 

$3.49 

$27.57 
$34.55 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES 1ITILITIES. INC. 
PLANT CHULUOTA 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Befrs 

p . .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5Bx3/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

i-in" S25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" s410.51 
10" $590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge ptr 1,000 

ya" J 3/4" rmtrr 
. 3 M  

S M  
10 M 

S1.23 

Commission. Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Rate Increase Interim Final Final 
uee4) LLee61 upesl i!LzYcm 

S12.97 
$19.45 
$32.42 
$64.84 
S103.74 
S207.48 
$324.18 
$648.36 

$1.037.38 
$1,491.23 

$2.61 

$8.82 
S11.28 
S17.43 

$20.80 
$26.02 
$39.07 

$9. I7 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 
$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

$1,054.55 

S2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

S16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
$81.70 
$130.72 
$261.44 
S408.50 
$817.00 

$1.307.20 
SI ,879. IO 

$2.85 

$24.89 
S30.59 
$44.84 

SO.IZ 
SO. I7 
$0.29 
50.58 
$0.93 
$1.86 
52.91 
$5.82 
59.31 
S13.38 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
B'4Tm 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: CHULUOTA ~~ ~ 

COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

p . .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"r3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I- l i2" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

$16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
$81.70 

S130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1,307.20 
$1,879.10 

$2.85 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
rkclmse 

$0.13 
$0.20 
$0.34 
$0.67 
$1.08 
$2.16 
$3.37 
$6.74 

$10.79 
$15.51  

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: CHULUOTA 
COUNTY: SEMmOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

&sidmkl 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sizc: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

d MuJti-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5Wr314" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

518" x 314"mcrCr 
3M 
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Currcnc 
Bates 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
m U.9m U.9m 

$20.41 

$7.43 
6M 

NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 

S23.65 
$30.97 
$34.63 

$42.70 
$57.56 
$64.99 

$17.59 

$4.14 
6M 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

$20.42 

$7.43 
6M 

$20.42 
$30.63 
$51.05 

$lOZ.lO 
$163.36 
$326.72 
$510.50 

s1.02 I .oo 
$ 1,633.60 
$2,348.30 

$8.92 

S42.71 
$57.57 
$65.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
E a E B  

SOIITHERN STATES ZITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT CITRUS PARK 
COUNTY MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bptrs 

R e s i d e n t i n l . r n  I & Mull i-Family Scrvicer 
Base Fncility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
S/a"X3/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

l-ln" $25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" S256.57 
8" $4 10.5 1 

10" $590.1 I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

s a  x 3/4" mrtrr 
3 M  
S M  

10 M 

$1.23 

Utility Commission Commission 

interim Final Final Rate Increase 

Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

LLep41 une6) U9'96l inzY€m 

$6.76 $9.17 
$10.15 $13.76 
$16.91 $22.93 
$33.82 $45.85 
$54.12 S73.3h 

S 108.24 $146.72 
$169.12 $229.25 
$338.25 $458.50 
$541.19 $733.60 
$777.97 11,054.55 

$1.65 12. lh 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

$11.71 
$15.01 
$23.26 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

S 146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

S1,049.95 

s I .97 

$15.04 
S18.98 
$28.83 

$0.06 
50.10 
$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$1.04 
$1.62 
53.25 
$5.20 
57.47 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
lwITEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT CITRUS PARK 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"13/4" 

314" 
I" 

l-ln" 
2** 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

$9.13 
S13.70 
S22.83 
S45.65 
$73.04 
5146.08 
$228.25 
S456.50 
S730.40 

S1.049.95 

s1.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
€!c€mw 

S0.08 
so.1 I 
S0.19 
30.38 
S0.60 
51.21 
$1.88 
53.77 
$6.03 
S8.67 

s0.02 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT CITRUS PARK 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1994 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"13/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-ln" 

MONTHLY RATES 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
Bates UeeQl 

$12.67 $20.65 

$3.66 $7.37 
6 M  6 M  

$12.67 
$19.01 
$31.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
S202.77 
$316.83 
$633.66 

$1,013.85 
$1,457.41 

$20.65 
$30.98 
$5 1.63 

$103.25 
$165.20 
$330.40 
$516.25 

$1,032.50 
$1,652.00 
$2,374.75 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $4.39 $8.84 

Utility Commission Commission 

Final Final Rate Increase 
Requested Approved Approved 

uee61 uee61 iLL&aus 

$17.59 $18.86 $0.16 

s4.74 $5.58 $0.05 
6 M  6M 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$28 I .44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47.15 
$94.30 

$150.88 
$301.76 
$471.50 
$943.00 

$1,508.80 
$2,168.90 

$6.70 

5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

TvoieslResidentinlBill 

S23.65 $42.76 $31.81 $35.61 
$30.97 $57.50 $41.29 $46.77 
$34.63 SM.87 $46.03 $52.35 

SO. 16 
$0.24 
$0.40 
50.80 
s I .28 
$2.57 
$4.01 
$8.02 

$12.83 
$18.45 

$0.06 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
w-I? 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: CITRUS PARK 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1994 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue:  

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Y Servlrr. 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-1/2" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
w4) 

$18.86 

$5.58 
6M 

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47.15 
$94.30 
$150.88 
$301.76 
$471.50 
$943.00 

$1,508.80 
$2,168.90 

$6.70 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Eecwtse 

$0.1 1 

$0.03 

$0.11 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.57 
$0.92 
$1.83 
$2.86 
$5.73 
$9.17 
$13.18 

$0.04 
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PSC- 96 - 13 2 0 -FOF - WS 

Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDlrLE. 
W_8I&R 

SOllTHERN STATES llTILITlES, INC. 
PLANT: CITRUS SPRINGS 
COUNTY: CITRL'S 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility 

Current Interim Final 
Approved Requested 

Ram w u9p6) 
Multi-Family Swim 

Base FsciliQ Charge: 
Meter Size: 
SW'X3I4" 

3/4" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

i-in" 

Gallonagr Charge per 1,000 

w x 34"  mrtrr 
3 M  
5 M  
IO M 

$5.13 $8.75 
S7.70 $13.13 

$12.83 $21.88 
$25.66 $43.77 
$41.05 $70.03 
$82.10 $140.06 

$128.29 $218.84 
$256.57 $437.69 
$410.51 $700.30 
S590. I 1  $1,006.68 

$1.23 $2.12 

m r  identisl Bill 

$8.82 S15.Il 
$11.28 $19.35 
$17.43 $29.95 

$9. I7 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
s19.97 
$30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
u9p61 ilL&€m 

57.39 $0.05 
$11.09 $0.08 
$18.48 $0. I3 
$36.95 $0.26 
$59.12 $0.42 

$118.24 $0.84 
$184.75 $1.32 
$369.50 $2.63 
5591.20 54.21 
$849.85 $6.05 

$1.53 $0.01 

$11.98 
$15.04 
$22.69 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 

SOUTHERN STATES IITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT CITRUS SPRINGS ~ 

COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

W e n t i &  Genera IBrhZlllu S C W b  
Base Facility Chnrge: 
Meter Sic: 
5/8"r3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
unedl 

s7.39 
S11.09 
S18.48 
S36.95 
S59.12 
SI 18.24 
S184.75 
$369.50 
$591.20 
S849.85 

$1.53 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Derrrare 

50.06 
50.09 
50.15 
$0.31 
50.49 
50.98 
51.53 
53.05 
$4.88 
57.02 

so.01 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT CITRUS SPRINGS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

-1 and Multi-Fa- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
SKl"X314" 

314" 
I "  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-ItZ'' 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Sls" x 3lV meter 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requuted Appmved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
lhtcs u?%ll u9.w u9e6) inzx=Ls 

$12.67 $16.29 $17.59 $18.86 $0.16 

$3.66 $7.09 $4.74 $5.58 $0.05 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

$12.67 
$19.01 
$31.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
$202.77 
$316.83 
$633.66 

$16.29 
$24.44 
S40..73 
$81.45 

$130.32 
$260.64 
$407.25 
$814.50 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$28 1.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,013.85 f 1,303.20 s 1,407.20 
s1.457.41 $1,873.35 $2,022.85 

s4.39 $8.51 $5.69 

$23.65 S37.56 531.81 
$30.97 $5 1.74 $41.29 
$34.63 $58.83 $46.03 

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47.15 
$94.30 

$150.88 
$301.76 
$47 I s o  
$943.00 

$1,508.80 
$2.168.90 

$6.70 

$35.61 
$46.77 
$52.35 

SO. 16 
$0.24 
$0.40 
$0.80 
$1.28 
$2.57 
$4.01 
$8.02 

$12.83 
518.45 

50.06 
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Schedule No. 68 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT CITRUS SPRINGS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

-a1 and Multi-Family Service 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
518"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
I-1R" 

3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
me61 

$18.86 

$5.58 
6 M  

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47.15 
$94.30 
$150.88 
$301.76 
$471.50 
$943.00 

$2,168.90 
$1,508.80 

$6.70 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Qwx?s 

$0.1 1 

$0.03 

$0.11 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.57 
$0.92 
$1.83 
$2.86 
$5.73 
$9.17 
$13.18 

$0.04 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
IYATEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: CRYSTAL RIVER HIGHLANDS 

~ ~ 

COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Ram 

I & Mult i-vami- 

Base Facility Charge: 
Merer Size: 
5B"x3/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-in" $25.66 
2" $4 I .os 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 

10" $590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

" x 4" meter 
3M 
5M 

10 M 

$1.23 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Ll!B4l u9e6) u9e6) inlvrars 

510.15 
$15.22 
$25.37 
$50 73 
$81.17 

$162.34 
$253.66 
S507.32 
$811.71 

$1,166.83 

$2.21 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$8.82 $16.78 515.65 
$1 1.28 $21.20 $19.97 
s 17.43 $32.25 530.77 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 

$106.08 
$2 12. I6 
133 I .so 
$663.00 

SI ,060.80 
$1,524.90 

$2.82 

$21.72 
527.36 
$4 I .46 

$0.09 
$0.14 
$0.24 
$0.47 . 
$0.76 
$1.51  
$2.36 
$4.72 
57.55 

$10.86 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
YiKrm 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: CRYSTAL RIVER HIGHLANDS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

&s&ntiaL Ge neral & Mult i-Familv Services 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
518"x314" 

314'' 
1 " 

I-1R" 
2" 
3.' 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9e61 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 

$106.08 
$2 12.16 
$331.50 
$663.00 

$1,060.80 
$1  ,524.90 

S2.82 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Q€cLmse 

$0.1 I 
$0.16 
$0.27 
$0.55 
$0.88 
$1.75 
$2.74 
$5.47 
$8.76 

$12.59 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
K4llLB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: DAETWYLER SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Bpten upp41 upe61 u9.m i l L k a r s  

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
Sia"r3I4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5 M  
10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

S128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 I 

S1.23 

$12.03 
S18.05 
$30.08 
$60.16 
$96.26 

5192.51 
S300.80 
$601.60 
$962.55 

S1.383.67 

S1.84 

$8.82 
$11.28 
SI 7.43 

$17.55 
$21.23 
$30.43 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
545.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
5458.50 
$733.60 

51,054.5S 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

510.35 
515.53 
S25.88 
$51.75 
$82.80 

S 165.60 
$258.75 
$517.50 
$828.00 

$1,190.25 

$2.58 

S18.09 
$23.25 
S36.15 

$0.07 
so. 1 I 
$0.18 
$0.37 
$0.59 
$1.18 
$1.84 
$3.68 
55.89 
$8.47 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDVLE 
W A E E  

SOL!THERN STATES ZITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT DAETWYLER SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

General Br Mult i-Fnmilv S e w i m  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I " 

3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

S10.35 
$15.53 
S25.88 
551.75 
582.80 

$165.60 
$258.75 
S517.50 
5828.00 

S1.190.25 

$2.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Ilrrrrarr 

50.09 
SO. I3 
50.21 
50.43 
50.68 
51.37 
52.14 
$4.27 
56.83 
59.82 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WATER 

SOUTHERN STATES ZITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: DEEP CREEK 
COUNTY: CHARLOTTE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY RATES 

Current 
Bater 

Besideritial.GsnwaL& M u I t i - F m ~ & b ~ k ~  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
518"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

io M 

S13.69 
S13.69 
$34.21 
568.43 
5109.50 
5219.00 
$342.19 
5684.36 
$684.36 
N/A 

$4.12 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
une41 m 

513.75 
s13.75 
S34.36 
568.72 
5109.97 
5219.94 
$343.66 
$687.30 
$687.30 

N/A 

54.14 

526.05 526. I7 
534.29 s34.45 
554.89 $55.15 

59.17 
513.16 
522.93 
$45.85 
573.36 
5146.72 
S229.25 
5458.50 
$733.60 

NIA 

S2.16 

515.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U9.W 

s13.50 
520.25 
533.75 
567.50 
5108.00 
$216.00 
S337.50 
5675.00 

$1,080.00 
51,552.50 

53.85 

S25.05 
532.75 
552.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: DEEP CREEK 
COUNTY: CHARLOTTE 
TEST YEARENDED: DECEMBER31,1996 

Residential 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size. 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

i-in** 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

5L8" I. Y4" m a  
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

10 M (Prior Maximum Bill) 

Current 
Batu 

$19.40 

$3.97 
I OM 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
w .  upe6) 

$19.40 
$19.40 
$48.52 
$97.02 

$155.25 
$310.50 
$485.17 
$970.31 
$970.31 

$0.00 

$4.75 

$19.40 

$3.97 
1 OM 

$19.40 
$19.40 
$48.52 
$97.02 

$155.25 
$310.50 
5485.17 
$970.3 1 
$970.31 

$0.00 

$4.75 

$31.31 $31.31 
$39.25 $39.25 
$43.22 $43.22 
$59.10 $59.10 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

S17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$4 I .29 
$46.03 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
uee6) i laxem 

$18.94 

$4.88 
6M 

$18.94 
$28.41 
$47.35 
594.70 
s I5 1.52 
$303.04 
$473.50 
$947.00 

$1,515.20 
$2,178.10 

$5.85 

$33.58 
$43.33 
$48.21 

$0.16 

$0.04 

50.16 
50.24 
50.40 
50.81 
$ I  .29 
$2.58 
$4.03 
$8.05 

$12.89 
$18.52 

$0.05 
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Schedule No. 68 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT DEEP CREEK 
COUNTY: CHARLOTTE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final 4 Yr. Rate 
uee61 R€ELeme 

W d e n t i a l  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

General and Multi-Familv Service 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

$18.94 $0.12 

$4.88 
6M 

$18.94 
$28.41 
$47.35 
$94.70 

$151.52 
$303.04 
$473.50 
$947.00 

S1,S 15.20 
$2,178.10 

$5.85 

$0.03 

$0.12 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.58 
$0.92 
$1.84 
$2.88 
$5.75 
$9.21 

$13.23 

$0.04 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
B!taFz 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT DELTONA 
COUNTY: VOLUSlA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Balks 

era1 & Mult i-Fmilv Scrv iw  ResidentlaL Gen . .  
Base Faciliw Charee: 

I 

Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I - I R - ~  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5/8" x 3/4" mrtrc 
3 M  
5M 
10 M 

S5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
$25.66 
S41.05 
$82.10 
S'128.29 
S256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 I 

$1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u9p41 

S6.38 
$9.47 
$15.94 
s3 I .89 
S51.02 
S102.04 
$ 159.44 
$318.87 
$510.19 
$733 40 

$1.09 

Lltility 
Rcqueslcd 

Final 

$9.17 
$13.76 
S22.93 
S45.85 
$73.36 
$146.72 
S229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

S2.16 

. i '  

$8.82 S9.65 515.65 
S11.28 $11.83 s19.97 
$17.43 S17.28 S30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
LL9p61 

$7.04 
$10.56 
$17.60 
$35.20 
S56.32 
S112.64 
$176.00 
S352.00 
5563.20 
$809.60 

$1.19 

S10.61 
S12.99 
$18.94 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
ha€m 

$0.05 
50.08 
$0.13 
50.25 
50.40 
$0.80 
51.25 
52.51 
$4.01 
$5.76 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDOCTION SCHEDULE 
W A n B  

SOLITHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: DELTONA ~ 

COUNTY: VOLUSIA 
TEST YEARENDED: DECEMBER31,1996 

eneral& Multi-- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue:  
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

1 - m "  
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
llpe61 

$7.04 
$10.56 
$17.60 
$35.20 
$56.32 
$112.61 
5176.00 
$352.00 
$563.20 
$809.60 

$1.19 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Q€€r€as 

N.06 
$0.09 
$0.15 
$0.29 
$0.46 
$0.93 
$1.45 
$2.91 
54.65 
$6.68 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT DELTONA 
COUNTY: VOLUSIA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 - 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Chnrge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Qncral tad M u l t i - F d -  
Bnse Facility Chnrge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

1-1/2" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Chnrge per 1,000 

Emuent 
Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

v8" x3/4" ilL&x 
3m 
5 M  
6 M (Mnrimum Bill) * 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
Ram uee41 uee6) ueph) 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$12.61 
$19.01 
$31.68 
$63.31 

$101.39 
$202.77 
$316.83 
$633.66 

$1,013.85 
$1,457.41 

$4.39 

$0.06 

$23.65 
$30.97 
$34.63 

$21.25 

$6.95 
6M 

$21.25 
$31.88 
$53.13 

$106.25 
$170.00 
$340.00 
$531.25 

$1,062.50 
$1,700.00 
$2,443.15 

$8.35 

S0.06 

$42.10 
$56.00 
S62.95 

$17.59 

$4.14 
6M 

$21.26 

$6.95 
6M 

$17.59 $21.26 
$26.39 $3 I .89 
$43.98 $53.15 
$81.95 $106.30 

$140.72 $170.08 
$281.44 $340.16 
$439.75 $531.50 
$879.50 $1,063 .OO 

$1,407.20 $1,700.80 
$2.022.85 $2,444.90 

$5.69 

$0.06 

$31.81 
$4 I .29 
$46.03 

$8.35 

$0.06 

$42.12 
$56.03 
$62.99 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A l m  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT DOL RAY MANOR 
COUNTY SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Ram 

e n m l &  Multi-Fnrniiy kmicc~ 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"X3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

I, 4" 
3 M  
5M 
IO M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 I 

$1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
m 

S2l . l l  
$3 1.67 
$52.78 

$105.55 
$168.88 
$337.76 
$527.75 

$1,055.50 
$1.688.80 
$2,427.66 

$2.13 

Utility Commission Commission 

Final Final Rate Increase 
Requested Approved Approved 

u9e61 u9e61 i!La!€m 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 

5106.08 
$2 12.16 
$331.50 
$663.00 

$1,060.80 
$1,524.90 

$0.09 
so. 14 
$0.24 
$0.47 
$0.76 
$1.51 
$2.36 
$4.72 
$7.55 

S10.86 

$2.16 $2.82 $0.02 

$8.82 $27.50 $15.65 $21.12 
$11.28 $3 1.76 $19.97 $27.36 
$17.43 $42.41 $30.77 S41.46 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
YLKCFJl 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: DOL RAY MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Residential. Gens ral & Mu 1 I i - F - m  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
518"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

i-in** 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m!%I 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 

S106.08 
$2 12.16 
$33 I s o  
$663.00 

S1,060.80 
$1,524.90 

$2.82 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
ILrrcrarc 

$0.11 
50.16 
$0.27 
$0.55 
50.88 
$1.15 
$2.74 
55.47 
$8.76 

SI2.S9 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
YiKcEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT DRUID HILLS 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Current 
Burs_ 

Mdent ia l .  G- Iti-FamihLSclriren 
Base Facility Charge: 

Commiasion Utility 
Approved Requested 

lnterim Final 
uee41 uee6) 

Meter Size: 
5/8"3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5 M  
. 1 0 M  

$5.13 $11.90 
$7.70 $17.85 

$12.83 $29.75 
$25.66 $59.50 
$41.05 $95.20 
$82.10 $190.40 

$128.29 $297.49 
$256.57 $594.99 
$410.51 $95 1.98 
$590.1 I $1,368.48 

$1.23 

$8.82 
$11.28 
S17.43 

$1.85 

517.45 
s21.15 
S30.40 

$9.17 
$13.76 
S22.93 
s45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

S1,054.55 

$2.16 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate lncrease 
uee6) iI&i€m 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

S146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
S 7 3 0.4 0 

S1.049.95 

s I .97 

I y & j k d i f i a l  Bill 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$15.04 
$18.98 
S28.83 

$0.06 
$ O . l O  
$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$ I  .04 
$ I  .62 
$3.25 
$5.20 
$7.47 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAmE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT DRLIID HILLS 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

&id& General & Mull i - F a m i l y B  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
s 2 2 a . 2 ~  
$456.50 
$730.40 

$1,049.95 

$1.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate - 

$0.08 
$0.1 I 
50.19 
$0.38 
$0.60 
$1.21 
$1.88 
$3.77 
$6.03 
$8.67 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAlXE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, MC. 
PLANT: EAST LAKE HARMS ESTATES 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 

~~ 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
519"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$4 I .05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$4 10.5 1 
$590. I I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 S1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
uee41 

$7.15 
510.72 
$17.87 
535.74 
S57.19 

$114.37 
$178.70 
S357.41 
$571.85 
$822.03 

$3.93 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee61 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
S73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

$2.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
w 

$7.80 
S11.70 
$19.50 
$39.00 
S62.40 

S 124.80 
$195.00 
$390.00 
$624.00 
$897.00 

$4.42 

3 M  
S M  

10 M 

. . .  

S8.82 $18.94 $15.65 $2 I .06 
SI 1.28 $26.80 $19.97 $29.90 
$17.43 S46.45 S30.77 $52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAIJm 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: FERN PARK 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commisaion Utility 

Current Interim Final 
Approved Requested 

BLtu U9.w ueea, 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size; 
5/8"X3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-l/2" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

SW' x 3/4" mef+c 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$5.13 s9 I2  
$7.70 $13.68 

$12.83 $22.80 
$25.66 $45.60 
$41.05 S72.96 
S82.10 $145.91 

S128.29 S227.99 
$256.57 $455.98 
$410.51 S729.57 
$590.11 $1,048.76 

S1.23 $1.80 

$8.82 $14.52 
$11.28 $18.12 
$17.43 $27.12 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

s1.054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
uee6J intrepn 

510.35 $0.07 
S15.53 so. I I 
S25.88 $0.18 
$51.75 50.37 
$82.80 $0.59 
S 165.60 $1.18 
$258.75 $1.84 
$517.50 $3.68 
$828.00 $5.89 

$1.190.25 $8.47 

$2.58 $0.02 

$18.09 
$23.25 
S36.15 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
YiKCEE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: FERN PARK 
COLINTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si=: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

1 - m "  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u!z26l 

$10.35 
$15.53 
$25.88 
$5 1.75 
$82.80 

S 165.60 
$258.75 
$517.50 
$828.00 

$1,190.25 

S2.5S 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rnte 
REcL€€w 

$0.09 
$0.13 
10.21 
$0.43 
$0.68 
$1.37 
$2.14 
$4.27 
$6.83 
$9.82 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A n B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT FERN TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY RATES 

Current 
Batrt 

I & Multi-- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"13/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
541.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$4 10.5 1 
$590.1 1 

Cammission 
Approved 

Interim 
UEMI 

$9.95 
$14.93 
$24.89 
549.77 
$79.63 

$159.27 
$248.86 
$497.72 
$796.35 

s1,144.75 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uep61 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
545.85 
$73.36 

S146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uep61 

S9. I3 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
S73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

$1.049.95 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
id&m 

$0.06 
$0. 10 
$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
51.04 
$1.62 
$3.25 
$5.20 
$7.47 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $1.23 s I .75 $2.16 s I .97 $0.01 

IO M 

$8.82 $15.20 $15.65 
SI1.28 $18.70 $19.97 
$17.43 527.45 $30.77 

115.04 
$18.98 
$28.83 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W A l m  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT FERN TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

R e s i d c n f e n  c r d &  Mu Iti-Farnilv Swyiccs 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I"  

3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
uee6) 

59.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
545.65 
$73.04 

5146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
5730.40 

51.049.95 

s1.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
IkcLmsc 

50.08 
50.1 I 
50.19 
$0.38 
50.60 
$1.21 
51.88 
53.77 
S6.03 
58.67 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDllLE. 
WAIES 

COUNT\ : MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED. DECEMBER31.1996 

Current 
B a a  

r a U  Multi-Fam&%mus 
Base Facilily Charge: 
Meter S k .  
5/8"x3/4" $5.13 

3/4" S7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-ln" $25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" S128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 
IO" S590.I I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
Llee41 

$9.56 
$14.34 
$23.90 
$47.80 
$76.48 
$152.95 
$238.99 
$477.98 
S764.77 

S1.099.35 

s2.51 

Utilily 
Requested 

Final 
uep6) 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 
$146.72 
$229.25 
S458.50 
S733.60 

s1.054.55 

$2.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9e61 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
S73.04 
S146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
S730.40 

$1.049.95 

$1.97 

vs" X 3 W  mrter 
3 M  
5M 
IO M 

S8.82 517.09 S15.65 $15.04 
$1 1.28 s22.11 S19.97 S18.98 
S17.43 $34.66 $30.77 $28.83 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
in&m 

$0.06 
50.10 
SO. I6 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$1.04 
$1.62 
53.25 
$5.20 
$7.41 

$0.01 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTlON SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOIITHERN STATES LTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT FISHERMAN'S HAVEN ._ ~ 

COUNTY: MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

& Multi-Faod&mk 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sic: 
518"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
rn 

s9.13 
S13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

S146.08 
S228.25 
$456.50 
s730.40 

$1,049.95 

$1.97 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
L!€€t€m 

$0.08 
so.1 I 
$0. 19 
50.38 
50.60 
51.21 
51.88 
53.77 
56.03 
18.67 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT FISHERMAN'S HAVEN 
COUNTY: MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Flat Rate: 

General and Multi-Familv Smkc 
Bsse Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

l-l/Z" 

Gallonsge Chsrge per 1,000 

,1 4" 

3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

- 
Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Find Find 
E€lm uB!Q uee6) a9.W 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$26.37 

'$19.72 

$7.55 
6M 

$49.93 

$12.67 $19.72 
$19.01 $29.58 
$31.68 $49.30 
$63.37 $98.60 

$101.39 $157.76 
$202.77 $315.52 
$316.83 $493.00 
$633.66 $986.00 

$1,013.85 S1.577.60 
$1,457.41 $2,267.80 

$4.39 $9.06 

. . .  

$23.65 $42.37 
$30.97 $57.47 
$34.63 $65.02 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$44.21 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

$19.64 

$7.56 
6M 

$49.44 

$19.64 
$29.46 
$49.10 
$98.20 

$157.12 
$314.24 
$491.00 
$982.00 

$1,571.20 
$2,258.60 

$9.07 

$42.32 
s57.43 
S64.99 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE ' 

W 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT FLORIDA CENTRAL COMMERCE PARK 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commhsion 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
B€i& une4) u2.m upe61 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-ln" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Per Sprinkler Head: 

S12.67 
s19.01 
$3 1.68 
S63.37 

S101.39 
S202.77 
S316.83 
$633.66 

S1,013.85 
s1.457.41 

s4.39 

$0.06 

S35.98 
s53.97 
S89.95 

S179.90 
S287.84 
S575.68 

S1.799.00 
$2,878.40 
$4,137.70 

s4.84 

si99.50 

$0.07 

S17.59 
S26.39 
$43.98 
S87.95 

S140.72 
S281.44 
s439.75 
$879.50 

S1,407.20 
$2,02235 

$5.69 

so. 10  

535.90 
$53.85 
$89.75 

S179.50 
S287.20 
$574.40 

51,795.00 
S2.872.W 
54,128.50 

54.85 

sa97.50 

$0.10 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAlm 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILlllES, MC. 
PLANT: FOUNTAlNS 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Currcnt 
Brtu 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

I. 4" ~ 

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

S5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$4 I .05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
s410.51 
$590.1 I 

S1.23 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

lnterim Final Final 
U!ml uee61 uee61 

$17.23 
$25.84 
$43.06 
$86.13 

$137.80 
$275.61 
$430.64 
S86 I .27 

$1.378.04 
$1,980.93 

S3.48 

$8.82 $27.67 
SI 1.28 $34.63 
$17.43 $52.03 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
S458.50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

$2. I6 

$15.65 
119.97 
$30.77 

$17.20 
S25.80 
$43.00 
$86.00 

$137.60 
$275.20 
$430.00 
$860.00 

$1,376.00 
$1,978.00 

$3.48 

$27.64 
$34.60 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
B!AmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: FOX RI'N 
COUNTY: MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Brtea 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
S/8"r3/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-1R" $25.66 
2" S4 I .05 
3" $82 IO 
4" $128 29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410 51 

10" $590.1 I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 S1.23 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
Llee4) U9.w 

$18.60 
$27.91 
$46.51 
$93.02 

$148.84 
$297.68 
5465.12 
$930.24 

$1,488.38 
$2,139.55 

$3.34 

518" x 314" meter 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

S8.82 $28.62 
$1 1.28 $35.30 
$17.43 $52.00 

S9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Comminaion 
Approved 

Final 
U9.w 

$18.60 
$27.90 
$46.50 
s93.00 

$148.80 
$297.60 
$465.00 
$930.00 

$1,488.00 
$2,139.00 

$3.34 

$28.62 
$35.30 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. 58 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, 1NC. 
PLANT: FOXRUN 
COUNTY: MARTIN 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBERJI, 1996 - 

Commission Commission Utility 

Current Interim Final Final 
Approved Requested Approved 

Rates u9941 uee61 LLpp61 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

GmeraI and Multi-Family S& 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si=: 
5/8"x314" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-lIZ" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

meter 91 ,4" 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

$12.67 $23.82 $17.59 $23.84 

$3.66 $6.86 $4.74 $6.86 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 

NIA NIA 

$23.65 $44.40 
$30.97 $58. I2 
$34.63 $64.98 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$28 I .44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

$23.84 
$35.76 
$59.60 

$ I  19.20 
$190.72 
$38 I .44 
$596.00 

$1,192.00 
$1,907.20 
$2.74 1.60 

$8.23 

$44.42 
$58.14 
$65.00 
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Sehedulc No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT FRIENDLY CENTER 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Brim 

Residcntial.ewI & Multi-Fm&Sm!b 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" 

3/4" 
I "  

i-in*- 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5/8" x 314" mrteL 
3 M  
SM 
IO M 

S5.13 
$7.70 

112.83 
S25.66 
S41.05 
$82.10 

5128.29 
S256.51 
$410.51 
$590. I 1  

$1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
rn 

$8.82 
S11.28 
$17.43 

$12.81 
s19.21 
S32.02 
S64.03 

5102.45 
S204.90 
S320.16 
S640.32 

51,024.5 I 
$1,412.73 

S3.32 

$22.77 
S29.41 
$46.01 

Commission Utility 
Requested Approved 

Final Final 
uee6) U9.m 

S9.17 114.50 
S13.76 521.75 
$22.93 136.25 
145.85 S72.50 
$73.36 S116.00 

S146.72 $232.00 
5229.25 S362.50 
S458.5(1 $725.00 
S733.60 $1,160.00 

S1,054.55 S1.667.50 

$2.16 53.75 

$15.65 
S19.97 
$30.71 

S25.75 
$33.25 
S52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W_8fER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT GENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
COUNTY: BRADFORD 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility 

Current Interim Final 
Approved Requested 

BLtcs u9p41 m 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
SnJ"I3/4" 

314'' 
1" 

I-1R" 
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

518" X3/4*' rmter 
3 M  
S M  
10M 

$4.91 $5.30 
$7.45 $7.95 

$12.42 $13.26 
$24.83 $26.50 
$39.73 S42.40 
$19.45 $84.80 

$124.14 $132.49 
$248.29 $265.00 

NIA NIA 
NIA NIA 

$2.08 $2.22 

$1 1.20 $11.96 
$15.36 $16.40 
$25.74 $27.50 

s9. I7  
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

s1.054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
u!Ba h2BaLs 

$9.13 50.06 
$13.70 $0.10 
$22.83 $0.16 
$45.65 $0.32 
$73.04 $0.52 

$146.08 $1.04 
$228.25 SI .62 
$456.50 53.25 
$730.40 $5.20 

$1,049.95 $7.47 

$1.97 $0.01 

$15.04 
$18.98 
$28.83 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
- .  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: GENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
COUNTY BRADFORD 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Residential. Gene ral & Mult i-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

S9.13 
s13.70 
S22.83 
S45.6S 
S73.04 

S146.08 
S228.25 
S456.50 
$730.41) 

51,049.95 

$1.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
€k€Kaxc 

$0.08 
50.11 
50.19 
50.38 
50.60 
51.21 
$1.88 
53.77 
$6.03 
$8.67 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W_BTEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT GOLDEN TERRACE 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY BaTEs 

Current 
Bates 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
ys"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-In" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

I,  4" 

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

55.13 
S7.70 

S12.83 
S25.66 
$41.05 
S82.10 

$128.29 
5256.57 
$410.51 
S590.1 I 

S1.23 

Commission Utility Cornmission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
u2.w uee6) uee61 

$9.24 
S13.86 
S23.10 
546.20 
s73.93 

S147.86 
S23 I .02 
S462.05 
$739.28 

$1,062.71 

S4.28 

S8.82 S22.08 
$11.28 S30.64 
517.43 S52.04 

S9.17 
S13.76 
S22.93 
S45.85 
S73.36 

5146.72 
1229.25 
1458.50 
S733.60 

$1,054.55 

S2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
530.77 

S9.20 
$13.80 
$23.00 
546.00 
S73.60 

1147.20 
$230.00 
1460.00 
$736.00 

51,058.00 

S4.28 

522.04 
$30.60 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A l m  

SOllTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: GOSPEL ISLAND ESTATES 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
BLtes u9-94 

8r Multi-Fam ilr- 
Base Facility Charge 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x314" 

314" 
I" 

2" 
3-, 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

i-in** 

55.13 

512.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
582.10 
5128.29 
5256.57 
54 10.5 1 
5590.1 I 

57.70 

Gallonage Charge per I,OOO $1.23 

S8.82 
51 1.28 
517.43 

516.20 
524.30 
540.50 
s8i.00 
5129.60 

~404.99 
5259.19 

5809.97 
5 1,295.96 
51,862.94 

S3.58 

S26.94 
~34.10 
~52.00 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
U9.w 

59. I7 
513.76 
522.93 
545.85 
573.36 
5146.72 
$229.25 
5458.50 
S733.60 

51,054.55 

52.16 

$15.65 
519.91 
530.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U9.w 

~16.20 

540.50 

5129.60 

~405.00 

$24.30 

58 I .OO 

S259.20 

58 10.00 
$1,296.00 
SI ,863.00 

$3.58 

526.94 
S34.10 
~52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
B!&mE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: GRAND TERRACE 

~ ~ 

COI'NTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Batu 1l994) ilml u2.m idLyracs 

Reoidential. Gene Tal& Mult i-Family Services 
Base Faciliw Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

v8" x 314" meter 
3 M  
S M  

10 M 

$5.13 $10~84 
$7.70 $16.27 

$12.83 $27.11 
$25.66 $54.22 
$41.05 $86.76 
$82.10 s173.51 

S128.29 $271.11 
$256.51 $542.22 
$410.51 $867.55 
$590. I 1  $1,247.1 I 

$1.23 .s1.79 

$8.82 $16.21 
$1 1.28 $19.79 
$17.43 $28.74 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.17 

$9. I3  
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
S228.25 
$456.50 
S 7 3 0.4 0 

$1,049.95 

$1.97 

515.04 
$18.98 
$28.83 

$0.06 
50.10 
$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$1.04 
$1.62 
$3.25 
$5.20 
$7.47 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAXm 

SOUTHERN STATES 1ITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT GRAND TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.19% 

Rcsidcntial&md & hblti-F.mav Sew& 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
Ml"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
UmiI 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

$1.049.95 

s I .97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
€!€Emax 

$0.08 
$O. l l  
$0.19 
$0.38 
$0.60 
$1.21 
$1.88 
$3.77 
$6.03 
$8.67 

$0.02 
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Schedulc No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WATEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT HARMONY HOMES 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
RaIs3 

p i '  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
SB"r314" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-lfZ" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Chargc per 1,000 

5B" I 314" mtu 
3 M  
S M  

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

S128.29 
$256.57 
S410.51 
S590. I 1  

s1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u!zw 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

S14.35 
$21.53 
$35.89 
$71.77 
SI 14.83 
$229.67 
$358.85 
S717.70 

$1,148 33 
S1.650 72 

$2.46 

$21.73 
$26.65 
$38.95 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
u9!xl 

$9.17 
S13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

$1,054.55 

S2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U9.m 

$19.20 
$28.80 
$48.00 
$96.00 

$153.60 
S307.20 
$480.00 
$960.00 

51.536.00 
S2.208.00 

$3.28 

$29.04 
$35.60 
$52.00 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
PAGE 818 

Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WATEB 

SOIITHEUN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT HERMITS COVE 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,19% 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
Batu uB4l 

eneral& Multi -Familv Sewires 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
SB"X314" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Chnrge per 1,000 

55.13 
57.70 

512.83 
S25.66 
S41.05 
582.10 

5128.29 
$256.57 
S410.51 
5590.1 I 

$1.23 

I ,  4" 

3 M  
S M  
IO M 

$8.82 
51 1.28 
517.43 

58.72 
513.08 
521.80 
543.61 
569.77 

5139.54 
$218.03 
$436.06 
5697.70 

5 1,QO2.95 

$4.33 

521.71 
S30.37 
552.02 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee6) 

59.17 
513.76 
S22.93 
S45.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
S458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
ue96) 

S8.70 
513.05 
521.75 
543.50 
569.60 

5139.20 
52 17.50 
5435.00 
$696.00 

51,000.50 

$4.33 

52 I .69 
530.35 
552.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W M !  

SOUTHERN STATES UITLITIES, INC. 
. PLANT: HOBBY HILLS 

COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bates 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" S5.13 

314" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

1-1i2" $25.66 
2" $4 I .05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 

10" $590.1 I 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
U!ml 

S8.03 
512.05 
$20.09 
S40.17 
S64.27 

5128.55 
S200.86 
s401.71 
S642.74 
$923.94 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee61 

$9.17 
513.76 
$22.93 
S45.85 
$73.36 

1146.72 
S229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

$1,054.55 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $1.23 s2.10 $2.16 

5/8" x 3/4" mefrr 
3 M  
S M  

10 M 

58.82 $14.33 
111.28 S18.53 
117.43 S29.03 

$15.65 
$19.97 
S30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
uee61 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
545.65 
S73.04 

5146.08 
$228.25 
5456.50 
$730.40 

$1,049.95 

$1.97 

iQa=u 

$0.06 
50.10 
$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
51.04 
$1.62 
53.25 
55.20 
$7.47 

$0.01 

S15.04 
$18.98 
S28.83 
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Sehedulc No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W B !  

COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

. , w' . i  i- 
Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

59.13 
S13.70 
12283 
s45.65 
S73.04 

$146.08 
S228.25 
S456.50 
S730.40 

51,049.95 

51.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Vr. Rate 
Rs€L€mc 

50.08 
so. I I 
50.19 
50.38 
10.60 
$1.21 
51.88 
53.77 
$6.03 
$8.67 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WWJEB 

SOI'THERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: HOLIDAY HAVEN 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Earn 

ksidential. Gene raI & Multi-- wi e 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
S18"X3/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-1R" $25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" S82.lO 
4" $128.29 
6" S256.57 
8" S4 10.5 1 
IO" 5590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $1.23 

10 M 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u9.w 

$9.53 
$14.29 
$23.81 
$47.63 
$76.20 

$152.40 
$238.13 
S416.26 
S162.01 

$1.095.39 

$4.25 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
L1996) 

S9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

11.054.55 

$2.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U9.w 

59.50 
$14.25 
$23.75 
$47.50 
$76.00 

$152.00 
$237.50 
S475.00 
S760.00 

SI ,092.50 

54.25 

18.82 $22.28 $15.65 $22.25 
$11.28 $30.78 $19.97 $30.75 
$17.43 $52.03 $30.77 $52.00 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT HOLWAY HAVEN 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bmse Fecility Chnrge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gnllonnge Charge per 1,ooO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Bnse Fncility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"X3/4" 

3 4 "  
1" 

I-1R" 
lSV 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gnllonnge Chnrge per 1,OOO 

S M  
6 M (Mnximum Bill) 

- 
Commission Commission Utility 

Current Interim Final Final 
Approved Requested Approved 

Brtes U9.w U9.m uep61 

$12.67 

S3.66 
6M 

S15.26 

$8.16 
6M 

$12.67 $15.26 
$19.01 $22.89 
$31.68 $38.15 
$63.37 S76.30 

$101.39 $122.08 
$202.77 $244. I6 
$316.83 $381.50 
$633.66 S763.00 

S1,013.85 $1.220.80 
s1.457.41 S1.754.90 

$4.39 $9.79 

S23.65 $39.74 
$30.97 $56.06 
S34.63 s64.22 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

S17.59 
$26.39 
S43.98 
S87.95 

S140.72 
S281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

51,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

S31.81 
S41.29 
$46.03 

S15.26 

$8.16 
6M 

$15.26 
$22.89 
$38.15 
$76.30 

$122.08 
$244.16 
5381.50 
$763.00 

$ 1  ,220.80 
$1.754.90 

$9.79 

s39.74 
S56.06 
s64.21 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
B!AlxE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT HOLIDAY HEIGHTS 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
Bates uno41 u9e6) 

&xidentiaL C . w I  & Mult' 1-Fam ilv SeNiceS 
Base Facility Charge: 
meter six: 
5/8"x314" 

314" 
1" 

I-ln*' 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

meter ?I 14" 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.5 I 
$590.1 I 

$1.23 

$15.51 
$23.27 
$38.78 
$77.57 

$124.1 I 
$248.21 
$387.83 
$775.67 

S1.241.06 
$ 1.784.03 

S2.68 

$8.82 $23.55 
$11.28 $28.91 
$17.43 $42.31 

$9.17 $19.10 
S13.7b $28.65 
$22.93 $47.75 
$45.85 $95.50 
S73.36 $152.80 

$146.72 $305.60 
$229.25 $477.50 
s458.50 $955.00 
$733.60 SI,S28.00 

$1.054.55 $2.196.50 

52.16 53.29 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

S28.97 
$35.55 
s52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A I E R  

SOUTHERN STATES tITILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: IMPERIAL MOBILE TERRACE .~ ~ 

COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Meter Size: 
SnI"r3/4" 

314'' 
I"  

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
s" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

S5.13 S8.08 
S7.70 s12.11 

$12.83 S20.19 
$25.66 S40.38 
S41.05 S64.60 
S82.10 $129.21 

S128.29 S201.89 
S256.57 S403.77 
S410.51 S646.04 
$590.1 1 $928.68 

$1.23 $2.59 

S9.17 
S13.76 
S22.93 
145.85 
S73.3b 

$146.72 
S229.25 
S458.50 
S733.60 

s1.054.55 

S2.16 

S10.35 
S15.53 
S25.88 
s5 I .75 
S82.80 

S165.60 
S258.75 
$517.50 
S828.00 

$1,190.25 

$2.58 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Rate Increase Current Interim Final Final 
Bates w w  LIpp61 UBfd irdmm 

I ' ,s€Eic€3 
Base Facility Charge: 

50.07 
50.11 
50.18 
50.37 
50.59 
$1.18 
$1.84 
53.68 
55.89 
$8.47 

50.02 

5w x3/4" mrter 
3M 
5 M  

10 M 

$8.82 $15.85 
S11.28 S2 I .03 
S17.43 533.98 

$15.65 
S19.97 
$30.77 

S18.09 
523.25 
S36.15 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
kYAniI3 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT IMPERIAL MOBILE TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

-&Mu 1ti-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

S10.35 
S15.53 
S25.88 
S51.75 
S82.80 

5165.60 
S258.75 
$517.50 
S828.00 

s1.190.25 

S2.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
prrrrarc 

50.09 
so. I3  
50.21 
50.43 
50.68 
$1.37 
52.14 
54.27 
$6.83 
59.82 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WATEE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT INTERCESSION CITY 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Buu 

I & Multi-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
518"r3/4" 

3/42? 
I" 

I-In" 
2" 
3'4 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

SW' x 34"  mrtrc 
3 M  
5 M  
10 M 

Cornmiasion' Utility 
Approved Rquested 

Interim Final 
ueesl uml 

$5.13 $13.21 
$7.70 $19.81 

$12.83 $33.02 
525.66 $66.04 
s41.05 S105.66 
$82.10 $21 1.32 

S128.29 $330.19 
$256.57 $660.38 
s410.51 51,056.60 
s590.11 $1,518.86 

$1.23 13.88 

$9 17 
$13.76 
522.93 
s45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

$1,054.55 

S2.16 

k i c d  RrnidcntiaLBill 

$8.82 $24.85 $15.65 
511.28 S32.61 519.97 
$17.43 $52.01 S30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
uml inzxem 

116.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
u11.70 

$130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$8 I 7.00 

S1,307.20 
$1,879.10 

$3.23 

526.03 
S32.49 
548.64 

$0.12 

S0.58 
$0.93 
$1.86 
$2.91 
55.82 
s9.3 I 

$13.38 

s0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCllON SCHEDULE 
WAIEB 

SOtJTHEFW STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT INTERCESSION CITY 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

RclidentiPI. Genera I &  M u l t i - F a m m  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" 

5/40, 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
iLml 

$16.34 
S24.51 
S40.85 
S81.70 
$130.72 
S261.44 
S408.50 
S8 17.00 

S1,307.20 
$ 1.879.10 

13.23 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
D+rrrare 

SO 13 
$0.20 
$0.34 
50.67 
51.08 
$2.16 
$3.37 
$6.74 
$10.79 
$15.51 

$0.03 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A E B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: lNTERLACHEN LAKE ESTATESPARK MANOR 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
linter 

Residentid. General U t l u l t  i-Fmi- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"r3/4" $5.13 

314" S7.70 
1" S12.83 

1-1R" S25.66 
2" S41.05 
3" S82.10 
4" S128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" s410.51 

10" S590.I I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 S1.23 

W x 3/4" meter 
3 M  
5M 

10 M 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 
Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
UB4.. UB6l UB6l 

S10.30 
s15.45 
S25.75 
S51.51 
S82.41 
S164.82 
S257.54 
S515.07 
S8Z4.1 I 

$1,184.66 

$3.61 

S8.82 
S11.28 
$17.43 

$21.13 
S28.35 
S46.40 

S9.17 
S13.76 
S22.93 
$45.85 
S73.36 
S146.72 
S229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

s 1,054.55 
$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

S16.34 
$24.51 
S40.85 
S81.70 
S130.72 
S261.44 
S408.50 
5817.00 

S1.307.20 
$1.879.10 

$2.85 

$24.89 
S30.59 
$44.84 

$0.12 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.58 
$0.93 
51.86 
52.91 
55.82 
59.31 
S13.38 

50.02 
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Schedule No. bA 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
YfAlxR 

SOlITHERN STATES IITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT INTERLACHEN LAKE ESTATESIPARK MANOR 
COUNT\: PI'TNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,19% 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gsllonnge Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe6) 

$16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
581.70 

$130.72 
S261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1,307.20 
$1.879. IO 

$2.85 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
L&ua.¶€ 

so. I3 
$0.20 
$0.34 
$0.67 
$1.08 
$2.16 
$3.37 
$6.14 

$10.79 
$15.51 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A m B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: JUNGLE DEN 
COtlETY: VOLUSIA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
Burs uepru 

Residential. Gene rel& Multi-Familu ServireS 
Base Faeilitv Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x314" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonagr Charge per 1.000 

5w x 314" m€kt 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

S5.13 S5 96 
57.70 S8.94 

S12.83 S14.90 
S25.66 S29.79 
541.05 547.66 
S82.10 595.33 

5128.29 5148.95 
5256.57 5297.90 
5410.51 5476.64 
S590. I 1  S685. I 7  

S1.23 54.60 

58.82 
SI 1.28 
S17.43 

519.76 
S28.96 
S51.96 

Utili@ 
Requested 

Final 
L19e61 

S9.17 
513.76 
S22.93 
545.85 
S73.36 

S146.72 
5229.25 
$458.50 
5733.60 

51.054.55 

S2.16 

515.65 
S19.97 
S30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
UB39 

56.00 
59.00 

515.00 
530.00 
S48.00 
S96.00 

S150.00 
S300.00 
5480.00 
5690.00 

54.60 

519.80 
S29.00 
S52.00 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 831 

Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAWwAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT JUNGLE DEN 
COUNTY: VOLUSlA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 - 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current lnterim Final Final 
Bates uns41 une61 une61 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Siue: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

-era1 and Multi-Family Service 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-1/2" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5/13" I 3 4 "  meter 
3 M  
SM 
6 M (Maximum Bill) " 

$12.67 $11.49 $17.59 $11.48 

$3.66 $8.92 $4.74 $8.92 
6 M  6 M  6 M  6 M  

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 

. NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.15 
$879.50 

$ I  ,407.20 
$2,022.85 

NIA NIA $5.69 

$23.65 $38.25 $31.81 
$30.97 . $56.09 $41.29 
$34.63 $65.01 $46.03 

$ I  1.48 
$17.22 
$28.70 
$57.40 
$91.84 

$183.68 
$287.00 
S574.00 
$918.40 

$1,320.20 

$10.70 

$38.24 
$56.08 
S65.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
Y?!AlEE 

SOI'TIIERN STATES LTILLTIES. INC. 
P L A N 1  KE\STONE CLl'B ESTATES ~~ ~ ~ 

COUNTY: BRADFORD 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MQWTHLY RATE s 

Current 
Bates 

& M u l t i - F a m W h x h  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-lL?" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

s4.97 
s7.45 

$12.42 
$24.83 
s39.73 
$79.45 

$124.14 
$248.29 

NIA 
NIA 

$2.07 

Commission Utiliny Cornmission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

lntcrim Final Final Rate Increase 
uee4) ilB6.I uee61 inLyren 

$8.09 
$12.12 
$20.21 
$40.41 
$64.66 

1129.30 
$202.04 
$404.09 

NIA 
NIA 

$3.37 

,I / "  

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

m i d e n t i a l  BiU 

$11.18 S18.20 
$15.32 $24.94 
$25.67 $41.79 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
S45.85 
S73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

S2.16 

$15.65 
S19.97 
$30.77 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 

$106.08 
$212.16 
$33 I S O  
$663.00 

$1,060.80 
s 1,524.90 

52.82 

$2 I .72 
$27.36 
$4 I .46 

50.09 
$0.14 
$0.24 
$0.47 
$0.76 
$ 1 . 5 1  
$2.36 
$4.72 
$7.55 

$10.86 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W A m B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES 
COUNTY: BRADFORD 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Residential. G m e d  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/B"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

S13.26 
S19.89 
533.15 
S66.30 
S106.08 
$2 12. I6 
$331.50 
S663.00 

51,060.80 
$1,524.90 

S2.82 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr Rate 
RecEmC 

50.11 
50.16 
50.27 
$0.55 
50.88 
51.75 
52.14 
55.47 
$8.76 

$12.59 

s0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
?yB31ER 

SOlITHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT KEYSTONE HEIGHTS 
COUNTY: CLAY 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 . 

Current 
Brtrs 

& 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
Sla"X314" 

. . .  

314" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Private Fire Pmlscth 
5la"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

SM 
10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$41 0.5 1 
$590. I 1  

$1.23 

- - ___ 
-_- 

$13.69 

$42.76 
$85.53 

$136.84 
$196.70 

___ 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 

w24l u9e6) upe6) hzYEa!3 

$9.52 
$14.29 
$23.81 
$47.62 
$76.19 

$152.38 
$238.10 
5476.19 
$761.90 

s I .095.24 

s I .93 

--_ - 
--. 
--_ 

$25.40 

$79.37 
$158.73 
$253.97 
$365.08 

--_ 

$8.82 $15.31 
$1 1.28 
$17.43 

$19.17 
$28.82 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

$1.054.55 

$2.16 

_. 
_" ___ ___ 

$6.11 
$12.23 
$19.10 
$38.21 
$61.13 
$87.88 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$9. I3 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730 40 

$1.049.95 

$1.97 

___ ___ 
_. 
__. 

$6.09 
312.17 
119.02 
$38.04 
$60.87 
$87.50 

SIS.04 
$18.98 
$28.83 

$0.06 
$0.10 
$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$1.04 
$1.62 
$3.25 
$5.20 
$7.47 

$0.01 

_-- 
$0.04 
50.09 
$0.14 
$0.27 
$0.43 
$0.62 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE DECREASE SCHEDULE 
YiATEB 

SOUTHERN STATES IITILITIES. INC. 
PLANT KEYSTONE HEIGHTS 
COUNTY: CLAY 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Byirlcntial Genera I & M u l t i - F w & & m k € s  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
S/8"X3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Private F irc P u t e & ~ ! ~  i 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I "  

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9e61 

$9 13 
S13.70 
S22.83 
S45.65 
$73.04 

S228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

S1.049.95 

SI .97 

$146.08 

... 
_-. ___ 
_.. 

$6.09 
512.17 
$19.02 
$38.04 
S60.87 
S87.50 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Fbte 
Rc€rsmc 

$0.08 
so. I 1 
so. 19 
50.38 
50.60 
$1.21 
$1.88 
53.77 
56.03 
$8.67 

50.02 

__. 
50.05 
so. 10 
$0.16 
50.31 
50.50 
50.72 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE S C m D U L E  
W A m B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT KINGSWOOD 
COIINTY: BREVARD 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bptrn 

&,Gjential. General & Mul&Eadh&Yk@ 
Base FncilitJ Charge: 
Meter  Size: 
5/8"r3/4" $5 13 

3/4" $7 70 
I " S12.83 

I- l f l" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

S25.66 
$4 I .05 
S82.10 

$128.29 
$256.51 
$410.51 
S590. I 1  

$1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
ue941 

$9.00 
$13.50 
$22.50 
$45.00 
$72.00 

5143.99 
5224.99 

S719.97 
S1.034.95 

$2.71 

$449.98 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
upe61 

5/8" x 3/4"mcter 
3 M 
5 M  

10 M 

m a l  M d e n t i a l  Bill 

$8.82 $1 7..13 
$11.28 $22.55 
$17.43 S36.10 

$9.17 
$13.76 
122.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

1146.72 
S229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$10.35 
$15.53 
S25.88 
s5 I .75 
$82.80 

$165.60 
$258.75 
S517.50 
S828.00 

$1,190.25 

$2.58 

$18.09 
s23.25 
S36. I5 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
w 

$0.07 
$0. I 1  
$0.18 
$0.37 
50.59 
51.18 
SI .84 
$3.68 
$5.89 
58.47 

$0.02 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W B !  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT KINGSWOOD 
COUNTY: BREVARD 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

p I ._ ' 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5Wx3I4"  

3/4" 
1" 

1-1/2" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9phl 

S10.35 
$15.53 
$25.88 
151.75 
182.80 

S 165.60 
$258.75 
S517.50 
S828.00 

S1.190.25 

S2.58 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
lk€wiw 

$0.09 
SO 13 
50.21 
10.43 
$0.68 
51.37 
$2.14 
$4.27 
56.83 
59.82 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
E A E B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LAKE AJAY ESTATES 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY RATES 

Current 
EP.tB 

al & Multi-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 

1" 
l-ln" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

m" x z m e t e r  
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

S5.13 
S7.70 

S12.83 
$25.66 
$4 I .os 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590. I 1  

$ 1  .23 

Commission Commission Utili@ 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
upe4J u9e61 upp6) 

$23.67 
$35.51 
$59.18 

S118.36 
$189.37 
$378.74 
$591.78 

51,183.57 
S1,893.71 
$2,722.20 

S2.83 

S8.82 S32.16 
$11.28 $37.82 
$17.43 $5 I .97 

$9.17 
$13.76 
S22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
S458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

S2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
S30.77 

S23.70 
s35.55 
$59.25 

$118.50 
$189.60 
$379.20 
S592.50 

$1,185.00 
$1,896.00 
$2,725.50 

$2.83 

$32.19 
$37.85 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A n B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LAKE BRANTLEY 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Current 
Bates 

& M u l l i - F w M  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5 M " ~ 3 / 4 ~  

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-m- 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
S590.11 

S1.23 

5M" x 3/4" m a  
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

S5.13 
$7.70 

Commission Commission Utility 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
irwl E 4 6 l  rn 

TyDical Residential Bill 

$8.82 
$1 1.28 
$17.43 

$11.91 
S17.86 
$29.77 
$59.54 
$95.27 

$190.53 
$297.71 
S595 71 
$952.66 

$1,369.45 

S2.32 

$18.67 
$23.51 
535.11 

$9.17 
S13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
S229.25 
S458.5CI 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

52.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
S30.77 

$17.60 
S26.40 
$44.00 
$88.00 

$140.80 
$28 I .60 
$440.00 
$880.00 

51,408.00 
$2,024.00 

53.44 

$27.92 
S34.80 
S52.00 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
B!KrEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LAKE CONWAY ~~ ~ 

COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Ram 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

$5.13 
S7.70 
$12.83 
S25.66 
S4 I .05 
$82.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 
$41 d.5 1 
$590.1 I 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u9p4) 

$11.44 
s17.15 
128.59 
S57.18 
$91.49 
5182.98 
$285.91 
$57 I .83 
$914.92 

$1,315.20 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee6) 

S9.17 
513.76 
$22.93 
S45.85 
$73.36 
1146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

$13.26 
S19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 
S106.08 
$212.16 
$331.50 
S663.00 

$1,060.80 
$1,524.90 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
in 2 vears 

50.09 
$0.14 
$0.24 
10.47 
50.76 
$1.51 
$2.36 
54.72 
$7.55 
$10.86 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $1.23 S2.29 $2.16 $2.82 50.02 

518" x 3/4" I n C m  
3 M  
5 M  

l i ! p h U b S  idcntisl Bill 

S8.82 $18.31 $15.61, 
511.28 $22.89 $19.97 

S21.72 
$21.36 

10 M 117.43 s34.34 S30.77 14 I .46 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WaEU 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
P L A N T  LAKE CONWAY 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
T E S T Y E A R  ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996  

Residential. General & Multi-Familv Sew ices 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
wm 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 

$106.08 
$21 2.16 
$331.50 
$663.00 

$1,060.80 
$1 S24 .90  

$2.82 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Y r. Rate 
Decrease 

$0.1 I 
$0.16 . 
$0.27 
$0.55 
60.88 
$1.75 
$2.74 
$5.47 
$8.76 

$12.59 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES L:TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: LAKE HARRIET ESTATES 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER3I. 1996 

Current 
Ram 

bidenria l .  General& Multi-Fady '.%Yis¶ 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
SB"r314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

i.in-9 

Geltonage Charge per 1,000 

5w x 3/44" UlEm 
3 M  
5M 

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.51 
$410.51 
S590.11 

S 1.23 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approvtd Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Lleesl upp6) upp6) inb=J3 

58.63 
$12.94 
$21.56 
w3.13 
$69.00 

$138.00 
$215.63 
$431.26 
$690.02 
S091.90 

s1.74 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

$13.85 
$17.33 
$26.03 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

$1,054.55 

S2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 

$456.50 
S730.40 

S1.049.95 

$1.97 

sz2a.25 

$15.04 
$18.98 
$28.83 

$0.06 
$0.10 
$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$1.04 
$1.62 
$3.25 
$5.20 
$1.47 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDtlCTION SCHEDllLE 
K!I?E!X 

. SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: LAKE HARRIET ESTATES 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

p . ,* 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"X3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonagc Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
545.65 
$73.04 

S146.OR 
5228.25 
S456.50 
$730.41) 

51,049.95 

$1.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
R € U w  

$0.08 
50.11 
50.19 
$0.38 
$0.60 
$1.21 
$1.88 
53.77 
$6.03 
S8 67 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A E B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LAKESIDE 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Ram 

Residential General & Mu Iti-Family Suyices 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

. 5M"x3/4" 
3/4" 

I"  
I-lL?" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
I O  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

11 4" 
3 M  
5 M  
IO M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$4 I .05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.5 I 
$590.1 I 

$1.23 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
uee4) UBa 

$8.82 
$1 1.28 
$17.43 

NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NiA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
S73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
unebl 

$16.40 
$24.60 
$4 I .oo 
582.00 

$131.20 
$262.40 
5410.00 
$820.00 

$1,312.00 
$1,886.00 

$3.56 

$27.08 
$34.20 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

SOtlTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: LAKEVIEW VILLAS 
COC'NTY: CLAY 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

Current 
Ram 

&&$mti&GeQmalL .Mult i -Wly Sea3ca 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" S5.13 

314" 57 70 
1" 512.83 

I-1R" $25.66 
2" 541.05 
3" 582.10 
4" 5128.29 
6" 5256.57 
8" S410.51 

. lo" $590. I I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5/8" x 314" - 
3 M  
5M 

10 M 

$1.23 

Commission Commission Utility 
Approved . Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
uep41 uep6) m 

58.82 
511.28 
517.43 

513.65 
520.48 
$34.14 
568.27 

5109.23 
5218.47 
534 I .35 
5682.71 

51,092.34 
$1,570.23 

53.83 

525.14 
532.80 
55 I .95 

59.17 
$13.76 
522.93 
s45.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
5229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

52.1b 

515.65 
519.97 
530.77 

$13.70 
$20.55 
534.25 
568.50 

5109.60 
5219.20 
$342.50 
5685.00 

51,096.00 
51,575.50 

$3.83 

525.19 
$32.85 
552.00 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
EX€m 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LEHlGH 
COIINTY: LEE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY BBTES 

Current 
Batep 

Residentid General & Mutt i - F a m i l y m  
Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" $9.03 

314" $13.55 
I" $22 57 

I-In" $45.13 
2" $72.22 
3" $144.43 
4" $225.68 
6" $451.35 
8" S722.16 
IO" $1,038.l0 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 $2.40 

Private Fire Protect ion 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

__. 
__. 
__. ___ 

NIA -. 
$75.23 

$150.45 
$240.72 
$346.04 

Commiasion 
Approved 

Interim 
uee41 

510.53 
$15.80 
526.32 
$52.63 
$84.22 

$168.42 
$263. I7 
$526.32 
$842. I I 

SI,210.53 

$2.80 

__. 
... 
._. 
__. 

NIA 

$87.72 
$175.44 
5280.70 
$403.51 

_. 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
a m  

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

S1.054.55 

$2.16 

... 

... 

.__ 

.-- 
$6.11 

$12.23 
$19.10 
$38.21 
$61.13 
$87.88 

-1 

$16.23 S18.93 $15.65 
$21.03 S24.53 $19.97 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
Llpphl 

$16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
$81.70 

$130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1.307.20 
$1,879.10 

52.85 

.__ 
_.. 
... 
__. 

S10.89 
$21.79 
$34.04 
$68.08 

1108.93 
$156.59 

$24.89 
S30.59 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
ilLzxim 

so 12 
so I ?  
$0.29 
$0.58 
$0.93 
$1.86 
$2.91 
$5.82 
$9.31 

S13.38 

$0.02 

... 

... 
__. ___ 

$0.08 
$0.16 
$0.24 
$0.48 
50.78 
$1.11  

10 M $33.03 $38.53 $30.77 $44.84 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDllCTION SCHEDULE 
W B !  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC 
PLANT: LEHIGH 
COUNTY: LEE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

B E m Y k € s  . .  
Base Faeilily Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"r3/4" 

314" 
1*( 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Private Fire Prote ction 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in-- 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u2.W 

S16.34 
S24.51 
S40.85 
$81.70 

5130.72 
S261.44 
S408.50 
S817.00 

S1.307.20 
S1.879.10 

52.85 

_.. 
__. ___ 
__. 

S10.89 
S21.79 
S34.04 
S68.08 

S108.93 
$156.59 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
LkcLasc 

50.13 
$0.20 
50.34 
50.67 
51.08 
52.16 
53.37 
$6.14 

S10.79 
s15.51 

10.02 

__. 
... ___ 
__. 

50.09 
SO. I8 
50.28 
50.56 
50.90 
51.29 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAsmUmE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LEHlGH 
COUNTY LEE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 - 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
Lm941 uee61 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

h t c  Increase Final 
Oenhl iL2Sau 

Current 
Bates 

Base Facilit). Charge: 
Meter Si: 

All meter sizes 518.37 

$4.59 
6M 

517.59 

s4.74 
6M 

$13.18 

$5.23 
6M 

$0.11 

$0.04 

515.45 

53.86 
6M 

Gallonage Chnrge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

$0.23 S33.07 $44.27 $27.30 $27.81 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
S/8"r3/4" 

314" 
1" 

$17.59 
$26.39 
S43.98 
587.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
5439.75 
S879.50 

51,407.20 
$2,022.85 

55.69 

$13.18 
$19.77 
S32.95 
$65.90 

5105.44 
$210.88 
5329.50 
5659.00 

50.11 
50.17 
50.28 
50.56 
50.90 
$1.79 
$2.80 
$5.60 
58.97 

S12.89 

50.05 

315.45 
$23.18 
538.64 
$71.27 

5123.63 
S247.27 
$386.35 
5772.71 

$1,236.34 
51,771.23 

$4.63 

S18.37 
$27.56 
$45.94 
591.87 

5141 .OO 
5294.00 
5459.37 
5918.75 

$ 1,470.01 
$2,113.13 

55.51 

1-lR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

51,054.40 
51,515.70 

16.28 

EmualL 
Gnllonage Charge per 1,oOO 50.11 50.13 50.18 $0.18 50.00 

w J 34"  mrter 
3 M  
SM 
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

$3 1 .8 I 
$41.29 
546.03 

128.87 
$39.33 

$27.03 S32.14 
$34.75 541.32 
538.61 S45.91 544.56 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LEHIGH 
COUNTY: LEE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Brsidmtial 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap * 

~ w*stewj&rlJ& 
Flat Rate: 

Gcnml and M u l t i - F a m k S w x h  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
ys?3/4" 

3/44, 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Enlu€m 
Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
une61 

$13.18 

$5.23 
6M 

$27.30 

S13.18 
$19.77 
$32.95 
S65.90 

$105.44 
$210.88 
$329.50 
S659.00 

s1.054.40 
SL,515.70 

S6.28 

SO.18 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Derr+asr 

$0.08 

$0.03 

SO. I7 

$0.08 
$0.12 
50.20 
$0.40 
$0.64 
$1.28 
$2.00 
54.00 
$6.41 
$9.21 

50.04 

$0.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WATEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UIILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LElLANl HEIGHTS 
COUNTY: MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Bstcs 

I & Multi-- 
Base FaeiliN Charee: 

~ 

Meter S i x  
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-liz'' 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

W" I 3/4" metec 
3 M  
S M  

10 M 

$5.13 
S7.70 

S12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
S82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
s410.51 
S590.11 

S1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
us l l  

$9.59 
514.38 
523.96 
147.93 
$76.68 

5153.36 
$239.63 
$479.26 
S766.82 

SI,102.3 1 

S1.57 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee61 

$9.17 
S13.76 
S22.93 
545.85 
S73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

S1.054.55 

S2.16 

$8.82 $14.30 SIS.65 
SI 1.28 $17.44 S19.97 
$17.43 S25.29 s30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
use6) in+rrers 

59.13 50.06 
S13.70 $0.10 
S22.83 10.16 
S45.65 50.32 
$73.04 $0.52 

$146.08 $1.04 
$228.25 SI  .62 
$456.50 
$730.40 

53.25 
55.20 

S1,049.95 57.47 

$1.97 50.01 

S15.04 
S18.98 
S28.83 
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Schedule No. bA 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCbON SCHEDULE 
W A m 6  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: LElLANl HEIGHTS 
COUNTY: MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY BATES 

p . .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i x  
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

l-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
une61 

S9.13 
S13.70 
S22.83 
S4S.6S 
$73.04 

S146.08 
1228.25 
S456.50 
S 7 3 0.4 0 

SLO49.95 

s1.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Qcclxa% 

SO.08 
so.l I 
50.19 
S0.38 
50.60 
SI.21 
51.88 
s3.77 
S6.03 
S8.67 

s0.02 
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Schedule No. 5 6  

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: LEILANI HEIGHTS 
COUNTY MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Ram WMI am rn iQu=Q 

RcsidcntiPl 
Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Sia: 
All meter sizcs 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap 

Flat Rate: 

M&lti-Fu&&xh 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
SB"x314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

W' 6 314" meter 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

' 

$12.67 $18.06 $17.59 $13.18 $0.11 

$3.66 $5.14 $4.74 $5.23 $0.04 
6M 6M 6M 6M 

$3 I .03 $43.82 N/A NIA NIA 

$12.67 $18.06 
$19.01 $27.09 
$31.68 $45.15 
$63.37 $90.30 

$101.39 S144.48 
$202.77 $288.96 
S316.83 $45 I s o  
$633.66 S903.00 

$1,013.85 S 1,444.80 
$1,457.41 S2,076.90 

s4.39 S6.17 

$23.65 $33.48 
$30.97 $43.76 
$34.63 $48.90 

$17.59 
S26.39 
543.98 
587.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

S I  ,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

S13.18 
$19.77 
S32.95 
$65.90 

$105.44 
$210.88 
$329.50 
$659.00 

$1.054.40 
$I .5 15.70 

56.28 

$28.87 
s39.33 
$44.56 

$0.1 I 
$0.17 
$0.28 
50.56 
$0.90 
$1.79 
$2.80 
$5.60 
$8.97 

$12.89 

$0.05 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: LElLANl HEIGHTS 
COUNTY: MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallooage Cap * 

G. I 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
w4) 

$13.18 

$5.23 
6M 

N I A  

$13.18 
$19.77 
$32.95 
$65.90 

$ 105.44 
$210.88 
$329.50 
$659.00 

$1,054.40 
SI ,5 15.70 

$6.28 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
hxease 

$0.08 

$0.03 

NIA 

$0.08 
$0.12 
$0.20 
$0.40 
50.64 
$1.28 
$2.00 
$4.00 
$6.41 
$9.21 

$0.04 
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PSC - 96 - 13 2 0 -FOF - WS 

Schedule No. SA 

U T E  SCHEDULE 
w4TEIi 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: LEISURE LAKES (COVERED BRIDGE) 
COUNTY MARTIN 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
BLtrs 

I(rsidentisfficrlcm I & Multi -F&Jy&C&S 
Base Fncility Chnrge: 
Meter Size: 

. 5/8"r3/4" S5.13 
3/4" S7.70 

I" S12.83 
I-lL!" S25.66 

2" S41.05 
3" S82.10 
4" S128.29 
6" S256.57 
8" s410.51 

10" S590.11 

SI .23 Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
W W  

s7.43 
Sll.15 
S18.58 
S37.15 
559.45 
SI 18.89 
S185.77 
5371.54 
S594.46 
S854.53 

S4.46 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
u9e61 

59.17 
513.76 
522.93 
s45.85 
S73.36 

S146.72 
S229.25 
S458.50 
S733.60 

S1,054.55 

52.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
rn 

57.40 
111.10 
S18.50 
S37.00 
$59.20 
SI 18.40 
1185.00 
S370.00 
S592.00 
S851.00 

54.46 

5/8" 3/4" 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

S8.82 S20.81 S15.65 S20.78 
S11.28 S29.73 s19.97 529.70 
517.43 $32.03 S30.77 S52.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDLILE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LEISURE LAKES 
COUNTY HIGHLANDS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY RATES 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Find 
uee41 uep61 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
uee6) inlvren 

Current 
Bates 

sraidmtia! 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter SizC: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$6.85 

$3.80 
6M 

$17.59 

s4.74 
6M 

$17.11 

$2.57 
6M 

$0.15 

$0.02 

Base Fncility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

$12.67 
$19.01 

$6.85 
$10.28 

$17.59 
$26.39 

$17.11 
$25.67 

SO. I5 
$0.22 

$31.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
$202.77 

$17.13 
S34.25 

$43.98 
$87.95 

$42.78 
$85.55 

$0.36 
$0.73 
$1.16 
52.33 

$54.80 $140.72 
$109.60 $281.44 
$171.25 $439.75 
$342.50 $879.50 
$548.00 $1,407.20 
$787.75 $2,022.85 

$136.88 
$273.76 

$316.83 
$633.66 

$1,013.85 
$1,457.41 

$427.75 
$855.50 

$1,368.80 
$1,967.65 

$3.09 

$3.64 
$7.28 

$11.64 
$16.73 , 

$0.03 $4.39 $4.56 $5.69 

SKI'' I 3 / 4 " ~ m m  
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

$23.65 $18.25 
$30.97 $25.85 

$31.81 
$41.29 

$24.83 
$29.98 

$34.63 $29.65 $46.03 $32.55 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT LEISURE LAKES 
COUNTY: RICHLANDS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Find 4 Yr. Rate 
uee61 Q€€E?s 

B&&r&! 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
All meter rizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" 

314" 
I"  

I - l P  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

$17.11 50.10 

$2.51 $0.02 
6M 

$17.11 50.10 
$25.67 
$42.18 
$85.55 

$136.88 
$273.16 
$427.75 
$855.50 

$1,368.80 

$0.16 
$0.26 
50.52 
$0.83 
$1.66 
$2.60 
$5.20 
$8.32 

SI .%1.65 $1 1.96 

$3.09 $0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A E B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: MARC0 ISLAND 
COUNTY: COLLIER 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
uB4l u9.m u9e6) inzsam 

Current 
Buu 

Bcsidential. Genrra I & Mutt i-Fm-s 
Base Facility Chsrge: 
Meter Size: 
S/8"X3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

EulkRaw Watrc 
All Sizes 

57.88 
SI 1.83 
519.71 
539.42 
$63.07 

$126.14 
S197.09 
$394.19 
$630.70 
5906.63 

$2.96 

58.53 
$12.81 
52 1.34 
542.69 
568.30 

5136.60 

523.62 
$35.43 
$59.05 

5118.10 
$188.96 
5377.92 
$590.50 

$1.1 81 .oo 

$16.34 
$24.51 
540.85 
$81.70 

5130.72 
$261.44 
1408.50 
58 17.00 

51,307.20 
11,879.10 

SO.I2 
$0. 17 
50.29 
$0.58 
50.93 
$1.86 
$2.91 
S5.82 
$9.31 

S13.38 

52 13.43 
$426.87 
5682.99 
$981.79 

S3.21 

S1;889.60 
$2,716.30 

S3.27 S2.85 $0.02 

S 120.89 

50.64 

5130.91 

$0.69 

nia d a  

50.03 

nia 

51.53 Gallonage Charge per 1,000 51.82 

___ 
_- ___ ___ 

522.16 
545.54 
571.15 

5142.29 
5227.66 
5327.26 

5/8"r3/4" 
3/4" 

1" 
1-10'' 

1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

__- 
__. 
__- 

510.89 
$2 I .79 
$34.04 
568.08 

5108.93 
5156.59 

__. 
50.08 
50.16 
50.24 
50.48 
50.78 
51.11 

542.05 
565.70 

53 I .49 
549.21 

$13 1.40 
5210.23 
$302.21 

$98.42 
5157.47 
5226.36 

5B" -4- mcflr 
3 M  
S M  

10 M 

$16.76 S18.-16 
$24.58 
$40.63 

533.43 
539.97 
$56.32 

$24.89 
530.59 
544.84 

522.68 
531.48 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
W4mB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT MARC0 ISLAND 
COUNTY. COLLIER 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY RAZES 

Rcsldentml.Gcnenl& . .  Mu I&Famflv Scrv im 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
S/S"J/4" 

314" 
I"  

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

BulkRaw Water 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Private Fire Pr- 
StE"x314" 

314" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$16.34 
$24.5 I 
$40.85 
$81.70 

$130.72 
S261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1,307.20 
SI ,879.10 

$2.85 

S1.53 

_-- - 
-. 
__. 

$10.89 
$21.79 
$34.04 
$68.08 

S108.93 
S156.59 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate - 

$0.13 
50.20 
$0.34 
$0.67 
s I .08 
$2.16 
$3.37 
$6.74 

S10.79 
$15.51 

$0.02 

50.01 

_.. __ __ 
_-_ 

50.09 
$0.18 
50.28 
$0.56 
50.90 
11.29 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
Y Y A m m M m  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT MARC0 ISLAND 
COUNTY: COLLIER 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sizc: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

Current 
Batrs 

$ l l . l O  

$3.20 
I OM 

CbIsnlL M d  1i-F- . n & m k d u L  
l n d B u l k  WartewSeGkyk  

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"x3/4" SII.10 

3/4" $16.65 
I"  $22.20 

I-1R" $55.51 
2" $88.81 
3" S 171.62 
4" $217.54 
6" $555.08 
8" $888 12 

10" $1,276.68 

Gallonage Charge per I.OO0 $3.85 

EB[lurnt 
Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $0.25 

Multi-Family Non-M- d 
Flat Rate: 
Meter Size: 

3" (75 units) 
per unit 

a'' I 314" m~[rr 
3M 
5M 
6 M (Maximum Bill) 
10 M (Prior Maximum Bill) 

$2,010.00 
$26.80 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
m u2.W m 

$13.12 

$3.78 
IOM 

$13.12 
$19.68 
$26.24 
$65.61 

$104.96 
S209.93 
$328.02 
S656.05 

$ I  ,049.67 
$1,508.91 

$4.55 

$0.30 

$2,375.62 
S3 I .67 

s20.10 
$27.10 
$30.30 
$43.10 

$24.46 
$32.02 
$35.80 
S50.92 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$17.59 
S26.39 
$43.98 
S87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1 ,407.20 
$2,022.85 

S5.69 

$0.87 

$3,320.25 
$44.27 

$31.81 
S41.29 
$46.03 

$17.11 

$2.57 
6M 

$17.11 
$25.67 
$42.18 
$85.55 

$213.16 
$427.75 

$1,368.80 
SI ,967.65 

$3.09 

$136.88 

$855.50 

$0.54 

s2.154.09 
528.72 

$24.83 
$29.98 
$32.55 

$0. I5 

$0.02 

$0.15 
$0.22 
$0.36 
$0.73 
51.16 
$2.33 
53.64 
$1.28 

$11.64 
$16.73 

50.03 

$0.00 

$18.32 
50.24 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
Pl.ANT: MARC0 ISLAND .- ~ 

COUNTY: COLLIER 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final 4 Yr. Rate 
UBa Ik€Ksmx 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S k :  
All meter s k r  

Gallonnge Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

_md Bulb W- 
Base Facility Chnrge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-ln" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

EffkJlL 
Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Flat Rate: 
Meter Si: 

3" (75 units) 
per unit 

$17.11 50.10 

$2.57 $0.02 
6M 

$17.11 
$25.67 
$42.78 
$85.55 

$136.88 
$273.76 
$427.75 
$855.50 

$1,368.80 
$1,967.65 

$3.09 

S0.54 

$2,154.09 
$28.72 

$0.10 
$0.16 
$0.26 
$0.52 
$0.83 
$1.66 
$2.60 
$5.20 
$8.32 

$11.96 

$0.02 

$0.00 

$13.09 
$0. I7 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A E B  

SOI'THERN STATES I'TILITIES, IYC. 
PLANT: MARC0 SHORES 
COUNTY COLLIER 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
& 

P- . .  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"r3/4" $5.13 

314" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-In" $25.66 
2" s4 I -05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 

10" $590.1 I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 51.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
w 

$12.25 
$18.38 
$30.64 
$61.27 
S98.04 

$196.07 
S306.36 
$612.72 
5980.36 

$1,409.26 

$3.97 

a*' x 3/4" meter 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$8.82 $24.16 
$11.28 $32.10 
$17.43 $51.95 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee61 

$9.17 
513.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
5458 50 
$733 60 

51,054 5 5  

52 Ih 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
U!%!J 

$12.30 
$18.45 
$30.75 
$61.50 
$98.40 

5196.80 
$307.50 
$6 15.00 

SI .4 14.50 

$3.97 

$984.00 

$24.21 
$32.15 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWArrR 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: MARC0 SHORES 
COUNTY COLLIER 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter SizC: 
All meter i i u s  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

M u l & F m y  
Base Faeility Charge: 
Mctcr Size: 
S/8"X314" 

314" 
I" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

w 1.314'' m&t 
3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Current 
Bate3 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6 M  

$12.67 
SI9.01 
$3 1.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
$202.77 

Commission Utility 

Interim Final 
Approved Requested 

UwI m 

$17.21 

$7.03 
. 6M 

$17.21 
$25.82 
$43.03 
$86.05 

$137.68 
$27536 

$316.83 $430.25 
$633.66 $860.50 

$1,013.85 $1,376.80 
$1,457.41 SI ,979.15 

$4.39 $8.44 

$23.65 $38.30 
$30.97 $52.36 
$34.63 $59.39 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$28 I .44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

$17.24 

$7.24 
6 M  

$17.24 
$25.86 
$43.10 
$86.20 

$137.92 
$275.84 
$43 1 .oo 
$862.00 

$1,379.20 
$1,982.60 

$8.69 

$38.97 
$53.46 
$60.71 
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Schedule No. 5 A  

RATE SCHEDULE 
WATm 

SOUTHERN STATES 1ITILITIES. INC. 
PLANT MARION OAKS UTILITIES 
COIINTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY RATES 

Current 
Bptrs 

& M u l t i - F a d y b x h  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S u e :  
yS''x3/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-ln" $25.66 
2" S41.05 
3" 182.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 

IO" $590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

a" x 3/4" m m r  
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$1.23 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

Commission Utility 
Approved Rqueated 

lnterim Final 
U!%w upe6) 

SI 1.38 
$17.07 
$28.45 
$56.90 
$91.05 

$182.09 
S284.52 
$569.03 
$910.45 

$1,308.77 

$3.19 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

$2.16 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Rate Increase Final 
upe6) i l i LY€m 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

$1,049.95 

$1.97 

m & n t i a l  Bill 

$20.95 
$27.33 
$43.28 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

115.04 
$18.98 
$28.83 

50.06 
$0.10 
50.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$1.04 
$1.62 
13.25 
55.20 
$7.47 

10.01 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 864 

Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES tTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: MARION OAKS UTILITIES 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31, I996 

MONTHLY RdTEs 

Multi-FamilyScr~k!a 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I"  

l-li2" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per I.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9p6) 

$9.13 
S13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
S73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
S730.4Cl 

$1,049.95 

$1.97 

Commission 
Approved 
4.Yr. Rate 
ILrrrrasc 

50.08 
S0.I I 
50.19 
50.38 
50.60 
51.21 
51.88 
53.71 
16.03 
58.61 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT MARION OAKS UTILITIES 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

RnidcnriPl 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
All meter sizcs 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap * 

Multi-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5/8" x 3/4" 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

- 
Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
Bptrs upe41 m upe61 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$17.42 

$7.43 
6M 

$12.67 $17.42 
s19.01 $26.13 
$3 1.68 $43.55 
$63.37 $87.10 

$101.39 $139.36 
$202.77 $278.72 
$3 16.83 $435.50 

SI ,013.85 $1,393.60 
$1,457.41 $2,003.30 

$4.39 $8.92 

$633.66 ~871.00 

$23.65 $39.71 
$30.97 $54.57 
$34.63 S62.00 

S17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

S17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.92 

$140.72 
$28 I .44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

S 1.407.2O 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
s4 I .29 
$46.03 

$17.66 

$7.74 
6M 

$17.66 
$26.49 
$44. I5 
$88.30 

$141.28 
$282.56 
$44 I S O  
$883.00 

$1,412.80 
$2,030.90 

59.29 

$40.88 
S56.35 
$64.09 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
8XEEB 

SOUTHERN STATES tlTILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: MEREDITH MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

MONTHLY BBTES 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Rate Increase Final 
uee6) irdxem 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
m LLep6) 

Current 
Bates 

bident ia l .  Gewra! & Multi -Familv Swyiccs 
Bssc Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

S5.13 
57.70 

S12.83 
S25.66 
$4 I .05 
$82.10 

S128.29 
S256.57 
$4 10.5 1 
$590.1 1 

S8..IZ S9.17 
$13.76 
S22.93 
545.85 
$73.36 

S9.13 
S13.70 
522.83 

$0.06 
$0.10 
$0.16 

S12.18 
S20.30 
540.60 
S64.96 

5129.91 
S202.99 
S405.97 
S649.56 
s933.74 

$1.50 

545.65 
$73.04 

50.32 
50.52 

S146.72 
S229.25 

S146.08 
S228.25 
S456.50 
$730,40 

$1.049.95 

$1.97 

$1.04 
$ I  .62 

S458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

S2.16 

$3.25 
$5.20 
$7.41 

$0.01 $1.23 

pLivate Fire Protertiao 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

___ 
S13.69 

542.76 
S85.53 

S136.84 
S196.70 

- 

__. 
S21.65 

S67.66 
S135.32 
S216.52 
s3  11.25 

-. 
__. 

$6.1 1 
S12.23 
s19.10 
538.21 
561.13 
S87.88 

___ 
$6.09 

S12.17 
S19.02 
538.04 
S60.87 
S87.50 

... 
$0.04 
50.09 
$0.14 
$0.27 
$0.43 
50.62 

$8.82 
S11.28 
S17.43 

S12.62 
S15.62 
S23.12 

S15.65 
S19.97 
S30.77 

515.04 
$18.98 
S28.83 

5 M  
10 M 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDllCTlON SCHEDULE 
YiAIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES 1'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT. MEREDITH MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

General & Mult  i-Family Serv i c s  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Erivatc Fire Protection 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

I - l f l"  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
llpp6) 

$9.13 
$13.70 
S22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

S146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
S730.40 

51.049.95 

$ I  .91 

__ 
_._ 
_._ 
_._ 

$6.09 
SI2.17 
519.02 
$38.04 
$60.87 
$87.50 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Lk€c€m 

$0.08 
50.11 
$0.19 
$0.38 
50.60 
51.21 
51.88 
$3.77 
16.03 
$8.67 

$0.02 

_-- ___ 
_-- ___ 

$0.05 
50.10 
SO. I6 
$0.31 
$0.50 
$0.72 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PI A N T :  MEREDlTH MANOR _I._.. ~ 

COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter s k i  

Gallonage Chmge pcr 1,000 
Gmllonsge Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i ;  
5/8%3/4'* 

314" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-1fl*q 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

- 
Commission Utility 

Curreal Interim Final 
Rass unnsl upe61 

Approved Requested 

S12.67 

13.66 
6M 

$12.67 
519.01 
$3 I .68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
S202.77 
S316.83 
S633.66 

51,013.85 
51.457.41 

54.39 

S20.80 

S4.87 
6M 

S20.80 
$31.20 
S52.00 

$104.00 
S166.40 
$332.80 
S520.00 

S1,040.00 
S1,664.00 
S2.392.00 

$5.84 

S23.65 
S30.97 
$34.63 

135.41 
145.15 
s50.02 

517.59 

54.74 
6M 

517.59 
S26.39 
S43.98 
$87.95 

5140.72 
5281.44 
s439.75 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
u9961 inLvurs 

S17.II 

$2.57 
6M 

s17.11 
$25.67 
S42.78 
S85.55 

S136.88 
S273.76 
S427.75 

S879.50 5855.50 
51,407.20 S1,368.80 
S2,022.85 $1,967.65 

55.69 

531.81 
S41.29 
546.03 

$3.09 

S24.83 
S29.98 
532.55 

$0.15 

50.02 

$0.15 
$0.22 
$0.36 
50.73 
$1.16 
52.33 
53.64 
57.28 

$11.64 
$16.73 

50.03 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: MEREDITH MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

&si&&hl 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

-Multi-FamiIv Sew ice- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1 

I-1R" 
2" 
310 

4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE - 
Commission 
Approved 

Final 
Lme61 

$17.11 

$2.57 
6 M  

$17.11 
$25.67 
$42.78 
$85.55 

$136.88 
$273.76 
S427.75 
$855.50 

$1,368.80 
$1 ,967.65 

$3.09 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
perrease 

$0.10 

$0.02 

$0.10 
$0.16 
$0.26 
$0.52 
$0.83 
$1.66 
$2.60 
$5.20 
$8.32 

$11.96 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A D B  

' SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT MORNINGVIEW 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
BaIa u9941 uee61 U!%l 

P- . .  
Base Faciliv Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5Wx314" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5W x 314" mta 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

S5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
541.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 I 

$1.23 

$15.39 
S23.08 
S38.47 
$16 93 

5123.09 
S246.18 
$384.66 
1769.33 

$1,230.92 
$1,769.45 

$9.17 
S13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
5458.50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

$16.70 
$25.05 
$41.75 
$83.50 

5133.60 
$267.20 
s417.50 
S835.00 

$1.336.00 
51,920.50 

$3.24 $2.16 

$8.82 125.11 515.65 
$1 1.28 $3 I .s9 $19.97 
$17.43 547.19 S30.77 

$3.53 

S27.29 
$34.35 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT MORNINGVIEW 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter siVs 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

wltrc only 
Flat Rate: 

Multi-Funilv k x i s  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i x  
5B"r3/4" 

314" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

I-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5B" x3/4" IJMcI 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

- 
Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
B a s  u2w uee6) uee6) 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$29.84 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

$22.71 

$7.05 
6M 

$57.17 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

$23.65 $43.86 
S30.97 $57.96 
$34.63 $65.01 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

144.27 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
s439.75 
$879.50 

S1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
S46.03 

$22.70 

$7.05 
6M 

$56.50 

$22.70 
$34.05 
$56.75 

$113.50 
S181.60 
$363.20 
S567.50 

$1,135.00 
$1,816.00 
$2,610.50 

$8.46 

$43.85 
$57.95 
S65.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
EAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: OAK FOREST 
C0I:NTY: CITRI'S 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
BLtu 

M u I t i - F m i k S a Y h  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-w 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$4 I .05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
5410.51 
$590.1 I 

$1.23 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

interim Final Final Rate Increase 
w%l uee6) upe61 inlrrau 

$8.25 
$12.38 
S20.63 
$41.27 
$66.03 

$132.05 
$206.33 
$412.67 
$660.27 
$949.14 

$1.82 

S' x 3/4" metcr 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$8.82 $13.71 
$11.28 $17.35 
$17.43 S26.45 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
545.85 
173.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

S1.054.55 

$2.16 

515.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$10.35 
$15.53 
$25.88 
$51.75 
$82.80 

$165.60 
$258.75 
$517.50 
$828.00 

$1,190.25 

$2.58 

$18.09 
$23.25 
$36.15 

$0.07 
$0. I 1 
$0. I8 
$0.37 
$0.59 
$1.18 
$1.84 
$3.68 
$5.89 
$8 47 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOLTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT OAK FOREST 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEARENDED; DECEMBER31,1996 

hsidential. G e m s 1  & Mu Ui-Fsmilv Services 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

$10.35 
$15.53 
$25.88 
ss1.75 
$82.80 

S165.60 
$258.75 
S5 17.50 
S828.00 

S1,190.2S 

S2.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
R€€ilwe 

50.09 
$0.13 
5021 
50.43 
$0.68 
$1.37 
$2.14 
54.27 
$6.83 
59.82 

s0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
m 

SOUTHERN STATES IITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT OAKWOOD .~ 
COUNTY: BREVARD 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

Current 
Batrs 

cneral& Multi-FaJ&&uca 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"x3/4" $5.13 

314" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

l-ln" $25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 
10" $590.1 I 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
m 

$8.07 
512.11 
$20.18 
$40.37 
$64.59 
$129.18 
$20 1 .84 
$403.68 
$645.89 
$928.47 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
m 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 
$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

51,054.55 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

$10.35 
$15.53 
$25.88 
$51.75 
$82.80 
$165.60 
$258.75 
5517.50 
$828.00 

$1,190.25 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
i dY€am 

$0.07 
$0.11 
so. I8 
$0.37 
$0.59 
$1.18 
$1.84 
53.68 
$5.89 
$8.47 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 I I .23 $2.86 $2.16 $2.58 $0.02 

10 M 

$8.82 $16.65 
$11.28 $22.37 
$17.43 $36.67 

$15.65 
S19.97 
$30.77 

$18.09 
$23.25 
$36.15 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT OAKWOOD 
COUNTY: BREVARD 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

neral & Multi-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
518"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

lo" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Appmved 

Final 
Ww 

s10.35 
$15.53 
525.88 
$51.75 
$82.80 
$165.60 
$258.75 
ss17.50 
$828.00 

$1,190.25 

$2.58 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Ik€L€w 

$0.09 
so. I3 
$0.21 
$0.43 
$0.68 
51.37 
$2.14 
54.27 
$6.83 
$9.82 

$0.02 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 0 7 6  

Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
P l . A N T  PALISADES COUNTRY CLUB . ~ 

COUNTY LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bplu 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" $5.13 

314" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

1-In" $25.66 
2" $4 I .05 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

5Wr 3/4"rrmer 
3 M  
5 M  

IOM 

S82.IO 
$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590. I I 

$1.23 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
ll4p41 U!B!s u9e6) i r d s a J 3  

$27.80 
$41.71 
$69.51 

5139.02 
$222.43 
$444.86 
$695.09 

$1.390.18 
$2.224.28 
$3,197.4 I 

$2.42 

$8.82 
SI1.28 
$17.43 

$35.06 
$39.90 
$52.00 

$9.17 
$13.76 
522.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
S45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

S 1,049.95 

$1.97 

SI5.04 
$18.98 
$28.83 

$0.06 
50.10 
50.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$1.04 
$1.62 
53.25 
$5.20 
57.47 

50.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
B!ATm 

Sol l I I E R \  STA'IES 1'TILlTlt;S. I%(:. 
PLANT: PALISADES COIINlRY C L l B  
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

I & M!~l&Familv 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$9.13 
S13.70 
S22.83 
S45.65 
S73.04 

5146.08 
S228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

S1.049.95 

$1.97 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
inerenu 

50.08 
S0.I I 
$0.19 
$0.38 
$0.60 
$1.21 
51.88 
53.77 
16.03 
58.67 

50.02 
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Sehcdule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
YaIE I3  

SOITHERh STATES tITlLITIES. INC. 
PLANT: PALM PORT 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Ba& 

Barr Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
518"r3/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
1" 112.83 

i-in*- $25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" S256.57 
8" $410.5 1 

10" $590.1 I 

Gallonage Chnrge per 1.000 $1.23 

W' x 3/4" rmter 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

Tvpirl Reside- 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Find Final 
UBa uee61 uee61 

$10.80 $9.17 
S16.21 $13.76 
$27.01 $22.93 
$54.02 $45.85 
$86.43 S73.36 

s i72.86 $146.72 
s270.10 $229.25 
$540.19 $458.50 
S864.31 $733.60 

$1.242.45 $1,054.55 

s3.73 S2.16 

$21.99 
$29.45 
$48.10 

S15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$11.50 
SI 7.25 
S28.75 
$57.50 
$92.00 

S184.00 
$287.50 
$575.00 
$920.00 

$1,322.50 

$4.05 

S23.65 
531.75 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: PALM PORT 
COUNTY PUTNAM 
TESTYEARENDED: DECEMBER31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap -- . .  

Flat Rate: 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
s m w 1 4 ~ ~  

314" 
1" 

1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

91 4" 

3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Current 
Buu 

512.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$25.16 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

Commisaion 
Approved 
Interim 
uee41 

518.88 

57.69 
6M 

$47.21 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee61 

$17.59 

54.14 
6M 

NIA 

NIA 517.59 
NIA $26.39 
NIA 543.98 
NIA $87.95 
NIA $140.72 
N/A $281.44 
NIA 5439.75 
NIA $879.50 
NIA 51,407.20 
NIA 52,022.85 

NIA 55.69 

$23.65 $4 I .95 531.81 
530.97 $57.33 $41.29 
534.63 $55.02 S46.03 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u!%!m 

sim.86 

57.69 
6M 

NIA 

518.86 
528.29 
547.15 
$94.30 

$150.88 
$301.76 
5471.50 
$943.00 

51,508.80 
$2,168.90 

59.23 

$4 I .93 
557.31 
$65.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W%UEB 

SOUTHERV STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: PALM TERRACE 

~~ ~ 

COUNTY: PASCO 
TFSTYEARENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Current 
Batu 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si=: 
SB"X3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in-8 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$4 I .os 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590 I I 

S1.23 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
uee41 u9p61 u9p61 idLslrau 

S9.02 
$13.53 
S22.56 
$45.11 
$72.18 

$144.36 
$225.57 
$451.14 
3721.82 

$1,037.62 

$3.03 

S9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
s45.85 
S73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
wfia.50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

$2.16 

5 M  
10 M 

S8.82 $18.11 $15.65 
$11.28 $24.17 519.97 
$17.43 $39.32 $30.77 

$10.35 
SIS.53 
125.88 
$51.75 
$82.80 

$165.60 
$258.75 
$517.50 
$828.00 

$1,190.25 

52.58 

$18.09 
$23.25 
136.15 

$0.07 
so. I I 
$0.18 
$0.37 
$0.59 
S l . l S  
$1.84 
$3.68 
$5.89 
58.47 

f0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT PALM TERRACE 
COUNTY: PASCO 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

cneral& Mult1-F- 
Base Faciliry Charge: 

5/8"r3/4" 
. Meter Size: 

3/4" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gnllonsge Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

510.35 
S15.53 
S25.88 
S51.75 
S82.80 

S165.60 
S258.75 
$517.50 
1828.00 

s1.190.25 

52.58 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
iLL4wm 

50.09 
50.13 
50.21 
50.43 
50.68 
51.37 
$2.14 
54.27 
56.83 
59.82 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOIITHERN STATES IITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT PALM TERRACE 
COUNTY: PASCO 
TEST YEAR ENDED. DECEMBER 31.1996 

&lidmid 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sizc: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

-mily S e k  
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r314" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

a'' x 314" meter 
3 M  
5M 
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Current 
Bates 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$12.67 
S19.01 
$3 1.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
$202.77 

$633.66 
$316.83 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
UWJ uee6) 

$10.49 

$4.71 
6M 

$10.49 
$15.74 
$26.23 
$52.45 
$83.92 

$167.84 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 

$281.44 

$87.95 
$140.72 

$262.25 $439.75 
$524.50 $879.50 

$1,013.85 $839.20 $1,407.20 
$1,457.41 $1,206.35 ~2,022.85 

$4.39 $5.65 $5.69 

$23.65 $24.62 $31.81 
$30.97 $34.04 $41.29 
$34.63 $38.75 $46.03 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
upe61 i d x e l c a  

s13.18 

$5.23 
6M 

$13.18 
$19.77 
$32.95 
$65.90 

$105.44 
5210.88 
$329.50 
$659.00 

$1,054.40 
$1,515.70 

$6.28 

$28.87 
$39.33 
W4S6 

$0.11 

$0.04 

$0.11 
$0.17 
$0.28 
$0.56 
$0.90 
$1.79 
$2.80 
$5.60 
$8.97 

$12.89 

$0.05 

I 
: 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
yliBsTEl?iBTER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: PALM TERRACE 
COUNTY: PASCO 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBERJI ,  1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

-1 and Mu Iti-Familv Sew ice 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10'1 

1-1/2" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m a  

$13.18 

$5.23 
6 M  

$13.18 
$19.77 
$32.95 
$65.90 
$105.44 
$210.88 
$329.50 
$659.00 

$1 ,054.40 
$1.5 15.70 

$6.28 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
QecLem 

$0.08 

$0.03 

$0.08 
$0.12 
$0.20 
$0.40 
$0.64 
$ I  .28 
$2.00 
$4.00 
$6.41 
$9.21 

$0.04 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 884 

Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT PALM VALLEY 
COUNTY: ST. JOHNS 
TESTYEARENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

C u m n t  
Buca 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" s9.35 

3/4" s9.35 
I "  $9.35 

I-ID" s9.35 
2" $9.35 
3" s9.35 
4" $9.35 
6" 59.35 
8" s9.35 

10" s9.35 

Gallonage Charge / MG 
0 - 3.000 
All Excess 

5M 
10 M 

so.00 
S0.94 

Cammiasion 
Approved 

Interim 
UwlI 

S61.83 
S61.83 
S61.83 
$61.83 
$61.83 
S61.83 
S61.83 
S61.83 
S61.83 
S61.83 

so.00 
S6.22 

s9.35 S61.83 
$11.23 S74.27 
S15.93 $105.37 

Utility 
Rqueated 

Final 
uee6) 

$9: I7 
S13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
S73.36 
S146.72 
S229.25 
S458.50 
S733.60 

S1,054.55 

S2.16 
52.16 

S9.17 
513.49 
S24.29 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe61 

S I 5 . I O  
$22.65 
$37 75 
575.50 
S120.80 
$241.60 
S377.50 
s755.00 

S1.208.00 
S1.736.50 

53.69 
53.69 

S26.17 
s33.55 
552.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES IITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT PALMS MOBILE HOME PARK 
COUNTY LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,195'6 

MONTHLYRATES 

Current 
Bates 

RcsldenCmI.Grneralau . .  Iti-F-- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$4 I .05 
$82.10 

S128.29 
1256.57 
s410.5 I 
$590.1 I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 SI .23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u9p41 

$6.93 
$10.39 
$17.31 
$34.63 
s55.41 

SI10.8I 
$173.15 
$346.29 
$554.07 
S796.48 

s4.5 I 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
L19e61 

$9.17 
$13.76 
S22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

5146.72 
$229.25 
5458 50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

$2.16 

Commission 
Approved 

Find 
uee61 

$6.90 
$10.35 
$17.25 
$34.50 
$55.20 
SI 10.40 
S172.50 
S345.00 
S552.00 
$793.50 

$4.51 

,I 3,4" 
3 M  $8.82 $20.46 $15.65 $20.43 
5 M  SI1.28 $29.48 $19.97 S29.45 

10 M $17.43 S52.03 S30.77 S52.00 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERR STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT PARK MANOR 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S k .  

All meter sizcs 

Gallonage Chsrge per 1,oOO 
Gallonage Cap * 

Multi-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5WX314" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

1, 3/4" 
3M 
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

- 
Commission Commission Utility 

Approved Requsfed Approved 
Current Interim Final Final 
Bptrs une4) uee6) u9.w 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$21.41 

$5.56 
6M 

$12.67 S21.41 
$19.01 $4121 
$31.68 $68.68 
S63.37 $137.35 

$101.39 $219.76 
$202.77 S439.52 
5316.83 $686.75 
S633.66 S 1,373 .SO 

SI ,O 13.85 $2.197.60 
$1,457.41 $3,159.05 

$4.39 $6.68 

$13.65 $44.15 
$30.97 S55.21 
$34.63 $60.83 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

S140.72 
S281.44 
$439.75 
S879.50 

s 1,407.20 
52.022.85 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

527.68 

$5.53 
6M 

$27.68 
$41.52 
$69.20 

$138.40 
$22 I .44 
$442.88 
$692.00 

$1,384.00 
S2.214.40 
$3,183.20 

$6.63 

$44.21 
555.32 
$60.85 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
BiuEE 

SOllTHERN STATES CTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT PICCIOLA ISLAND 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission, Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Ihkl m u9esl uee61 ilLzYem 

W e n t i e l .  G e n e r U  Multi-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per lp00 

meter I ,  /4" 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
S25.66 
S41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
S256.57 
$41 0.5 1 
$590.1 I 

S14.43 
$21.65 
$36.08 
S72.16 

$115.46 
$230.93 
$360.82 
$721.65 

$1,154.64 
$1,659.79 

$9.17 
$13.76 
S22.93 
S45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
S458.50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

S1.23 $3.19 $2.16 

$8.82 $24.00 $15.65 
$11.28 S30.38 $19.97 
$17.43 $46.33 $30.77 

$10.35 
$15.53 
$25.88 
$51.75 
f82.80 

$165.60 
$258.75 
S5 17.50 
S828.00 

$1,190.25 

$2.58 

$18.09 
$23.25 
$36.15 

$0.07 
so. I I 
$0.18 
$0.37 
50.59 
$1.18 
51.84 
$3.68 
$5.89 
$8.47 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
W D  

SOVTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
P1,ANT: PlCClOLA ISLAND 

~ 

COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

R e s l d e n f l l l . t i - F a m i l y  . .  S e r v h  

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
yll"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i - w  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9e61 

$10.35 
$15.53 
$25.88 
S51.75 
$82.80 

$165.60 
$258.75 
$317.50 
S828.00 

51,190.25 

$2.58 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
i!LQ€m 

$0.09 
$0.13 
50.21 
50.43 
50.68 
51.37 
S2 14 
54.27 
$6.83 
59.82 

50.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, UUC. 
PLANT PINE RIDGE UTILITIES 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Ram 

Widentisl. Gcn era1 & MI& i-Fnmi& Scrviccs 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-1R" $25.66 
2" $4 I .05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 

1 0  $590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 S1.23 

Commission 
Appmved 

interim 
uee4) 

$8.05 
$12.07 
SZO.I2 
$40.24 
$64.39 
$128.78 
$20I.22 
5402.45 
$643.92 
$925.63 

$1.87 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee61 

$9.17 
513.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$ 146.72 
1229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

S1.054.55 

$2.16 

$8.82 $13.66 $15.65 
$11.28 $17.40 $19.97 
$ 17.43 $26.75 $30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate increase 
ug96) kLLY=n 

54.90 
$7.35 
$12.25 
$24.50 
$39.20 
$78.40 
$122.50 
$245.00 
$392.00 
$563.50 

s I .02 

$7.96 
$10.00 
$15.10 

$0.03 
$0.05 
50.09 
50.17 
50.28 
50.56 
$0.87 
$1.74 ' 

$2.79 
$4.01 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WAmB 

SOl'THERY STATES LTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: PINE RIDGE 1'TII.ITIES 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31, I996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" 

314" 
I"  

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u!Exl 

S4.90 
17.35 

112.25 
124.50 
539.20 
178.40 

1122.50 
5245.00 
$392.00 
1563.50 

SI.02 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
in4yean 

10.04 
S0.06 
S0.IO 
50.20 
$0.32 
50.65 
$1.01 
s2.01 
S3.24 
54.65 

so.01 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 891 

Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W m  

SOllTHERN STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: PINE RIDGE ESTATES 
COIINTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
fhtu 

bsidential. General & Mu ![&Fa- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314'' 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

28'' x Y4" mrter 
3 M  
5M 

10 M 

15.13 
$7.70 

512.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590. I I 

$1.23 

Commission, Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
uep4I uep6) 

$1 I .74 
$17.61 
$29.34 
$58.69 
$93.90 

$187.80 
$293.44 
$586.88 

$1,349.83 

12.28 

$939.02 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

$18.58 
$23.14 
$34.54 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1.054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
m iLbm 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
S730.40 

$1,049.95 

s I .97 

$15.04 
$18.98 
$28.83 

10.06 

$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$1.04 

sn.io 

$1.62 
$3.25 

$7.47 
$5.20 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
W_aTER 

SOCITHER% STATES I'TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT PINE RIDGE ESTATES 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEARENDED: DECEMBER31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 

5/8"13/4" 
3/4" 

1" 
I-ln" 

2" 
3.' 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

' Meter Sizc: 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 

$9.13 
$13.70 
522.83 
$35.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
S730.40 

$1,049.95 

$1 .97 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
in 4 vears 

$0.08 
50.11 
50.19 
$0.38 
$0.60 
51.21 
$1.88 
$3.17 
56.03 
$8.67 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: PINEY WOODS 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

MONTHLY RBTES 

Current 
Brtu 

& Multi-F- 
Base Fncility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
518"3/4" 

314" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in-, 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5M 
10 M 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u!ml 

$5.13 $13.26 
$7.70 $19.90 

$12.83 $33.16 
$25.66 $66.32 
$41.05 $106.11 
$82.10 $212.23 

$128.29 $331.61 
$256.57 $663.22 
$410.51 SI ,061. I4 
$590.1 1 $1,525.40 

$1.23 $2.32 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
une61 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

SI,054.55 

$2.16 

Tvoie.lu 

$8.82 $20.22 S15.65 
$11.28 $24.86 $19.97 
$17.43 $36.46 $30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
une61 inumm 

$13.26 $0.09 
$19.89 $0.14 
533.15 $0.24 
$66.30 $0.47 

$106.08 $0.76 
$212.16 $1.51 
$33 1 .so $2.36 
$663.00 $4.72 

51,060.80 $7.55 
$1.524.90 $10.86 

$2.82 $0.02 

S21.72 
$27.36 
$4 I .46 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT PINEY WOODS 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/?3"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

1-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
LL996J 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
S66.30 

5106.08 
$212.16 
$33 1.50 
$663.00 

$1,060.80 
$1,524.90 

$2.82 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
idyean 

50.11 
$0.16 
50.27 
$0.55 
50.88 
11.75 
$2.74 
$5.47 
58.76 

$12.59 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W_aTEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: POINT 0' WOODS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
I3aLa 

Multi-Familv Serykcs 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"13/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8 

1 0  

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

10 M 

$5.13 
S7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$441.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
S590. I 1  

$1.23 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
!JBa uee61 

$11.06 
$16.59 
$27.65 
$55.30 
$88.48 

$176.96 
$276.49 
$552.99 
$884.78 

$1,271.87 

$3.55 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
S458.50 
S733.60 

$1.054.55 

$2.16 

$8.82 $21.71 $15.65 
$11.28 $28.81 $19.97 
$17.43 $46.56 $30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
rn 

$12.20 
$18.30 
$30.50 
$61.00 
$97.60 

$195.20 
$305.00 
$610.00 
S976.00 

SI .40?.00 

53.98 

$24.14 
532.10 
S52.00 
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Schedule No. SB 

RATE SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC, 
PLANT POINT O'WOODS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sizc: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Multi-F- 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sizc. 
5/8"x314" 

3/4" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I - I R ,  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

w x 314'' mrtrr 
3M 
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) " 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
Burr 1l9e41 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6 M  

$16.69 

$7.85 
6 M  

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
upe61 

$12.67 $16.69 
s19.01 $25.04 
S3 I .68 $41.73 
$63.37 $83.45 
$101.39 $133.52 
$202.77 $267.04 
$316.83 $417.25 
$633.66 $834.50 

$1,013.85 $1,335.20 
$1,457.41 $1,919.35 

$4.39 $9.42 

$23.65 $40.24 
530.97 $55.94 
$34.63 $63.79 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6 M  

$17.59 
$26 39 
543 YE 
$8' 95 
$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

531.81 
$41.29 
S46.03 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe61 

$16.70 

57.85 
6M 

116.70 
S25.05 
$41.75 
$83.50 
$133.60 
$267.20 
$417.50 
$835.00 

S1,336.00 
s1,920.50 

$9.42 

$40.25 
$55.95 
$63.80 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
B!AlXB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT. POMONA PARK ~~ 

COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Brten 

aL(identiaJ, General & Mu Iti-Familv Services 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"r3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Chnrgc per 1,000 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
s4 10.5 1 
S590.11 

$1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u9e4) 

$10.47 
$15.71 
$26.18 
$52.35 
$83.16 

$167.53 
$261.76 
$523.52 
$837.63 

s1.204. IO 

$3.12 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
upe6) 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
S229.25 
$458.50 
S733.60 

51,054.55 

$2.16 

a'' x 314'' metY 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$8.82 $19.83 $15.65 
$11.28 $26.07 $19.97 
$17.43 $41.67 $30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
u9e6) i l l lmm 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 

$106.08 
$2 12. I6 
$331.50 
$663.00 

51,060.80 
S1.524.90 

$2.82 

$21.72 
$27.36 
54 I .46 

$0.09 
$0.14 
50.24 
$0.47 
$0.76 
$ 1 . 5 1  
$2.36 
$4.72 
57.55 

$10.86 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
Y a E R  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT POMONA PARK 
COUNTY: Pl'TNAM 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Besidmtial. General& Multi-F- 
Base Facility Chnrge: 
Meter S i :  
5WX3l4" 

3/4" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
UmiI 

S13.26 
S19.89 
533.15 
S66.30 

S106.08 
S2 12. I6 
$331.50 
S663.00 

$1,060.80 
S1.524.90 

S2.82 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
in4wm 

so I I  
SO 16 
SO 27 
so 55 
SO 88 
SI 75 
S2 74 
S5 47 
$8 76 

$12 59 

so 02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W B !  

SOlITHERN STATES I'TILITIES. INC. 
PLANT: POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
COUNTY: CLAY 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Current 
Buu 

m i d e n t i d  Gmeral& Multi-Fan&&nkx 
Bare Facilir). Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

1-ID" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

a'' x 3/4" m e r  
3 M  
SM 

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 1 

$ I .23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
upe41 

$13.51 
$20.27 
$33.78 
$67.55 

$108.09 
$216.17 
$337.77 
$675.54 

51,080.87 
$1,553.75 

$2.65 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
uee61 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

S2 I .46 
$26.76 
s40.01 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

S146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

S15.65 
S19.97 
$30.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
U m I  i n L Y € M s  

$16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
$81.70 

5130.72 
$26 I .44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1.307.20 
S1.879.10 

53.23 

S26.03 
$32.49 
$48.64 

so. 12 
SO 17 
50.29 
$0.58 
$0.93 
$1.86 
$2.91 
$5.82 
59.31 

$13.38 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
COUNTY: CLAY 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

al. Genera I & Mult i-Familv S& 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Siu: 
Sia"X3l4" 

3/4" 
I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i - i w  

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

516.34 
S24.51 
S40.85 
$81.70 

$130.72 
5261.44 
$408.50 
$8 17.00 

$1,307.20 
S 1,879. IO 

$3.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
ineu+ars 

$0.13 
$0.20 
$0.34 
50.67 
11.08 
$2.16 
53.37 
$6.74 

SI0,79 
SI5.51 

$0.03 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
W A n 5  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT OUAIL RIDGE 
COUNTY- LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

MONTHLY B,CLES 

Current 
Baty 

R c P l d c n t l a l . r n l &  Mu Iti-Familv Swyiccs . .  
' Base FnciliCf Chnae: 

Meter Size; 
5/8"13/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-ID" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

I O  

ss.13 
S7.70 

S12.83 
S25.66 
54 I .os 
S82.10 

S128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
SS90. I 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO S1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
w 

S20.86 
S31.29 
S52.15 

s104.31 
SI66 89 
5333 78 
s521 54 

51.043 07 
$1,668 91 
12.399.06 

53.11 

I'tility 
Requested 

Final 
m 

59.17 
S13.76 
S22.93 
545.85 
573.36 

5146.72 
S 2 2 9.2 5 
$458.50 
5733.60 

S1.054.55 

52.16 

W ~ 3 1 4 "  mc&r 
3 M  
SM 

IOM S17.43 SS I .96 530.77 

Typical R&ti&B&I 

$8.82 530.19 S15.65 
SI 1.28 S36.41 S19.97 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
119.m 

$19.90 
S29.85 
549.75 
s99.50 

S159.20 
$3 18.40 
S497.50 
f995 00 

SI ,592.00 
S2.288.50 

$3.21 

529.53 
s35.95 
S52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
IYAlER 

SOlTHERnl STATES LTILITIES. INC. 
Pl.AYT: REMINCTON FOREST - ~~ 

COUNTY: ST. JOHNS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Buu 

nI & Multi-Family S c r v b  
Bnsc Fneility Chnrge: 
Meter Sire: 
5/8"X3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Chnrge per 1,000 

520.30 
520.30 
520.30 
S20.30 
520.30 
520.30 
520.30 
520.30 
520.30 
520.30 

50.00 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
uee41 uep6) 

543.00 
$43.00 
$43.00 
543.00 
543.00 
$43.00 
543.00 
s43.00 
543.00 
$43.00 

10.00 

59.17 
513.76 
$22.93 
s45.85 
573.36 
$146.72 
$229.25 
5458.50 
5733.60 

51,054.55 

$2.16 

a'' x 3/4" IJEm 
3 M  
S M  
10 M 

520.30 $43.00 515.65 
120.30 543.00 519.97 
S20.30 $43.00 530.77 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Rate lncrensc Final 
09e61 inlrrarr 

$9.13 
513.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
573.04 
$146.08 
5228.25 
S456.50 
5730.40 

51,049.95 

51.97 

515.04 
518.98 
528.83 

50.06 
so. 10 
$0.16 
50.32 
S0.52 
SI .04 
$1.62 
$3.25 
S5.20 
57.41 

50.01 
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Schedule Vu. 6.4 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
YYaTEB 

SOUTHERN STATES IITILITIES, INC. 
PLANT REMINGTON FOREST 
COUNTY: ST. JOHNS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

I & Multi-F 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i x :  
5WX3/4" 

314" 
I" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Ch8rge per 1 . ~ 0  

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$13.04 

1146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

$1.049.95 

$1.97 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
i n4Y€m 

$0.08 
$0.11 
SO. I9 
$0.38 
$0.60 
$ l . Z l  
$1.88 
53 77 
$6 03 
$8.61 

50.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
E A E B  

SOUTHERN STATES l'TILITIES, INC. 
PLANT RIVER GROVE 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBERJI, 1996 

Cornmission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved . Requgted Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
E€lm u9p41 u9e61 rn i L k E L v 5  

Buidcntiel. Gmrral& Mult i -Fad  ' v scrvicrs 
Bare Facility Chnrge: 
Meter Size: 
5iE"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

5iE" X 3 4 "  rmtre 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 1 

$1.23 

$12.94 
$19.41 
S32.35 
$64.70 

$103.51 
$207.03 
$323.48 
$646.95 

$1,035.13 
$1,488.00 

$3.10 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$8.82 $22.24 $15.65 
$11.28 S28.44 519.97 
$17.43 $43.94 $30.77 

$16.34 
524.51 
$40.85 
$81.70 

$130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1,307.20 
$1,879.10 

$2.85 

$24.89 
$30.59 
$44.84 

so 12 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.58 
$0.93 
$1.86 
$2.91 
$5.82 
$9.3 I 

$13.38 

so 02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

FourYe8rRatc Reduction Schedule 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT RIVER GROVE 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

p . .  
Base Facility Chsrge: 
Meter Sic: 
Sia"X314" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonsge Chsrgc per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
S81.70 

$130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

S1,307.20 
$1,879.10 

$2.85 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate dccrcssc 
ineyun 

50.13 
$0.20 
$0.34 
$0.67 
51.08 
$2.16 
$3.37 
$6.14 

$10.79 
$15.51 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
B!AD%R 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT. ROSEMONT/ROLLMG GREEN 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Brtu 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Ss: 
5/8"13/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-1W' 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per I,W 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590. I I 

$1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
WMI 

$23.70 
$35.55 
$59.25 

$118.51 
S189.61 
$379.23 
$592.54 

$1, 185.08 
$1.896.13 
$2,725.68 

$2.83 

$8.82 $32.19 
SI 1.28 $37.85 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
u4e61 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

10 M $17.43 $S2.00 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
u4e61 klzsm 

$16.34 $0.12 
$24.51 $0.17 
$40.85 $0.29 
$81.70 $0.58 

$130.72 $0.93 
$261.44 $1.86 
$408.50 $2.91 
$817.00 $5.82 . 

$1,307.20 $9.3 I 
s1,8i9. I O  $13.38 

$3.23 $0.02 

$26.03 
$32.49 
548.64 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
xwrEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT ROSEMONTmOLLING GREEN 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"X3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 

10" 
a" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uephl 

$16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
sa1.70 

$ 4 0 ~ . 5 0  

si.879.10 

$130.72 
$261.44 

$817.00 
$1,307.20 

$3.23 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
inevun 

$0.13 
$0.20 
$0.34 
$0.67 

$2.16 
si.oa 
$3.37 
$6.14 

$10.79 
$15.51 

$0.03 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
IYAmE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT. SALT SPRINGS 
COUNTY MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Commission 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Bntra upe61 u9461 iQG?sm 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sic: 
SB"x314" 

314" 
1" 

1-112" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

W I 314" mrtrr 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$5.13 $22.10 
$7.70 $33.15 

$12.83 $55.25 
$25.66 $110.50 
$41.05 $176.79 
sa2.10 $353.59 

$128.29 $552.48 
$256.57 $1,104.96 
$410.51 $1,767.94 
$590.11 $2,541.41 

$1.23 $2.04 

$8.82 $28.22 
$11.28 $32.30 
$17.43 $42.50 

S9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,05455 

$2. I6 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$10.35 
$15.53 

$51.75 
$82.80 

$165.60 
$258.75 
5517.50 
$828.00 

$1,190.25 

$2.58 

$25.88 

$18.09 
$23.25 
$36.15 

$0.07 
$0.1 I 
$0.18 
$0.37 
$0.59 
$1.18 
$1.84 
$3.68 
$5.89 
$8.47 

$0.02 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
BAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SALT SPRINGS 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Baae Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5m0*~3/4** 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

Commiaaion 
Approved 

Final 
upe6) 

$10.35 
$15.53 
$25.88 
$51.75 
$82.80 

$165.60 

$517.50 
$828.00 

~258.15 

$1,190.25 

$2.58 

Schedule NO. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
in4run 

$0.09 
$0. I3 
$0.21 
$0.43 
$0.68 
$1.37 
$2.14 
$4.27 
$6.83 
$9.82 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT. SALT SPRINGS 
COUNTY MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1994 - 

Commission ' 
Approved 

Current Interim 
R a h  une41 

Base Facility Chmrge: 
Meter SizC: 

All meter aim 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cmp 

Bmac Fmcility Chmrge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gmllonage Chmrge per 1,OOO 

3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

$12.67 $20.85 

.$3.66 $3.81 
6M 6M 

$12.67 $20.85 
$19.01 $31.28 
$31.68 $52.13 
$63.37 $104.25 

$101.39 $166.80 
$202.77 $333.60 
$316.83 $521.25 
$633.66 $1,042.50 

$1,013.85 $1,668.00 
$1,457.41 $2,397.75 

$4.39 $4.58 

Commission Utility 
Reauested 

Schedule No. 5B 

Final 
U B Q  

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$23.65 $32.28 $31.81 
$30.97 $39.90 $41.29 
$34.63 $43.71 $46.03 

Approved 
F ind  
une61 

$13.18 

$5.23 
6M 

$13.18 
$19.77 
$32.95 
$65.90 

$105.44 
$210.88 
$329.50 
$659.00 

$1,054.40 
$l,5 15.70 

$6.28 

$28.87 
$39.33 
$44.56 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
inlvraD 

$0.11 

$0.04 

$0.11 
$0.17 
$0.28 
$0.56 
$0.90 
$1.79 
$2.80 
$5.60 
$8.97 

$12.89 

$0.05 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SALT SPRINGS 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED D E C m B E R  31,1994 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6'' 

10" 

1-1/2" 

a" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe61 

$13.18 

$5.23 
6 M  

$13.18 
$19.77 
$32.95 
$65.90 
$105.44 
$210.88 
$329.50 
$659.00 

$1,054.40 
$1,515.70 

$6.28 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
RKrsiw 

$0.08 

$0.03 

$0.08 
$0.12 
$0.20 
$0.40 
$0.64 
$1.28 
$2.00 
$4.00 
$6.41 
$9.21 

$0.04 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SAMlRA VILLAS 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Eatu 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"X34'* $5.13 

314" $7.70 
I" $12.83 

I-1R" $25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 

10" $590. I 1  

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO $1.23 

'I 3,4" 
3 M  
5 M  
IO M 

Commission Utility Cornmission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved .4pprovcd 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
ue941 uen61 une61 h.zYQm 

$10.92 
$16.38 
$27.30 
$54.60 
$87.36 

$174.72 
$273.01 
$546.01 
$873.62 

$ 1,255.83 

$2.75 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$ 17.43 

Schedule No. SA 

$19.17 
$24.67 
$38.42 

$9.17 
S13.76 
S12.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$16.34 
$24.5 1 
$40.85 
$81.70 

S130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$8 17.00 

S1.307.20 
SI.87P.IO 

$2.85 

$24.89 
$30.59 
$44.84 

$0.12 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.58 
$0.93 
$1.86 
$2.91 
$5.82 
$9.31 

$13.38 

$0.02 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
YiATEIx 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SAMIRA VILLAS 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x314" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9ebl 

$16.34 
$24.51 
S40.85 
$81.70 
$130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1,307.20 
$1,879.10 

$2.85 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
1n4mm 

$0.13 
$0.20 
$0.34 
$0.67 
$1.08 
$2.16 
$3.37 
$6.14 
$10.79 
$15.51 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UITLITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SILVER LAKE ESTA'lWWESTERN SHORES 
COUNTY LAKE 
TEST YEARENDED DECEMBER31,19% 

Current 
Bntg 

Base Facility Chnrge: 
Meter s i  
5a-*x3/4" 

3/41, 

Gallonage C h a g e  per 1,OOO 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 
s410.51 
$590.1 I 

SI .23 

Commission Utility 
Approved Requested 

Interim Final 
@%I uee6) 

$5.79 $9.17 
$8.68 $13.76 
$14.47 $22.93 
$28.93 $45.85 
S46.29 $73.36 
$92.58 $146.72 
$144.66 $229.25 
$289.3 1 $458.50 

$665.42 $1,054.55 

'SO.84 $2.16 

S462.W $733.60 

$8.82 $8.31 $15.65 
$11.28 $9.99 $19.97 
$17.43 $14.19 $30.77 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
uenb) intrean 

$7.04 
$10.56 
$17.60 
$35.20 
$56.32 
s112.64 
$176.00 
$352.00 
$563.20 
$809.60 

$1.19 

$10.61 
$12.99 
$18.94 

$0.05 
$0.08 
$0.13 
$0.25 
$0.40 
$0.80 
$1.25 
$2.51 
$4.01 
$5.76 

$0.01 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WATEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SILVER LAKE ESTATENESTERN SHORES 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Fscilily Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOo 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upp61 

$7.04 
$10.56 
$17.60 
$35.20 
$56.32 

$112.64 
$176.00 
$352.00 
$563.20 
$809.60 

51.19 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
io4uua 

$0.06 
$0.09 
$0.15 
$0.29 
$0.46 
$0.93 
51.45 
$2.91 
$4.65 
$6.68 

$0.01 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAD%B 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, MC. 
PLANT SILVER LAKE OAKS 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED. DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bntg 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Siu: 
5/8%314" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

S128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
U9.w 

$14.36 
$21.54 
$35.90 
$71.81 

$114.90 
$229.19 
$359.05 
$718.10 

$1. 148.96 
$1,651.63 

$3.76 

IO M 

$8.82 $25.64 
$11.28 $33.16 
$17.43 $51.96 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
unes) 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
unes) 

$14.40 
$21.60 
$36.00 
$72.00 

$1 15.20 
$230.40 
$360.00 
$720.00 

$1,152.00 
$1,656.00 

$3.76 

$25.68 
$33.20 
$52.00 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SILVER LAKE OAKS 
COUNTY PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
All meter sizg 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 
Gallonage Cap ' 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i m  
5/8"J/4" 

3t4" 
1" 

2" 
3,* 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-llf" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

a'' x 314" metst 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Current 
Batg 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6 M  

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

Schedule No. 5 8  

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
u9w une61 une61 

$18.68 

' $7.72 
6 M  

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

$23.65 s41.84 
$30.97 $57.28 
$34.63 .$65.W 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6 M  

$1759 
$26.39 

$87.95 
$140.72 
$281.44 
s439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$43.98 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

$18.68 

$7.72 
6 M  

$18.68 

$46.70 
$93.40 
S 149.44 

$467.00 
$934.00 

$1,494.40 
$2,148.20 

~28.02 

~298.88 

$9..26 

$41.84 

$65.00 
$57.28 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WWUEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SKYCREST 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Ba@ 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5i8"x3/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
I" $12.83 

I-In" $25.66 
1" $41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 

10" $590.11 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

w x 314" rmtcr 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$1.23 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission Commission Utility 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
Ltee6) i12m 

$13.15 
$19.73 
$32.88 
$65.75 

$105.21 
$210.41 
$328.77 
$657.54 

$1,052.06 
$1,512.33 

$3.88 

$8.82 $24.79 
$11.28 $32.55 
$17.43 $51.95 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$13.20 
s I 9.80 
$33.00 
$66.00 

$IOS.M) 
$211.20 
$330.00 
$660.00 

Sl,O56.00 
$ 1,s 18.00 

$3.88 

$24.84 
$32.60 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SOUTHFORTY 
COUNTY: MARION 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bust Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1 - m "  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Current 
Bptu 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
0 

$12.67 $35.17 
$19.01 $52.76 
$31.68 $87.93 
$63.37 $175.85 
$101.39 S28 1.36 
$202.77 $562.72 
$316.83 $819.25 
$633.66 $1,758.50 

$1,013.85 $2,813.60 
$1,457.41 $4,044.55 

$4.39 $4.97 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
u9e61 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$17.59 S35.00 
$26.39 $52.50 
$43.98 $87.50 
$87.95 $175.00 
$140.72 $280.00 
$281.44 $560.00 
5439.75 $875.00 
$879.50 $1,750.00 

$1,40720 S2,800.00 
$2,022.85 $4.025.00 

$5.69 $5.00 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
lyBTEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SPFUNG GARDENS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bsru 

Bare Facility Chaqe: 
Meter S i  
518"13/4" 

314" 
1" 

I - l a "  
3" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
S" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$6.74 
$10.10 
$16.84 
$33.68 
$53.89 

$107.77 
$168.40 
$336.79 

NIA 
NIA 

$1.00 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

lnterim Final Final Rate lncrease 
us94) CLEW m kuY€am 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

$9.74 
$11.74 
$16.74 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$7.39 
$11.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 
SI 18.24 
$184.75 
$369.50 
$591.20 
$849.85 

$1.53 

$11.98 
$15.04 
$22.69 

50.0j 
$0.08 
$0.13 
$0.26 
$0.42 
$0.84 
$1.32 
$2.63 
$4.21 
$6.05 

$0.01 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
wicm 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
P I A N T  SPRING GARDENS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/S"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i.in** 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee6) 

$7.39 
$11.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 

$118.24 
$184.75 
$369.50 
$591.20 
$849.85 

$1.53 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
1q45m 

$0.06 
$0.09 
$0.15 
$0.31 
$0.49 
$0.98 
$1.53 
$3.05 
$4.88 
$7.02 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATE.R 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SPRING GARDENS 
COUNTY: cmus 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,19% 

Bare Facility Chsrge: 
Meter Si 

All meter riua 

Gallonsge Charge per 1,OoO 
Gsllonage Cap 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
Sm'x314" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
10" 

Gallonage Chsrge per 1,OoO 

3/4" - 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Msximum Bill) * 

Current 
Rmm 

S8.19 

$2.44 
6 M  

$8.19 
$12.29 
$20.48 
$40.97 
$65.54 
$131.20 
S204.81 
$409.62 

NIA 
NIA 

$2.93 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Interim Final Final Rate lncrcaae 
uB4l uee61 U99a inly+au 

NIA 

NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6 M  

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 

NIA $87.95 
NIA S140.72 
NIA $281.44 
NIA $439.75 
NIA $879.50 
N/A $1,407.20 
NIA $2,022.85 

NIA $5.69 

$15.51 NIA $31.81 
$20.39 NIA $41.29 
$22.83 NIA $46.03 

$7.90 $0.07 

$2.79 $0.02 
6 M  

$7.90 
$11.85 
$19.75 
$39.50 
$63.20 
$126.40 
$197.50 
$395.00 
$632.00 
$908.50 

$3.35 

$16.27 
$21.85 
$24.64 

$0.07 
$0.10 
$0.17 
$0.34 
$0.54 
$1.08 
$1.68 
$3.36 
$5.38 
$7.73 

$0.03 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SPRING GARDENS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31 1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter SizC: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
mm 

$7.90 

$2.79 
6M 

$7.90 
$11.85 
$19.75 
$39.50 
$63.20 

$126.40 
$197.50 
$395.00 
$632.00 
$908.50 

$3.35 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
LkCLeas 

$0.05 

$0.02 

$0.05 
$0.07 
$0.12 
$0.24 
$0.38 
$0.77 
$1.20 
$2.40 
$3.84 
$5.52 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT STONE MOUNTAIN 
COUNTY LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

1" 
I-1R" 

2" 
3" 
4" 6" 

8" 
10" 

Current 
Rats4 

Baae Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590. I 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,oOO $1.23 

Cornmumion 
Approved 
Interim 
Lme41 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

$25.08 
$37.62 
$62.69 

$125.39 
$200.62 
$401.25 
$626.95 

$1,253.90 
$2,006.23 
$2,883.96 

$2.69 

$33.15 
$38.53 
$5 I .98 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
upe61 

$9. I7 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
S19.97 
$30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uee61 

$25. I O  
$37.65 
$62.75 

$125.50 
$200.80 
$401.60 
$627.50 

s1,255.00 
$2,008.00 
S2.886.50 

$2.69 

$33.17 
$38.55 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
B!An%E 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT ST. JOHN'S HIGHLANDS 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bptra 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"x3/4" $5.13 

314" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-In" $25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $41 0.5 1 
IO" $590.1 1 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO $1.23 

10 M 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
WW upe61 une61 

$8.31 
$12.46 
$20.76 
$41.53 
$66.45 

$132.89 
$207.65 
$415.30 
$664.47 
$955.18 

$4.37 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$8.30 
$12.45 
$20.75 
$41.50 
$66.40 

$132.80 
$207.50 
$415.00 
$661.00. 
$954.50 

$4.37 

$8.82 $21.42 $15.65 $21.41 

$17.43 $52.01 $30.77 $52.00 
$11.28 $30.16 $19.97 $30.15 
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Schedule No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
x.AlEE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SUGAR MILL 
COUNTY: VOLUSlA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31, I996 

Current 
Rakl 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"13/4" S5.13 

3/49, $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-ln" $25.66 
3" S41.05 
3" $82.10 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.51 
8" $410.51 

10" $590.11 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

10 M 

$1.23 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
unp4) 

$9.37 
$14.05 
$23.42 
$46.84 
$74.95 

$149.90 
$234.21 
$468.42 
$749.48 

$1,077.37 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

$4.26 

$22.15 
$30.67 
$51.97 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
u9e61 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
S458.50 
$733.60 

$1,05455 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe61 

$9.40 
$14.10 
$23.50 
$47.00 
$72.20 

Sl50.40 
$235.00 
$470.00 
$752.00 

$1,081.00 

$4.26 

S22.18 
$30.70 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, WC. 
PLANT SUGARMILL 
COUNTY: VOLUSlA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All mcter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
. Gallonage Cap 

Flat Rate: 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"r3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

- 
Commission Utility Commission Commission 

Approved Requested Approved Approved 
Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Bptg uss41 LE!+@ u29a in.ucm 

$12.67 $12.06 $17.59 $18.86 $0.16 

$3.66 $5.66 $4.74 $5.58 $0.05 
6M 6 M  6 M  6 M  

S23.45 $28.84 $44.27 $35.34 $0.30 

$12.67 
$19.01 
$31.68 
$63.37 
$101.39 
$202.77 
$316.83 
$633.66 . 

$1,013.85 
$1,457.41 

$4.39 

$12.06 $17.59 
$18.09 $26.39 
$30.15 $43.98 
S60.30 $87.95 
$96.48 $140.72 
$192.96 $281.44 
$301.50 $439.75 
$603.00 $879.50 
$964.80 $1,407.20 

$1,386.90 $2,022.85 

$6.74 $5.69 

$23.65 $29.04 $31.81 
$30.97 $40.36 $4 I .29 
$34.63 $46.02 $46.03 

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47.15 
$94.30 
$150.88 
$301.16 
$471.50 
$943.00 

$1,508.80 
$2,168.90 

$6.70 

$35.61 
$46.77 
$52.35 

$0.16 
$0.24 
$0.40 
$0.80 
$1.28 
$2.57 
$4.01 
$8.02 
$12.83 
$18.45 

$0.06 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, MC.  
P l . A N T :  SUGARMILL 

~ 

COUNTY: VOLUSlA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Commuaion 
Approved Approved 

Final 4 Yr. Rate 
u9e6) IkcrsM€ 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  

All meter s k u  

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 
Gallonage Cap * 

Flat Rate: 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si:  
5/8%314" 

3/4" 
1" 

1 - m "  
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

$18.86 

$5.58 
6 M  

$0.11 

$0.03 

$35.34 $0.21 

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47. I5 
$94.30 
$150.88 
$301.76 
$471.50 
$943.00 

$1,508.80 
$2,168.90 

$6.70 

$O.ll 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.57 
$0.92 
$1.83 
$2.86 
$5.73 
$9.17 

.$13.18 

$0.04 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 929 

Scheduk No. 5A 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SUGARMILL WOODS 
COUNTY: ClTRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current lntrrim Final Final Rate lncmasc 
Bptu w uee61 uee61 iolyenu 

' Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
Ya"~314~' 

3/41' 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
$25.66 
$4 I .05 
$82.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 I 

$4.45 $9.17 
$6.68 $13.76 
$11.14 $22.93 
$22.27 $45.85 
$35.63 $73.36 
$71.27 $146.72 
$111.36 5229.25 
$222.72 $458.50 
$356.35 $733.60 
$512.25 $1.054.55 

$1.23 $1.19 $2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$4.90 
$7.35 
$12.25 
$24.50 
$39.20 
$78.40 
$122.50 
$245.00 
$392.00 
$563.50 

$1.02 

$8.82 $8.02 
$11.28 $10.40 
$17.43 $16.35 

$7.96 
$10.00 
$15.10 

$0.03 
$0.05 
$0.09 
SO. I7 
$0.28 
$0.56 

$1.74 
$2.79 
$4.01 

$0.01 

$0.87 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
W A S T E W ~  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SUGARMUL WOODS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 - 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Batn uess) Ll9-m Ll9-m intrran 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
All meter sizer 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap " 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"5/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$8.10 $17.59 $7.52 

$2.45 $4.74 $2.28 
6M 6M 6M 

$0.06 

$0.02 

$12.67 
$19.01 

$8.10 
$12.15 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
s439.75 
$879.50 

$7.52 
$11.28 
$18.80 
$37.60 
$60.16 

$120.32 
SI66.00 
$376.00 
$601.60 
$864.80 

$0.06 
$0.10 
$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.51 
$1.02 
$1.60 
$3.20 

$31.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
$202.77 

$20.25 
$40.50 1-12'' 

2" $64.80 
$129.60 
$202.50 
$405.00 
$646.00 
$931.50 

3" 
4" 
6'' 
8" 

10" 

$316.83 
$633.66 

$1,013.65 
$1,457.41 

$1,407.20 
52,022.85 

$5.12 
$7.36 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $4.39 $2.94 $5.69 $2.74 $0.02 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
SIS"r3/4" $12.67 

$4.39 

$8.10 

$2.94 

$17.59 

$5.69 

$7.52 

$2.74 

$0.06 

$0.02 Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

vs" LZ4" mrter 
3 M  $23.65 

$30.97 
$34.63 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

$14.37 
$18.94 
$2 1.22 

$15.45 
$20.35 
$22.80 

S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
Yl!.ATm 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
P L A N T  SUGARMILL WOODS 
C O U N T Y  CITRUS 
TESTYEAR ENDED: DECEMBER31,  1996 

Residential. General & Multi-Fam*y Services 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

l-llz" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1.000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
rn 

$4.90 
$7.35 

$12.25 
$24.50 
$39.20 
$78.40 

$122.50 
$245.00 
$392.00 
$563.50 

$1.02 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
in 4 vears 

$0.04 
$0.06 
$0.10 
$0.20 
$0.32 
$0.65 
$1.01 
$2.02 
$3.24 
$4.65 

$0.01 
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't 
i 

Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SUGARMILL WOODS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
518"x314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
39' 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

l-ln" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"x314" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

$7.52 

$2.28 
6 M  

$7.52 
$11.28 
$18.80 
$37.60 
$60.16 

$1 20.32 
$1 88.00 
$376.00 
$601.60 
$864.80 

$2.74 

$7.52 

$2.74 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Qexease 

$0.05 

$0.01 

$0.05 
$0.07 
$0.11 
$0.23 
$0.37 
$0.73 
$1.14 
$2.28 
$3.66 
$5.25 

$0.02 

$0.05 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WBXIEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: SUNNY HILLS 
COUNTY WASHINGTON 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bptu 

Base Fneility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"13/4" $5.13 

3/4" $7.70 
1" $12.83 

I-ln" $25.66 
2" $41.05 
3" S8Z.IO 
4" $128.29 
6" $256.57 
8" $410.51 

10" $590.11 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 $1.23 

Commiasion 
Approved 

Interim 
cl9-W 

$10.67 
$16.0 
$26.67 
$53.33 
$85.34 

$170.67 
$266.67 
$533.35 
$853.36 

$1,226.70 

$4.'13 

S M  
10 M 

$8.82 $23.06 
$11.28 $31.32 
$17.43 $51.97 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
une6) 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Schedule No. 5A 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
une6) 

$10.70 
$16.05 
$26.75 
$53.50 
$85.60 

$171.20 
$267.50 
$535.00 
$856.00 

$1,230.50 

$4.13 

$23.09 
$31.35 
$52.00 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SUNNY HILLS 
COUNTY: WASHINGTON 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si=: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Siar. 
S/8"X3/4" 

314" 
1" 

3" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-1/2" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

518" a 3 4 "  m&L 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

Current 
Bptc\ 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6 M  

$12.67 
$19.01 
$3 1.68 
$63.37 
$101.39 
$202.77 
$316.83 
$633.66 

$1,013.85 
$1,457.41 

$4.39 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u!ml 

$18.40 

$7.75 
6 M  

$18.40 
$27.60 
$46.00 
$92.00 

. $147.20 
$294.40 
$460.00 
$920.00 

$1,472.00 
$2,116.00 

. $9.31 

Schedule No. 5B 

Utility Commission 
Requested Approved 

Final Final 
uee6) ue46) 

$17.59 $18.38 

$4.74 $1.75 
6 M  6 M  

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 
$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,02235 

$5.69 

$23.65 $41.65 $31.81 
$30.97 $57.15 $41.29 
$34.63 $64.90 $46.03 

$18.38 
$27.57 
$45.95 
$91.90 
$147.04 
$294.08 
$459.50 
$919.00 

$1.470.40 
$2.1 13.70 

$9.31 

$41.64 
$57.15 
$64.91 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, 1NC. 
PLANT SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
COUNTY. LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sizc: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ltz'' 
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

3 m  
5 M  

10M 

Commission 
Approved 

Current Interim 
Rrtu uen4) 

$5.13 
$7.70 
S12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.11 

$1.23 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

$35.67 
$53.30 
$89.17 
$178.35 
$28516 
$570.71 
$891.74 

$1,783.47 
$2,853.56 
$4.101.99 

$1.56 

$40.35 
$43.47 
$51.27 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
mm 

$9. I7 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 
$146.72 
$229.23 
$458.30 
$733.60 

SI ,054.55 

$2.16 

Schedule No. SA 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uep6) 

$36.50 
$54.75 
$91.25 
$182.30 
$292.00 
$584.00 
$912.50 

$1,825.00 
$2,920.00 
$4,197.50 

$1.55 

$41.15 
$44.25 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. 58 

RATE SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
COUNTY LAKE 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER 31,1996 - 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requated Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
&Itu uee4) m u9e6) 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5IS"a3l4" 

314" 
1" 

1-m" 
2" 
3:' 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

$12.67 
$19.01 
$31.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
S202.77 
$316.83 
$633.66 

$1,013.85 
$1,457.41 

$4.39 

$48.66 
$72.99 

$1 2 1.65 
$243.30 
$389.28 
$778.56 

$12 16.50 
$2,433.00 
$3,892.80 
$5,595.90 

$2.72 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 
$281.44 
$439.75 
$879.50 

$1,407.20 
$2,022.85 

$5.69 

$48.68 
$73.02 

$ I2 I .70 
$243.40 
$389.44 
$778.88 

$1,217.00 
$2,434.00 
$3,894.40 
$5,598.20 

$2.72 
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RATE SCHEDULE - 
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: TROPICAL ISLES 
COUNTY: ST. LUCIE 
TEST YEARENDED: DECEMBER31.1996 

Flat Rate: 

- 
Commission Utility Commission 

Approved Requested Approved 
Current Interim Final Find 
B.fu unn4) Lme6) rn 

$13.33 $37.95 $44.27 $35.50 

Schedule No. 5B 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
in2Ymn 

$0.30 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: TROPICAL ISLES 
COUNTY: ST. LUClE 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER 31,1996 

Flat Rate: 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
omesl 

$35.50 

Commission 
Approved 

4 Yr. Rate 
DecLeme 

$0.22 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
B!AlXB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PI ANT: TROPICAL PARK _It_. . ~ 

COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Brtrs 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
519"x3/4" 

3/41' 
1" 

I-In" 
1" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 I 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

S/8" x 314" mrtrr 
3 M  
5 M  
IO M 

$1.23 

Schedule No. SA 

Utility Commission Commission 

Interim Final Final Rate Increase 

Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

une41 unesl upe61 intrean 

$10.03 
$15.05 
$25.08 
SS0.16 
$80.25 
$160.51 
$250.79 
$501.59 
$802.54 

$1,153.65 

$3.11 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 
$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$8.82 $19.36 $15.65 
511.28 $25.58 $19.97 
$17.43 $41.13 $30.77 

$16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
$81.70 
$130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1,307.20 
$1.879.10 

$2.85 

$24.89 
$30.59 
$44.84 

$0.12 
$0.17 
$0.29 
50.58 
$0.93 
$1.86 
$2.91 
$5.82 
$9.3 I 
$13.38 

$0.02 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT. TROPICAL PARK 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR E N D E D  DECEMBER 31,19% 

Multi-Familv Swxices 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8%314" 

314" 
1" 

1-1Lz" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m61 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
I?Lm?a 

$16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
$81.70 

$130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1,307.20 
$1,879.10 

$2.85 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
iperran 

$0.13 
$0.20 
$0.34 
50.67 
$1.08 
$2.16 
$3.37 
$6.74 

$10.79 
$15.51 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAIEE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT UNIVERSITY SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEARENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

. Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i  
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

i-in" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5/8"x3/4" 
3/4" 

I"  

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
Io" 

i-in** 

u8" x3/4" m€kt 
3 M  
5 M  

Current 
Rrtbc 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 

$590. I 1 

$1.23 

$410.51 

___ ___ 
__- 
__- 

S13.69 

S42.76 
$85.53 
$136.84 
$196.70 

___ 

Commission 
Approved 
Interim 
Uw 

$6.91 
$10.45 
$17.42 
$34.85 
$55.76 

$111.51 
$174.24 
s 3 4 8.4 8 
S551.51 
$801.5 1 

$1.19 

. .__ ___ _- _- 
$18.59 

$58.08 
$116.16 
$185.86 
$267.17 

_- 

Schedule No. 5A 

Utility Commission Commission 

Final Final Rate lnercase 
Requested Approved Approved 

U2.m U B Q  ina€am 

$9.17 $7.04 
$13.76 $10.56 
$22.93 $17.60 
$45.85 $35.20 
$73.36 $56.32 
$146.72 $112.64 
S229.25 5176.00 
$458.50 $352.00 
$733.60 $563.20 

$1,054.55 $809.60 

$2.16 $1.19 

___ ___ 
.-_ -- __- ___ ___ ___ 

$6.11 $4.69 
$12.23 $9.39 
$19.10 $14.67 
$38.21 $29.33 
$61.13 $46.93 
$87.88 $67.41 

$8.82 $10.54 $15.65 $10.61 
$11.28 $12.92 $19.97 S12.99 

$0.05 
$0.08 
$0.13 
$0.25 
$0.40 
$0.80 
$1.25 
$2.51 
$4.01 
$5.76 

$0.01 

.__ 
-._ 
.._ 
_-_ 

$0.03 
$0.07 
$0.10 
$0.21 
$0.33 
$0.48 

10 M $17.43 $18.87 $30.77 $18.94 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WAmR. 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT UNIVERSITY SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facility Chsrge: 
Meter Sue: 
S/8"X314" 

314" 
1" 

I-lR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

518"1314" 
314" 

1" 
1-1R" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

lo" 

Commission 
Approved 

F ind  
U B I  

$7.04 
$10.56 
$17.60 
$35.20 
$56.32 

$1 12.64 
S176.00 
$352.00 
$563.20 
$809.60 

$1.19 

-- 
I -_ -__ 

$4.69 
$9.39 

$14.67 
$29.33 
$46.93 
$61.41 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
R€lxm¶€ 

$0.06 
$0.09 
$0.15 
$0.29 
$0.46 
$0.93 
$1.45 
$2.91 
54.65 
$6.68 

50.01 

___ ___ 
$0.04 
$0.08 
50.12 
$0.24 
$0.39 
$0.56 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: UNIVERSITY SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.19% ' 

BUK Facility Charge: 
Meter size: 

All meter a b  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Flat Rate: 

- 
Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate lnereue 
Bptra upplu upe61 lmw i w m m  

$12.67 $16.35 $17.59 $18.94 $0.16 

$3.66 
6M 

$30.01 

$4.14 
6M 

$35.80 

B u e  Facility Charge: 
Meter SizC: 
5/8"1;3/4'* $12.67 $16.35 

3/4" $19.01 $24.53 
1" $31.68 $40.88 

l-liz'' $63.37 S81.75 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

$101.39 $130.80 
$202.77 $261.64 
$316.83 $408.75 
$633.66 $817.50 

$1,013.85 $1,308.00 
$1,457.41 $1,880.25 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Schedule No. 5B 

$4.39 $4.97 

$23.65 $28.77 
$30.97 S37.05 
$34.63 $41.19 

$4.74 
6M 

$44.27 

$4.88 
6 M  

$41.68 

$17.59 $18.94 
$26.39 $28.41 
$43.98 $47.35 
$87.95 $94.70 
$140.72 $151.52 
$281.44 $303.04 
$439.75 $473.50 
S879.50 s947.00 

S1.407.20 $1,515.20 
$2,022.85 $2,178. IO 

$5.69 S5.85 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

$33.58 
$43.33 
$48.21 

50.04 

$0.35 

50.16 
$0.24 
$0.40 
$0.81 
$1.29 
$2.58 , 

$4.03 
$8.05 
$12.89 
$18.52 

50.05 
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Schedule No. 6B 

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT UNIVERSITY SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

B u e  Facility Charge 
Meter Sim 
All meter s h r  

Galloange Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cnp 

Flat Rate: 

Bue Facilily Charge: 
Meter Sim 
5/8"a3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

1.m" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u4e6) 

$18.94 

$4.88 
6M 

$41.68 

$18.94 
$28.41 
$47.35 
$94.70 

$151.52 
$303.04 
$473.50 
$947.00 

51.5 15.20 
$2,178.10 

$5.85 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Lki3a.W 

$0.12 

$0.03 

$0.25 

$0.12 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.58 
$0.92 
$1.84 
$2.88 
15.75 
$9.21 

$13.23 

$0.04 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
W A l m  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT VALENCIA TERRACE 
COUNTY LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Ihtm 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si 
5/8"x3/4" $6.39 

314" N/A .~ ~ 

1" $15.99 
I-ln" $31.96 

2" $51.14 
3" S102.28 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
(Per 100 Cubic Feet) 

m" x 314" mrtrc 
3 M  
5M 
10 M 

Commisaios 
Approved 

Interim 
u9941 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
mm 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 
$146.72 

$159.81 NIA $229.25 
NIA NIA $458.50 
NIA . NIA $733.60 
NIA NIA SLO54.55 

$0.67 NIA $0.67 
$0.50 NIA $0.50 

$8.40 NIA 
$9.74 N/A 
$13.09 NIA 

Sl1.18 
s12.52 
$15.87 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final Rate Increase 
uee61 h2wua 

$9.13 50.06 
$13.70 50.10 
$22.83 $0.16 
$45.65 $0.32 
$73.04 5032 

$ 146.08 $1.04 
$228.25 $1.62 
$456.50 $3.25 
S730.40 $5.20 

$1.049.95 $7.47 

$1.97 $0.01 
$1.47 50.01 

S15.04 
$18.98 
$28.83 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 946 

Schedule No. 5B 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT VALENCIA TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 - 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Bptu u994) rn rn inlrran 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter a h  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
0 - 6,000 
(100 - 802 cubic fl) 
6,001 - 9,725 
(803 - 1,300 cubic fl) 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"%314" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
(Per 100 cubic ft) 

/8" 3/4" 
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 
9,725 M (Prior Maximum Bill) 

$8.49 NIA $17.59 $17.11 $0. I5 

$1.56 N/A $4.74 $2.57 $0.02 
$1.17 NIA $3.55 $1.92 $0.02 
$1.56 NIA da d a  
$1.17 NIA da d a  
9.725M NIA 6 M  6 M  

$8.49 NIA $17.59 
NIA N/A $26.39 

$21.22 NIA $43.98 
$42.49 N/A $87.95 
$67.91 N/A $140.72 
$133.97 
$212.47 

NIA $281.44 
NIA $439.75 

N/A NIA $879.50 
N/A N/A $1.407.20 
NIA NIA $2,022.85 

'$1.56 N/A $0.00 
$1.17 NIA $4.26 

$13.17 NIA S31.81 
$16.29 N/A S41.29 
$17.85 
$23.70 

N/A $46.03 
NIA 

$17.11 
$25.67 
$42.78 
$85.53 
$136.88 
$273.76 
$427.75 
$855.50 

$1.368.80 
$ 1.967.65 

$3.09 
$2.31 

$24.83 
$29.98 
$32.55 

$0.15 
$0.22 
$0.36 
$0.73 
$1.16 
$2.33 
$3.64 
$7.28 
$11.64 
$16.73 

$0.03 
$0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 

- ,  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: VALENCIA TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"X3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3,' 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
(Per 100 Cubic Feet) 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
0 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

$1,049.95 

$1.97 
$1.47 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
iQAY=Q 

$0.08 
$0.11 
$0.19 
$0.38 
$0.60 
$1.21 
51.88 
$3.77 
$6.03 
$8.67 

$0.02 
60.01 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT VALENCIA TERRACE 
COUNTY. LAKE 
TEST YEARENDED: DECEMBER31, 1996 

Commission Commission 
Approved Approved 

Final 4 Yr. Rate 
uees) LmEaSe 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
0 - 6,000 
(100 - 802 cubic ft) 
6,001 - 9,725 
(803 - 1,300 cubic ft) 

Gallonage Cap * 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1 - In"  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
(Per 100 cubic ft) 

$17.11 

$2.57 
$1.92 

d a  
n/a 
6 M  

$17.11 
$25.67 
$42.78 
$85.55 
$136.88 
$273.76 
$427.75 
$855.50 

$1,368.80 
$1,967.65 

$3.09 
$2.3 1 

$0.10 

$0.02 
$0.01 

$0.10 
$0.16 
$0.26 
$0.52 
$0.83 
$1.66 
$2.60 
$5.20 
$8.32 
$11.96 

$0.02 
$0.01 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
P1.ANT VENETIAN VILLAGE 

~ ~ ~~ 

COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Ram ue941 uee6) mm iQ2YaLs 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
I" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1R" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

5/8" 3,4" 
3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82. IO 

$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 1 

$1.23 

$11.68 
$17.53 
$29.21 
$58.42 
$93.47 

$186.95 
$292.10 
$584.20 
$934.73 

$1,343.67 

$3.30 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,05455 

$2.16 

$8.82 $21.58 $15.65 
$11.28 $28.18 $19.97 
$17.43 $44.68 $30.77 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 

$106.08 
$2 12. I6 
$33 I S O  
$663.00 

$1,060.80 
$1,524.90 

$2.82 

$21.72 
$27.36 
$41.46 

$0.09 
$0 14 
$0.24 
$0.47 
$0.76 
$1.51 
$2.36 
$4.72 
$7.55 

$10.86 

$0.02 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT VENETIAN VILLAGE 
COUNTY ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si=: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

I-1i-z" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Cornmission 
Appmvcd 

Final 
uee61 

$13.26 
$19.89 
$33.15 
$66.30 
$106.08 
$212.16 
$331.50 
$663.00 

$1,060.80 
$1,524.90 

$2.82 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
iJL4Ymn 

$0.11 
$0.16 
$0.27 
$0.55 
$0.88 
$1.75 
$2.74 
$5.47 
$8.76 
$12.59 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

Schedule No. SB 

PLANT: VENETIAN VILLAGE 
COUNTY LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 - 

Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
m u.9.w u9-W cl!%m 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
inLyran 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Siu: 
All meter sizes $12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$18.07 

$6.26 
6M 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$18.86 

$5.58 
6M 

$0.16 

$0.05 Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

$0.36 $28.81 $45.15 $44.21 $42.08 Flat Rate: 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

NIA $17.59 
NIA $26.39 
NIA $43.98 
NIA $87.95 
NIA $140.72 
NIA $281.44 
NIA $439.75 
NIA $879.50 
NIA $1,407.20 
NIA $2,022.83 

$18.86 $0.16 
$0.24 
$0.40 

$28.29 
$47.15 
$94.30 
S 150.88 
$301.76 
$471.50 

$0.80 
$1.28 
$2.57 
$4.01 

$943.00 
$1,508.80 
$2.168.90 

$8.02 
$12.83 
$18.45 

$0.06 NlA $5.69 $6.70 

W x 3/4" m a r  
3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

$31.81 
$41.29 

$35.61 
$46.77 

$23.65 
$30.97 

$36.85 
$49.37 

$34.63 $55.63 $46.03 $52.35 
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FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: VENETlAN VILLAGE 
COUNTY. LAKE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Bsre Qcility Chsrge: 
Meter S i :  
All meter s k u a  

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap 

Flat Rste: 

Base Fscility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"13/4" 

314" 
1" 

I-1R" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonsge Charge per 1,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
uses) 

$18.86 

$5.58 
6M 

$42.08 

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47.15 
$94.30 

$ 150.88 
$301.76 
$471.50 
$943.00 

$1,508.80 
$2,168.90 

$6.70 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rste 
Q€cssas 

$0.11 

$0.03 

$0.26 

$0.11 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.57 
$0.92 
$1.83 
$2.86 
$5.73 
$9.17 

$13.18 

$0.04 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT WELAWSARATOGA HARBOUR 
COUNTY PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Current 
Bptea 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I" 

I-IR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

lo" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

v8" s 314" mrtrc 
3 M  
S M  
IO M 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 I 

$1.23 

Commiraion 
Approved 

Interim 
u9e41 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

Utility 
Requested 

Final 
WW 

Schedule No. SA 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
m 

$9.40 $9.17 $9.40 
$14.10 $13.76 $14.10 
$23.50 $22.93 $23.50 
$47.00 $45.85 $47.00 
$75.21 $73.36 $75.20 

$1 50.4 I $146.72 $150.40 
$235.02 $229.25 $235.00 
S470.04 $458.50 $470.00 
$752.07 $733.60 $752.00 

$1,081. IO $1,054.55 $1,081 .oo 

S4.26 

$22. I8 
$30.70 
$52.00 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$4.26 

$22.18 
$30.70 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT WESTMONT 
COUNTY ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved ' Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
Batca u9s41 u9e61 u9e61 1n2mm 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size 
5/8"x3/4" 

314" 
I" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OOO 

3 M  
5 M  

10 M 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590. I I 

$10.58 
S15.87 
$26.45 
S52.89 
$84.63 
$169.26 
S264.47 
S528.94 
$846.31 

$1,216.57 

$9.17 
$13.76 
S22.93 
$45.85 
S73.36 
$146.72 
$229.25 
S458.50 
$733.60 

SI ,054.55 

$1.23 $2.04 S2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
S30.77 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
S73.04 
S146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

$1,049.95 

$1.97 

$8.82 $16.70 
~11.28 $20.78 
$17.43 $30.98 

$15.04 
$18.98 
S28.83 

$0.06 
$0. 10 
$0.16 
$0.32 
$0.52 
$1.04 
$1.62 
$3.25 
'$5.20 
$7.41 

$0.01 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
WATEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: WESTMONT 
COUNTY: ORANGE 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
5/8"x3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

i-in" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per I,OOO 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
u9961 

$9.13 
$13.70 
$22.83 
$45.65 
$73.04 

$146.08 
$228.25 
$456.50 
$730.40 

$1,049.95 

$1.97 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
inercyn 

50.08 
$0.11 
$0.19 
$0.38 
$0.60 
$1.21 
$1.88 
$3.71 
$6.03 
$8.67 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
BAnm 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT WMDSONG 
COUNTY OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED. DECEMBER 31.1996 

Current 
Raka 

Bare Facility Charge: 
Meter Sizc: 
5/8"r3/4" 

314" 
1" 

1-lR" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83' 
S25.66 
$41.05 
S82.10 
$128.29 
S256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 I 

$1.23 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Interim Final Final 
uep41 m u9e61 

$13.62 
S20.43 
S34.05 
S68.10 
$108.96 
$2 17.92 
$340.50 
$681.00 

$1,089.61 
s 1,566.3 1 

S3.22 

$9.17 
S13.76 
S22.93 
$45.85 
S13.36 
$146.72 
S229.25 
$458.50 
s733.60 

$1.054.55 

S2.16 

5 M  
10 M 

$8.82 $23.28 $15.65 
$11.28 $29.72 $19.97 
$17.43 $45.82 S30.77 

$16.34 
S24.51 
$40.85 
$81.70 
$130.72 
S26 I .44 
S408.50 
$8 17.00 

SL307.20 
$1,879.10 

$2.85 

$24.89 
S30.59 
$44.84 

Commiwion 
Approved 

Rate Increase 
h2YcIm 

$0.12 
SO. I7 
50.29 
$0.58 
$0.93 
SI .86 
$2.91 
55.82 
59.31 
S13.38 

$0.02 
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Schedule No. 6A 

Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
m 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT WINDSONG 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31.1996 

Brim Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
SiS"r3I4" 

3/4" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

' Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
ueeb) 

$16.34 
$24.51 
$40.85 
$81.70 
$130.72 
$261.44 
$408.50 
$817.00 

$1,307.20 
$l,879.10 

$2.85 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
inA.YGm 

$0.13 
$0.20 
$0.34 
$0.67 
$1.08 
$2.16 
$3.37 
$6.74 
$10.79 
$15.51 

$0.02 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
W A m B  

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT WOODMERE 
COUNTY D W A L  
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.19% 

Current 

Baae Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
MI"JI4" 

3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

w rU4"  w 
3 M  
S M  

IO M 

$5.13 
$7.70 

S12.83 
$25.66 
$41.05 
$82.10 

S128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
$590.1 1 

$1.23 

Commiwion 
Approved 

Interim 
ue941 

Utility Commission Commission 

Final Final Rate Increase 
mm a!%?@ inLyrpn 

Requested Approved Approved 

$8.22 $9.17 
$12.33 S13.76 
$20.56 $22.93 
$41.11 $45.85 
$65.78 S73.36 

$131.56 S146.72 
$205.56 $229.25 
s411.11 $458.50 
$657.78 $733.60 
s945.55 $1,05455 

$1.13 $2.16 

$8.82 $11.61 $15.65 
$11.28 $13.87 $19.97 
S17.43 $19.52 $30.77 

57.39 
$1 1.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 

S118.24 
$184.75 
S369.50 
S591.20 
$849.85 

$1.53 

$11.98 
$15.04 
$22.69 

$0.05 
$0.08 
$0.13 
$0.26 
$0.42 
$0.84 
$1.32 
$2.63 
$4.21 
$6.05 

$0.01 
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Four Year Rate Reduction Schedule 
BAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT WOODMERE 
COUNTY: D W A L  
TESTYEAR ENDED DECEMBER31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"13/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
upe6) 

Schedule No. 6A 

Commission 
Approved 

Rate decrease 
inerun 

$7.39 
$11.09 
$18.48 
$36.95 
$59.12 

$1 18.24 
$184.75 
$369.50 
$591.20 
$849.85 

$1.53 

$0.06 
$0.09 
so. I5 
$0.31 
$0.49 
$0.98 
$1.53 
$3.05 
$4.88 
$7.02 

$0.01 
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Schedule No. 58 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: WOODMERE 
COUNTY: DUVAL 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31.1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 
All meter s izn 

Gallonage Charge per I.OO0 
Gallonage Cap 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Si: 
5/8"J14" 

3/4" 
1" 

I-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

I, 3 I. 

3 M  
5 M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) 

Commission Utility Commission Commission 
Approved Requested Approved Approved 

Current Interim Final Final Rate Increase 
BE&a UBU une6) une6) inLreea 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$12.67 
$19.01 
$31.68 
$63.37 

$101.39 
$202.77 
$316.83 
$633.66 

S1.013.85 
$1,457.41 

s4.39 

$23.65 
$30.97 
$34.63 

$19.76 

$4.20 
6 M  

$19.76 
$29.64 
$49.40 
$98.80 

$158.08 
$316.16 
$494.00 
$988.00 

$1,580.80 
$2,272.40 

$3.04 

$32.36 
$40.76 
$44.96 

$17.59 

$4.74 
6M 

$17.59 
$26.39 
$43.98 
$87.95 

$140.72 

$18.86 

$5.58 
6M 

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47.15 
$94.30 

$150.88 
$281.44 $301.76 
$439.75 $471.50 
$879.50 $943.00 

$2,022.85 $2.168.90 
$1,407.20 $1,508.80 

$5.69 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

$6.70 

$35.61 
$46.17 
$52.35 

$0.16 

$0.05 

$0.16 
$0.24 
$0.40 
$0.80 
$1.28 
$2.57 
$4.01 
$8.02 

$12.83 
$18.45 

$0.06 
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Schedule No. 6 8  

FOUR YEAR RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
P L A N T  WOODMERE 
COUNTY: DUVAL 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 
Gallonage Cap * 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
s i a w 1 4 * ~  

314" 
1" 

2" 
3.0 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

t-ln'' 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
,19e61 

$18.86 

$5.58 
6 M  

$18.86 
$28.29 
$47.15 
$94.30 
$150.88 
$301.76 
$471.50 
$943.00 

$1,508.80 
$2,168.90 

$6.70 

Commission 
Approved 
4 Yr. Rate 
Ilerrrasc 

$0.1 I 

$0.03 

$0.11 
$0.17 
$0.29 
$0.57 
$0.92 
$1.83 
$2.86 
$5.73 
$9.17 
$13.18 

$0.04 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WAmB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT: WOOTENS 
COUNTY PUTNAM 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Commission Utility Commission 
Approved Requested Approved 

Current Interim Final Final 
6a.m upp41 ueem UBa 

Base Facility Charge: 

3/4" 
1" 

l-ln" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

S M  
10 M 

$5.13 $8.50 
$7.70 $12.75 

$12.83 ' $21.25 
$25.66 $42.50 
$41.05 $67.99 
$82.10 S135.99 

$256.57 S424.96 
$410.51 $679.93 
5590.1 1 $977.<0 

$128.29 ~212.48 

$1.23 

$8.82 
S11.28 
$17.43 

$4.35 

$21.55 
$30.25 
$52.00 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 

$146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$8.50 
$12.75 
$21.25 
$42.50 
$68.00 

$136.00 
$212.50 
$425.00 
$680.00 
$977.50 

$4.35 

$21.55 
$30.25 
$52.00 
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Schedule No. SA 

RATE SCHEDULE 
YATEB 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT ZEPHYR SHORES 
COUNTY: PASCO 
T.EST YEARENDED DECEMLIER31,1996 

Current 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x314" 

314" 
1" 

I-In" 
2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 
IO" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

$5.13 
$7.70 
$12.83 
$25.64 
$41 .os 
$82.10 
$128.29 
$256.57 
$410.51 
S590. I 1  

$1.23 

S M  
10 M 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 
u4p41 

$5.78 
$8:67 
$14.45 
$28.91 
$46.25 
$92.50 
$144.53 
$289.07 
$462.50 
$664.85 

$4.62 

$8.82 
$11.28 
$17.43 

$19.64 
$28.88 
$5 1.98 

Utility Commission 
Requested Approved 

Final Final 
upe6) uee61 

$9.17 
$13.76 
$22.93 
$45.85 
$73.36 
S146.72 
$229.25 
$458.50 
$733.60 

$1,054.55 

$2.16 

$15.65 
$19.97 
$30.77 

$5.80 
$8.70 
$14.50 
$29.00 
$46.40 
$92.80 
$145.00 
$290.00 
$464.00 
$667.00 

$4.62 

$19.66 
$28.90 
$52.00 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
PLANT. ZEPHYR SHORES 
COUNTY PASCO 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Sue: 

All meter sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1,OW 
Gallonage Cap * 

Baae Facility Charge: 
Meter S i :  
S/8"x314" 

314" 
1" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1-In" 

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 

( 1  11 

3 M  
S M  
6 M (Maximum Bill) * 

Commission Utility 

Current Interim Final 
Approved Requested 

Rakl uB4l unesl 

$12.67 

$3.66 
6M 

$10.80 

$8.89 
6M 

$17.59 

54.74 
6M 

$12.67 $10.80 $17.59 
$19.01 $16.20 $26.39 
$31.68 $27.00 $43.98 
S63.37 $54.00 $87.95 

$101.39 $86.40 $140.72 
$202.77 $172.80 $281.44 
$316.83 $270.00 $439.75 

$1,457.41 $1,242.00 $2,022.85 

$633.66 $540.00 $8 7 9.5 0 
$1.013.85 $864.00 $1,407.20 

$4.39 $10.67 $5.69 

$23.65 $37.47 
$30.97 $55.25 
$34.63 $64.14 

$31.81 
$41.29 
$46.03 

Schedule No. 58 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
1me61 

$10.64 

$8.92 
6M 

$10.64 
$15.96 
$26.60 
$53.20 
$85.12 

$170.24 
$266.00 
$532.00 
S85l.20 

$1.223.60 

$10.70 

$37.40 
$55.23 
$64. I5 
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8OUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
IOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

LMELIA ISLAND 
:OUNTY: NASSAU 

518x314" 
314, 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I _. . _. . . .. 
WTER PRESENT-.PROPOXED COMMISSION 
iERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . .. CHARGE CHARGE ... . APPROVED . .. 

518x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112" NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2" NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

rPACHE SHORES 
:OUNTY: CITRUS 

5/8X314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

~- ___ - ___ 
VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
8ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: - CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/e"X314 $150 00 $143 03 $143 00 
314" NIA $143 03 $143 00 

1" N/A $154 03 $1 54 00 
1 112, N/A $202 53 $202 50 

2" NIA $245 03 $245 00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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APPLE VALLEY 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE I. 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . CHARGE CHARGE - I  - - - - - - - - - -. - PRESENT- PROP~SED C~MMISSION 

APPROVED 

5/8"X314" 
314" 

1" 
1112" 

2 
3, & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.013 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PRESERT -PRoPXSED- C ~ M M E S I O K  . - . . -_ - 
WATEX-' 
SERVICE INSTALLATION, CHARGES:,,, . , .. CHARGE CHARGE . .  APPROVED 

518x314" $150 00 $143.00 $143 00 
314' NIA $1 43.00 $143.00 

1" N/A $1 54 00 $154.00 
1 112" NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2" NIA $245.00 $245 00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

3AY LAKE ESTATES 
ZOUNTY: OSCEOLA 

WATER- P E S E N T  PR~POSED' .-COMMISSION-- 
~ . 

METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: .- CHARGE . CHARGE APPROVED I 
51ax314m 

314" 
1" 

1 112" 
2" 

3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I . . 
~ T E R  PRESENT ~--PXOPOSED-~-COMMISS~ON- 

. . .  CHARGE . . .  . CHARGE . ... APPROVED . SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: 

518x314' 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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EACON HILLS 
OUNTY: DUVAL 

518x314' 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.013 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cpst $38500 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

-. -. - .  -. 
fATER PRESENT- PROP~SE_G ~OMMTSsio~ 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: , . . .. . CHARGE . .  C H ARG If . . .. APPROVED ... 

518x314" $450.00 $14:3.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112" NIA $20:2.50 $202.50 

2" NIA $24 5.00 $245.00 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

EECHERS POINT 
OUNTY: PUTNAM 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $110.00 

$100:00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

..I_ ~ . .___.. 
KTER PRESEW-.. PRO-ED. CoMMlSSlON 

. . ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . .. . CHARGE . . . . . . . CHARGE .. . APPROVED 

5/ax314 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIB $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual (Cost Actual Cost 

I 
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UENAVENTURALAKES 
OUNN: OSCEOLA 

-. _. . -. .- ... . - . IATER PREFENF PROPBSED-. COMMISSIC~N I 
CHARGE CHARGE: .... APPROVED ... IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: , .- , , ,,, .... 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3" & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $110.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
N/A $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. . .. -. .- - 

CHARGE ...... APPROVED . . . . . .  

$143.00 $143.00 
$1 43.00 $143 00 
$1 5400 $154.00 
$20:?.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

yA~E.R . 
- 

P R E S ~ T  PROP~SED- COMMISSTON 
,ERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE 

5/8"X314" Actual Cost 
3 / 4  N/A 

1" NIA 
1 112 NIA 

2" NIP 
3 & Over NIA 

IURNT STORE 
:OUNTY: CHARLOTTE 
. -. . -. . .- . -. . - . .- I WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMIWON 

IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: .... CHARGE . .- .. CHARGE .. APPROVED 

5/8"x3/4" 
314 

1" 
1 1 1 2  

2 
3 & Over 

$175.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 1~0.00 $1 10.00 

$190.00 $141].QO $140.00 
Actual Cost $300.00 $300.00 
Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

-I -- -. __ _. .- 
VATER PRESENT P R O P O S F D  COmMTSSlON 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: - CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3 & Over 

$404.00 $1 43.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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ARLTON VILLAGE 
DUNTY: LAKE 

-. 
PRESENT'-.PROPOSED . c O ~ ~ I M I S ~ O N  

-. -. . . -. 
IATER 
ETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE .... APPROVED 

, , _ _  ,, 

518x314' 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. . -. 
PRESENT... PRO-P*SED COMMIsiON 

. ... . 
~ATER 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . . .. CHARGE . .... CHARGE APPROVED . .  

518x314' $150.00 $143.00 5143.00 
314 NIA $143.011 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 1/2' NIA $202.51 5202.50 

2" NIA $245 03 5245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

HULUOTA 
OUNTY: SEMINOLE 

~ . _ _  
KTER PRESENTPROPOSED-CMMISSION 
ETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: .- CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$1 00.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

.. - 
KTER PRESENT. PKoPosED-.. COMMISSION 
ERVICE . . . .. INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED .. .- 

518x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2" N/A $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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PRESENT- PROP6SED- COMM~SSlON 
CHARGE: APPROVED 

$143 00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245 00 

- .. .. - - ... - -. - - - . - 
WATER 
SERVICE, INSTALLATION CHARGES: , . ,, . CHARGE .. ... . 

51WX314" $1 50.01) 
3/4" N/A 

1" NIA 
1 112" NIA 

2' NIA 
3" & Over NIA 

CITRUS SPRINGS 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

I 
- - - - - . - -. - .- - - - 

WKTER PFE$SEN:T P-RO-POSED cOMMISS~~~N-. 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: - ,, .. ,. CHARGE . .  APPROVED . .  CHARGE 

PAGE 970 
SCHEDULE NO. 7 SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

CITRUS PARK 
COUNN: MARION I 

I _ -  _ -  
PRESENT- PROPOSE?) COMMISSION- 

. - - . - - . - . - - - - - 

APPROVED 
WATER 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE I 
518x314" 

314 
1" 

1 112" 
2 

3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110 00 $1 10.00 
$lOO.OO $140.01l $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.0Q $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 ,  
3 & Over 

$81.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$1 18.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$178.00 $300.00 $300.00 
$292.00 $3%5.00 $385.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 
.~oMMiSSi-oN- 

FRESENT - .  -PROPOSED 
- -. - - - .- -- - - - - . - 

WATER I SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: ,. ,, ,, , .. CHARGE . CHARGE . .  . APPROVED .. 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 
2 

3" & Over 

$203.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$267.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$267.00 $154.00 $154.00 
$267.00 $202.50 $202.50 
$267.00 $245.00 $245.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

CRYSTAL RIVER 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

Actual Cost 
Actual Cost Actual Cost 

DAETWYLER SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE 

. . -. 
WATER PRESFNT- PROPTSED COM%lSSlON 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: .. -. CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

~~ APPROVED 

518x314" 
34" 

1 
11/2! 

2 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $1 43.00 
NIA $1 54.00 $154.00 
N/A $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. SCHEDULE NO. 7 ~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

OUNTY: CHARLOTTE 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 1Cl.00 $1 10.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual cost Actual Cost 

- - - - - 
FRESEKT PROPOSED- C ~ M M l S ~ ~ O N  

-. - - 
WATER 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$143.00 $143.00 
$14:3.00 $143.00 
$1 54.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$24!5.00 $245.00 

5/8"X314' Actual Cost 
314 NIA 

1" NIA 
1 112" NIA 

2 NIA 
3" & Over NIA 

DELTONA LAKES 
COUNTY: VOLUSIA I 

~. ~. . . . . 
PRESTN;i PROESGD COMMISSION 

. .. .. . . . CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X314" 
314 

1" 
11/2! 

2" 
3 & Over 

$89.~0 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 lQ.00 $1 10.00 

$146.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$201 .oo $300.00 $300.00 
$345.00 $385.00 $385.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I --__ . . . 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED C m S S I O N  
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . .. . .- . 

. . . . . . . . APPROVED . . .  CHARGE . . .. . . . . . CHARGE 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$137.00 $143.00 $143.00 
$187.00 $143.QO $143.00 
$1 87.CIO $154.QO $154.00 
$276.00 $202.50 $202.50 
$325.00 $245.00 $245.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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OL RAY MANOR 
OUNTY: SEMINOLE 

. - - - - - - - _. - - 
~ ~ T E R  PRXSENT- PROFOSZD-. COMMl%SlON 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4" 
314'" 

1" 
1 112 

2, 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 
_. _. 

P ~ E S E N T  PROPOSED COMMISSION - -. - - - - -. -. 
~ATTR 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8'X314" 
314'" 

1" 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
1 112 

3" & Over NIA 

$150.00 $1 43.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.013 $154.00 
NIA $202.510 $202.50 

IRUID HILLS 
:OUNTY: SEMINOLE 

518x314'" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

-- ~ 
___ - 

KTER PRESENT-PROPOXD COMMISSIOT 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: - CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 ,  
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 

NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

NIA $154.CIO $154.00 
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5/8"X3/4" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2" NIA $24!5.00 $245.00 
, 3"& Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cost 

EAST LAKE HARRIS ESTATES 
COUNTY: LAKE 

.-1 '-PRFsENT  PROPOSE^ C O M M I S ~ O N  
-. -. - 

WATER. 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES:_ , , ,, - CHARGE , ... CHARGE . .  APPROVED I 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRE~ENT- PXOPESED- CBMMISSION-. 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

FERN PARK 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE I 

I . - .  - - . . . .. . . . 
WATER-- PRES.ENT----PROP~SFD COMMISS~ON 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: .- CHARGE CHARGE .. APPROVED I 

5/8X314@ 
314" 

1" 
1 112  

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $1 40.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

__ __ -. _. . 
W A K R  PRESENT PROPosED C O M M I S S m  -. 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . CHARGE . . . . . .. CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
I 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NtA $154.100 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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ERN TERRACE 
OUNTY: LAKE 

- 

- . -. - -. .- 
TATER PRTSENT PROPOSED-. COMMISSION 

APPROVED ... . . .  IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE . . . . .. . . . - 

518"X3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $1 54.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.013 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

ISHERMAN'S HAVEN 
:OUNTY: MARTIN 

5/%X314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

- - -. - - -. _. 
PRESENT PROPBED -- COMMISZ~ON- I VATER 

,ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: -. CHARGE - CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314'" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 1/2" NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

r 

COUNTY: QSCEOLA 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

- -. 
w-ATER ~ 

SERVICE INSTALLATION,CHARGES: , CHARGE .. ... 

.- - . . -. . - - 
PRESENT- PROFOSCD c ~ M M I S S I O K  

CHARGE: . .  . APPROVED 

5 / 8 X 3 / 4  $1 50 03 $143.00 $143.00 
3/4' NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112' NIA $202.50 5202.50 

2" N/A S245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 

FOX RUN 
COUNTY: MARTIN 

WATER PRESENT PROPOSED'.''--. COM%lSSlON 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: - CHARGE . CHARGE . -. APPROVED 

- -  . -. - . -_ 

I 
518x314" 

314" 
1" 

1 112" 
2 

3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 1o.oc 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0C 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

- -- - - - -- 
WAXR PRESENT PROPOSCQ- CTMMISSEN 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: - - CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4 ' $1 50 00 $143 30 $143 00 
314" NIA 5143 00 $143 00 

1" NIA $154 00 $154 00 
1 1 1 2  NIA $202 50 S202 50 

2" NIA $245 00 $245 00 
3 & Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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OUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
IOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

RIENDLY CENTER 
:OUNTY: LAKE 

~ APPROVED -_ 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

__ -. -. - -. . .- .- -. .- 
PATZR PRESENT- P K O P O ~ E C  CtvviMlssiCiN 
IERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . .. CHARGE CHARGE .. ... APPROVED 

5/8"X314 
314' 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $1 54.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 
;ENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
:OUNTY: BRADFORD 

- ._ - -- - - - - - 
VATER PXESEKT PROP~SEE COMM~~SION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: ._ - CHARGE CHARGE - A P P R 0 V E D 

518'X3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
WIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

-- PRESENT P R O P O ~ O  coiiiiissi6iir' 
APPROVED 

$143.00 $143 00 
$143.CIO $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
S245.CIO $245 00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost 

- . -. 
vKTER-. 
;ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: .. CHARGE .. CHARGE 

38"X3/4" Actual Cost 
314" NIA 

1" NIA 
1 112' Nlk 

2" Nlk 
3 & Over N/A 
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OUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
iOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

;OLDEN TERRACE 
OUNTY: CITRUS 

518"x3/4 
314" 

1" 
1112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0( 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.0( 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0( 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0( 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

. .- . . - .. 
PRESENT P R W O S E ~ -  COMMISSION- .- 

~%TER- 
,ERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . .  .. . .. CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3/4' $150.00 $143.00 $143.0( 
314" NIA $143 00 $143.01 

1" NiA $1 54 00 $1 54 O( 
1 1/2" N/A $202 51) $202.5 

2 '  NIA $245 00 $245.0( 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

;OSPEL ISLAND ESTATES 
:OUNTY: CITRUS 

VATER PRESENT PROPCSID COMMISSfON-. 
1ETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: - CHARGE CHARGE .- APPROVED 

. . .. .. . 

5/8"x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.01 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.0( 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0( 
$175.00 $300.0Q $300.0( 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual C'ost Actual Cos 

~- -- 
VATER P R E ~ F N T  P R ~ P O S E D  COMMISSIOK 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: -. CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4' $1 so 00 $143 00 $143 O( 
3/4" NIA $143 00 $143 O( 

1 " NIA $154 00 $154 O( 
1 112 NIA $202 50 $202 5( 

2" N/A $245 00 $245 O( 
3 & Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cos 
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~ 

OUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
IOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

;RAND TERRACE 
:OUNTY: LAKE 

. . . - . .. .. _. 
~ATER PRESENT. PRO~OSED-.--..COM~SSION- 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . .. CHARGE CHARGE . APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 
$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I .- 
VATER. P - R ~ E N T  .'-FROpoSTD COMMISSI~N 
iERVICE INSTALLATION . .  . CHARGES: .. . . . .  . CHARGE CHARGE .. . .. APPROVED 

518X3/4 
314 

1 'I 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

IARMONY HOMES 
:OUNTY: SEMINOLE 
-_ - - I 
VATER PRESENT-PROPOSED COKh&SlON 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.Ol3 $1 10.00 

$1 00.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.013 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. _ _  .- .. . 
P R E S E F  - P R O P O ~ E F .  COMMISSION 

.- CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED .. ,ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: 

$1 43.0'0 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

518x314' $150.00 
314 NIA 

1 I' NIA 
1 112" NIA 

2" NIA 
3" & Over NIA 
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KET NO. 950495-W 

HERMITS COVE I COUNTY: PUTMAN 
...... 

PREsENT PRO~oSElj-. . c~o-M.Mlss~o.N 
WATER .- .- 

METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . .  .... CHARGE . .  CHARGE APPROVED . .  

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2, 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

-. . -. . .- . -  
WATER PRESFNT PROPOSED COMM'IS~ION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: ....... . . . . .  CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED I 

5WX314" 
314" 

1 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$150 00 $143 00 $143 00 
NIA $143 00 $143 00 
NIA $154 011 $1 54 00 
NIA $202 50 $202 50 
NIA $245 00 $245 00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

HOBBY HILLS 
COUNTY: LAKE 

5/8"X3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$loo:oo $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. ... ~. __ .. . 
WATER-. PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . CHARGE CHARGE: .. - . APPROVED 

$1 43 .OO $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154 .OO $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

518x314 $150.90 
3 w  NIA 

1 '( NIA 
1 112" NIA 

2 NIA 
3" & Over NIA 
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OLIDAY HAVEN 
OUNTY: LAKE 

- 

. 

_. - - 
,AT= - P R E S N T  FROPOSED COMMISSION- 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8x3/4c $75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
314" $85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140 00 
11/2# $175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2" Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
3" & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I . . .. 
PRESENT-'PROP~ED COMMISSEN 

-. . _. . - .. 
YXER 
,ERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . .. . CHARGE CHARGE . . . . .. . APPROVED .. . 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 -  & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

IOLIDAY HEIGHTS 
:OUNTY: ORANGE 

5/8"x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

NIA $90.001 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 
NIA $140.001 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.0Cl $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

1 . . - .- . . . - . 
RER P R E ~ E N T  P R ~ S E D  COMMISS.I~N.. 
,ERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARG'E CHARGE APPROVED 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

518X3I4" NIA 
3J4 NIA 

1" NIA 
1 112 NIA 

2" NIA 
3" & Over NIA 
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IMPERIAL TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 

... I . . - .. 
WATER PRESENT---.- PROP6SED COMMlSSl6N. 

CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED . . . .  METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . . . .  . . .  ... 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. ___  . -. .~ . .. 
WATER PRESENT-. . PROFOSED COMMlSSiON 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . .  .- CHARGE ..... CHARGE , ,  , APPROVED . .  

518x314" $150.0C $143 00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143 00 $143.00 

1" NIA $1 54 00 $1 54 00 
1 112" NIA $202 50 $202.50 

2 ,  lu1A $245 00 $245 00 
3" & Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cost 

INTERCESSION CITY 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 

. . 
PRESENT PROPOSED COWMISSION ' -  

. .  CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3 8 Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. . .  . __ .. .. 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . .  CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED I 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

518x314" $150:00 
314 NIA 

1" NIA 
1 112" NIA 

2 NIA 
3" & Over NIA 
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iOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

'EST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
)OCKET NO. 950495-WS 

NTERLACHEN LAKElPARK MANOR 
:OUNTY: PUTNAM 

APPROVED ~ _ _  ARGE CHARGE 

5/8"x3/4" 
314" 

1 'I 
1 1 P  

2 
3' & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

APPROVED _ -  

518x314~ 
314" 

1" 
1112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 
IUNGLE DEN 
:OUNTY: VOLUSIA 

- 
PROPOSED COMMISSION 

APPROVED 
- _~ CHARGE _ 

5/8x3/4t  
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3' & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I . . . . . .. . ~ -. .. . 
NATER PRESENT PROPOSED  COMMISSION^^ 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: .. ... . CHARGE CHARGE . . . . . APPROVED . 

518x314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" N/A $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $1 54.00 $154.00 
1 1/2" NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2" NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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EYSTONE CLUB ESTATES 
OUNTY: BRADFORD 

PROPOS COMMISSION- 
_- CHARGE - APPROVED ~ - - 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.0 
NIA $110.00 $1 10.0 
NIA $140.00 $140.0 
NIA $300.00 $300.0 

NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 
NIA $385.00 $385.0 

5/8X3/4 Actual Cost $143 00 $143.0 
314 NIA $143 00 $143 0 

1" NIA $1 54 00 $154 0 
1 112 NIA $202 50 $202 5 
2 NIA $245 00 $245.0 

3 & Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cos 

EYSTONE HEIGHTS 
OUNTY: CLAY 

COMMISKX 
APPROVED ~- 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.0 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

~ . 
IATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMME-SION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8X3/4" $1 50 00 $143 00 $143 0 
314 N/A $143 00 $143 0 

1" NIA $1 54 00 $154 0 
1 112 N/A $202 50 $202 5 

2 NIA $245 00 $245.0 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 
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NO. 950495-WS 

INGSWOOD 
OUNTY: BREVARD 

I - .. . . - .. .. - - 
KTEU--- PRESENT- P R ~ O S E D .  coXMissioN-. 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: .... . CHARGE . .  CHARGE . . APPROVED .. . 

5/8"x3/4 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I .- -. .. - . . . .- . . . -. KTER PRESENT . P R O ~ S E D  conMSsioN-- 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . .  . .. . . .. . . . . . CHARGE , ,CHARGE . .  APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
N/A $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 

$245.00 $245.00 NIA 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 
AKE AJAY ESTATES 
OUNTY: OSCEOLA 

5/8"X3/4 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. . . . . 
llATER PRESENT-PROPOSED . C O ~ S S I O N .  - 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . .  CHARGE CHARGE . APPROVED 

$1 43.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

Actual Cosi. 

5lWX314 $150.00 
314" NIA 
1" NIA 

1 112" NIA 
2" NIA 

3 ,  & Over NIA 
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LAKE BRANTLEY 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

....... - ... . .  .- -- ..... 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSIO'N-'- 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X314 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" N /A $143.00 $143 00 

1" N /A $1 54 00 $154.00 
I 112O NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2" NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

LAKE CONWAY PARK 
COUNTY: ORANGE 

WATER PRESENT-.' PROPOSED C O M M l S S i O N  
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE: APPROVED 

... ....... ~ . . . . . .  

. . .  ... 

518X3I4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

... R.E s -E.N-T-- __ - ........ 
WATER -.. PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE . . . . . . . .  CHARGE: APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112s 

2 
3" & Over 

NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
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OUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
iOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
EST YEAR ENDED, DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 

AKE HARRIET ESTATES 
:OUNTYr SEMINOLE 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0( 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.0( 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0( 
$1 75.00 $300.00 $300.0( 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cosl 

~ATER-. -. . . -. . _. .- . . , . . . 
PRESENT PROPO'sED COMM-l%SlON-- 

ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . .. .- . .... CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.0( 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.0( 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.0( 
NIA $202.50 $ 2 0 2 5  
NIA $245.00 $245.0( 

1 112  
2" 

3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cosl 

AKESIDE 
:OUNTY: CITRUS 

COMMISSION 
APPROVED _. 

518Y314" 
3/41, 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.0( 
NIA $1 1O.OCl $1 10.ot 
NIA $140.0Cl $140.0( 
NIA $300.00 $300.0( 
NIA $385.00 $385.0( 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cosl 

_ _  . . . . .. 
K T E R  P R E S E N T  PROPTSED COMMISSION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE .. .. APPROVED 

51tiX314" Actual Cost $143.00 $143.0( 
314'. NIP. $143.00 $143.0( 

1" N/A $1 54.00 5154.0( 
1 1/2 N/A $202.50 $202 5( 

2 NIA $245 00 $245.0( 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cos: Actual Cosl 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 988 

AKEVIEW VILLAS 
OUNTY: CLAY 

. .... . - -- . . 
PRESENT-- PEOPOSED C0MMlSS'~ON 
CHARGE - CHARGE APPROVED 

- 
KTER-. 
'ETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . .. .. . 

51ax314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0C 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 1o.oc 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0C 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0C 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0C 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cosi 

- . . . -. . - .. .- ... 
IAFER PRESENT PROFOSED- COMMTsSION- 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . .. . .. . CHARGE . .. CHARGE . . .- APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $143 00 $143.0C 
NIA $1 43 .OO $143.0( 
NIA $1 54.00 $154.0( 
NIA $202.50 $202.5C 
NIA $245.00 $245.0( 
NiA Actual Cost Actual Cos1 

EHIGH 
OUNTY: LEE 

5/8"X314" Actual Cost $90.00 $90 O( 
314," NIA $110 00 $1100( 

1" NIA $140.00 $140 O( 
1 112 NIA $300 00 $300.0( 

2" NIA $385.00 $385.0( 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos1 

- _- ._ 
TATER - __ PRsENT'--PROPOSE:D- COMMlSSrbN 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: - .- CHARGE - CHARGE: - APPROVED 

5/8"x3/4 Actual Cost $143.00 $143.0( 
314" NlA $14:1.00 $143.0( 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.0( 
1 112 NIA $20:!.50 $202.5( 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.0( 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cosi 
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ElLANl HEIGHTS 
OUNPI: MARTIN 

- _. - . -. . - 
rAiER-... PRE~ZNT--- PROPOSED-- COMMTSSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARG,ES: , , -  , ,.,, CHARGE . -  CHARGE . . .  . APPROVED 

5/8X3/4' 875.0G $90.0C $90.00 
314 $85.00 $1 1o.oc $1 10.00 

1 " $?OO 00 $140.0C $140.00 
1 112" $1 75.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2" Actual Cost $385 00 $385.00 
3" & Over Actual Cost Actual Cos1 Actual Cost 

ETEF PRESFNT P R m O S r D  -- COMMISSION-. 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES:. .. ,, CHARGE . ... CHARGE APPROVED 

- -. . - . . -. - . 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $1 54.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

EISURE LAKES 
OUNTY: HIGHLANDS 

I 
51ax314" 

314" 
1" 

1 112 
2 

3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.010 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.0~0 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PRESENT PKOPoSED coMMlss loN 
APPROVED 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.CO $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245 C.0 $245 00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost 

- -. . . - .. 
SATER 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE 

5/8"X3/4" $1 50 00 
314, NIA 

1" NIA 
1 112" NIA 

2" NIA 
3 & Over N/A 
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IARCO ISLAND 
OUNN: COLLIER 

COMMISSION 
APPROVED - -  

518"X3W 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$80.00 $90.100 $90.0' 
NIA $110.~00 $1 10.0' 
$90.00 $140.00 $140.0 

Actual Cost $300.00 $300.0 
NIA $385.00 $385.0 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

. .. . .. 
/AT= PRESENT PROPOSFD  COMMISSION^ 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . .. ... CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$200.00 $143.00 $143.0 
$225.00 $143.00 $143.0 
$225.00 $154.00 $154.0 

Actual Cost $202.50 $202.5 
Actual Cost $245.00 $245.0 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

IARCO SHORES 
OUNN: COLLIER 

COMMISSION 
APPROVED - 

518"X3/4~ 
314s 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$200.00 $90.00 $90.0 
NIA $110.00 $1 10.0 

$225.00 $140.00 $140.0 
Actual Cost $300 00 $300.0 
Actual Cost $385 00 $385.0 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

. . . . .. . . . .- 
/ A m  PRESENT PROPOSED COM-~!%SION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE . ... APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4 S0.0Cl SI43 00 $143.0 
314, $0.00 $143 00 $143.0 

1" $0 30 $154 00 3154.08 
1 112" $0.00 $202.50 $202.5' 

2" $0.00 5245.00 5245.0 
3 & Over $0 00 Actual Cgst Actual Cos 
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C O U N W  MARION 

518"X3/4 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
~, 3 & O v e r  

$69.00 $90.00 $90.0( 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.0( 

Actual Cost $140.00 $140.0( 
Actual Cost $300.00 $300.0( 
Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

.. .- .~ - ....... .. ....... 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION-..' 
SERVICE . .  INSTALLATION CHARGES:,,,., .......... CHARGE APPROVED CHARGE . . . . . .  

518x314' 5170.00 $143.00 $143.0( 
314' S170.00 5143.00 S143.0( 

1" $170.00 $154.00 S154.0( 
1 112, Actual Cost S202.50 S202.5( 

2 '  Actual Cost $245.00 S245.0( 
3" & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

MEREDITH MANOR 
COUNTY: SEMINOLE 

..... ..... pRE.s.E.N.T ............... .. 
WATER PROPOSED COMMISSION- 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED I 

5/8"x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0( 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.0( 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0( 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0( 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

.. ._ 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4" $1 50 00 $143 00 $143.0( 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.0( 

1" NIA $154.00 $: 54 O( 
1 112" NIA $202.50 $202.5( 

2 NIA $245.00 $24 5.0( 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 
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MORNINGVIEW 
COUNTY: LAKE 

518x314 
314 

1 18 

1 112" 
2" 

3" & Over 

$75.00 $90 00 $90.00 
$85.00 $11000 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140 00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300 00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385 00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

W.ATE.R ......... -. .- __ ............................. 
PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  CHARGE .............. APPROVED .. SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE 
I 

~ 5/8"X3/4" 
3 / 4  

1" 
1 1/2" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cast Actual Cost 

OAK FOREST 
COUNTY: CITRUS 

5/8X3/4 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90 00 $90.00 
$85.00 $11000 $1 10.00 

$1 00 00 $140 00 $140.00 
$1 75 oa $300 00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385 00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

_. ...... __ ... 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . .  CHARGE CHARGE ....... APPROVED 

$143 00 $143 00 
$143 00 $143 00 
$1 54 00 $154 00 
$202 50 $202 50 

$245 00 $245 00 

518x314 $1 50 00 
314 N/A 

1" NIA 
1 112" NIA 

2'8 NIA 
3 & Over NIA 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

OUNTY: BREVARD 

APPROVED 

5/8X3/4" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. ... . . . . . . . 
WAfER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES:,, CHARGE . . . .  . CHARGE . .  APPROVED I 

518X314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $1 43.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 

PALISADES COUNTRY CLUB 
COUNTY: LAKE 

. - . . . _- . ___ 

APPROVED CoMMlssloN I PRESENT PROPOSED 
CHARGE CHARGE .. 

518X314" 
314'' 

1" 
1 1/2! 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

ROPOSEO COMMISSION 
APPROVED CHARGE ___ -7 

510x314" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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EST YEAR ENDED: DECEM 

PALM PORT I COUNTY: PUTNAM 

5/8"x314 
314 

1" 
1112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

W A . T ~ .  .... . . .~. . 
PRESENT PRO-b - -  ~COMMlSSlON 

SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: ,, , , , , ,, ,, CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $1 43.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.110 $154.00 
NIA $202.!30 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Camst Actual Cost 

PALMTERRACE 
COUNTY: PASCO 

SED -4 APPROVED 
CHARGE 

~~ ~~ 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$1 00.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. . . . . . . - __ 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED -. 

5/8"x3/4" $1 50 00 S143.IlC $143.00 
314" !via $1 43.IlC $143 00 

1" N/A $1 54.110 $154.00 
$202 50 

2" Y I A  $245.110 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Ccst  Actual Cost 

1 112" Nia $202.:X 
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'ALM VALLEY 
:OUNTY: ST. JOHNS 

P R E X N T  PROPOSED--COMMISSION 
- 

VAtER 
NETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: _ _  CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.0 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.0 
NiA $140.00 $140.0 
NIA $300.00 $300.0 
N/A $385.00 $385.0 
NIA ' Actual Cost Actual Cos 

. ... -. - . .. 
VATER- P R E ~ E N T -  PROPOSED- COMM~~SION- 
iERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES:, , APPROVED .... CHARGE . . . . . . . . . CHARGE 

518x314~ 
314' 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

Actual Cost $143.00 $143.0 
NIA $143.00 $143.0 
NIA $154.00 $154.0 
NIA $202.50 $202.5 
NIA $245.00 $245.0 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Co: 

'ALMS MOBILE HOME PARK 
:OUNTY: LAKE 

APPROVED __ 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.0 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Co: 

VATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
APPROVED CHARGE iERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE - 

5/8X3/4' $1 50 00 $143 00 $143 0 
314" N/A $143 00 $143 0 

1 ** NIA $1 54 00 $154 0 
1 1 / 2  NIA $202 50 $202 5 

2 N/A $245 00 $245 0 
3 & Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cos 

__ -_  ._ 
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SCHEDULE NO. 7 

'ICCIAOLA ISLAND 
:OUNTY: LAKE 

. . . . .  ....... 
NATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION'"." 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

518"x3/4 
314" 

1 '* 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.110 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

-. ...... ............ 
NATER PRESENT PROPOSED-..... COMMISSION 
3ERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED . . . . . . .  

518"X314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.110 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.!50 $202.50 
NIA $245.110 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

JINE RIDGE 
ZOUNTY: CITRUS 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.110 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.110 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.110 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

NATER . . .  - _. ...... 
PRESENT PROPOSED COMMlSmN-' 

SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: ...... CHARGE CHARGE . . .  APPROVED 

518x314 $267.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" $267.00 $143.00 $143.00 

1" $267.00 $154.00 $154.00 
1 112" $267,00 $202.50 $202.50 

2" $267.00 $245.00 $245.00 
3" & Over $267.00 Actual Co'st Actual Cost 
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TEST YEAR ENDED: DEC 

PINE RIDGE ESTATES 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 1/2s 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 1 1 2  

2 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PINEY WOODS 
COUNTY: LAKE 

518x314 
314 

1 1v 

1 112" 
2 

3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

~ . .  . . . . 
WATER PRESENT . PROPOS-ED COMMISSION 

APPROVED . . . . -. . SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE 

5/8"X3/4 $150.00 $143 00 $143 00 
3/4" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 N/4 $202.50 $202.50 

2 ,  N/A $245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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COUNTY: CITRUS 

51ax314 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I _ _  
WATE-R - - PRESENT P-ROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: - .. CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3I4 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 

POMONA PARK 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 

- __ 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED C O M M k S l o N  
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: _ _  CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED I 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175100 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. . . . .  . .. . .. 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . .  - .. CHARGE . .- CHARGE APPROVED 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

51ax314 $150.00 
314 NIA 

1" NIA 
1 112 NIA 

2" NI.4 
3 & Over NIA 
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POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
COUNTY: CLAY 

COMMISSION 
APPROVED - 

5/8"X314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.0' 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.0' 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.0 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.0' 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.08 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

..... ~ ...... - 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 

..... . . .  CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: ............... I 
518x314" 

314" 
1 

1 112" 
2" 

3 & Over 

I 
QUAIL RIDGE 
COUNTY: LAKE 

APPROVED __ 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.01 
NIA $143.00 $143.01 
NIA $154.00 $154.01 
NIA $202.50 $202.51 
NIA $245.00 $245.01 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.01 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.01 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.01 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.01 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.01 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

. . . .  ... . WATER. -. . 
PRESENT P-ROPOSED.' ' COMMISSION 

SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . .- CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

51ax314" S I  50.00 $143.00 $143.01 
3/4" N/A $143.00 $143.01 

1" N/A $154.00 $154.01 
1 1 / 2  WA $202.50 $202 51 

2 N/A $245 00 $245 01 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cos 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

REMINGTON FOREST 
COUNTY: ST. JOHNS I 

- 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED - 

5lYX314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I .... .... . . __ 
WATER. PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . . . . . . . CHARGE . . .. . . . . . CHARGE . .  APPROVED I 

5ibX314" 
3/4s 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

Actual Cost $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.!50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

RIVER GROVE 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

APPROVED 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.!jO $202.50 
$245.00 $245 00 

~ ~~~-~ 

5/8X3/4" $150.00 
3 w  NiA 

1" NIA 
1 112" NIA 

2" NIA 
3" & Over NIA 



ORDER NO. P S C - 9 6 - 1 3 2 0 - F O F - W S  
DOCKET NO. 9 5 0 4 9 5 - W S  
PAGE 1 0 0 1  

3OSEMONT/ROLLING GREEN 
:OUNTY: CITRUS 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $1 40.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

........... - . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .PR.E.sEN.T.- . . . .  
MATER PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION . .  CHARGES: . . . . .  CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED . . . .  

5/8X3/4' $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314, NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $1 54.00 
1 112" NIA $202 50 $202.50 

2" NIA $245 00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

SALT SPRINGS 
:OUNTY: MARION 

MATER PRESENT 'PROPOSED COMMISSION 
dETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . . . .  CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

. . . . . .  __ . -. ....... 

518x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

_ -  - 
VATER PRESEX-PROPOSED---COMMISSION 

- APPROVED - jERVlCE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE 

5/8X314 $1 50 00 $143 00 $143 00 
314 N'A $143 00 $143 00 

1" NIA $154 00 $1 54 00 
1 112" N/P $202 50 $202 50 

2" NIA $245 00 $245 00 
3" & Over W/A Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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SAMIRA VILLAS 
COUNTY: MARION 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.130 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175,00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

- . .~ 
W I T T  P R E m T  PRO-D COMKSSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED I - 

5/8"X3/4 
314" 

1" 
1112" 

2" 
3 & Over I 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
N/A $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $1 54.110 $154.00 
NIA $202.!50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I I 
SILVER LAKE ESTATESWESTERN SHORES 
COUNTY: LAKE 

518x314 
314" 

1 11 

1 112" 
2" 

3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85:00 $110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

- ~ 

APPROVED 

$143 00 $143 00 
$143 00 $143 00 
$1 54 00 $1 54 00 
$202 50 $202 50 
$245 00 $245 00 

.~ . 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED-. COMMmlON 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: - CHARGE CHARGE 

5/8"X3/4" $150 00 
314' N/A 

1" N!h 
1 112" NIA 

2" NIA 
3 & Over NIA 
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SILVER LAKE OAKS 
COUNTY: PUTNAM 

518x314 
314" 

4 "  
1 112 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0C 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

~ 

. I WATFR - PRESENT PROPOSED----COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3 & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

5/8"X314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. ... . . . -. .. .. . . . . 
PRESENT P'ROPOSED COMMIS-SION 

SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE . .  . CHARGE APPROVED 

518X3I4 $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314 NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1 NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112" NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245 00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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PRING GARDENS 
OUNTY: CITRUS 

IA~ER- PRESENT-. PROPOSE~Y COMMISSTON-~ 1 
CHARGE, , , ,  CHARGE ,,, APPROVED IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . .  - 

5/8X314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3" & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 
NIA $140.00 
NIA $300.00 
NIA $38!5.00 
NIA Actual Cost 

. - .. .- PREsEN~. 
lATER PfCOPOSEo 
'ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . .  ....... CHARGE CHARGE 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

Actual Cost $143.00 
NIA $14:3.00 
NIA $154.00 
NIA $202.50 
NIA $24!5.00 
NIA Actual Cost 

$90.00 
$110 00 
$140.00 
$300.00 
$385 00 

Actual Cost 
- 
C O M M I S S I O ~  

~~ 

APPROVED - 

$143 00 
$143.00 
$154.00 
$202.50 
$245 00 

Actual Cost 

T. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
:OUNTY: PUTNAM 

- _ -  
VATF PRESENT PROP-FD C O M M k r O N  
lETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: - -. CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
I 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $910.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 110.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $1410.00 $140.00 
$375.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. .  .. .... .. .... ~ 
.___. - 

lATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . - ...... CHARGE ..... CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"x3/4 $150.30 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143 00 $143.00 

1" !WA $154.30 $154 00 
1 112" NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 N!A $245.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 3" & Over 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1005 .. -~ ~ 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

STONE MOUNTAIN 
COUNTY: LAKE 

Actual Cost Actual Cost 

SUGAR MILL 
UNTY: VOLUSIA 

APPROVED 
~ ~ ~ _ _  

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 ,  
3 & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 1O.ClO $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

PRESENT.PROPOSED-COMMISSION 
APPROVED 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143 00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245 00 

.. . . . . . .. 
WATCR-. 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: .. CHARGE CHARGE 

5/8"X3/4~ $1 5c 00 
314" Nlk 

1" N/A 
1 112" Nlk 

2 '  N/A 
3 & Over Nlh 
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. . . .  . . ._ . .  -. . -. -- 
PRESENT PROPOSED. C-OMMISSION- 

518x314' $75.00 $90 00 $90.00 
314 $85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

WATER 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: , ,, ., .- CHARGE ... . . .  CHARGE APPROVED 

1" $100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
1 1/2" $1 75.00 $300.00 $300.00 

2" Actual Cost 3385.00 $385.00 
3 & Over Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

WATER PRxSENT--. PRO?OSI-ID-... COMMISSION--. 
-. -. .- . .. - .. 

....... CHARGE . . . .  APPROVED ... SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE ..... 

5/8"X3/4" $150 03 $1 43.00 $143.00 
3/4" NIA $1413.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $1 54.00 $154.00 
1 11Y N!A $202.50 $202.50 

2" NIA 5245.00 $245.00 
3 & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

SUNNY HILLS 
COUNTY: WASHINGTON 

WATER PRESENT---..PROPOSED---- COMMISSION-- 
. . . . ... . 

METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . .  CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

~ 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SUGARMILL WOODS 
COUNTY: CITRUS I 

518x314' 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$69'.00 $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$101.00 $1413.00 $140.00 
$164.00 $300.00 $300.00 
$271.00 $385.00 $385.00 

Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. . .  . ...... . 

. . .  CHARGE APPROVED 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

5/%*X3/4 $156.00 
314 $1 56.00 

1" $1 56.00 
1 112' $156.00 

2 '  $1 56 00 
3' & Over 
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UNSHINE PARKWAY 
OUNTY: LAKE 

518x314" 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 

~ 

1 Y&Over  

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.01) $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

-. 
PRESmT PROPOSED COMMISCON 

-. __ - 
WATER-- 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: ,,,.,, . CHARGE CHARGE ..... . .  APPROVED 

5/8X314" W50.00 5143.03 $143.00 
314" NIP $143.03 S143.00 

1" N/A $154.03 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.53 $202.50 

2" N/A S245.03 $245.00 
3 8 Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cost 

t '' 

TROPICAL PARK 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA 

W A m .  PRESENT PROP6SED COMMISS'IOx-- 
.__ .. . -. . . . 

METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . .. CHARGE CHARGE .. .. APPROVED . -  

5/8X3/4" 
314" 

1" 
11/2!  

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

~A-TER ~ . . 
P R E S E T ~ ~ P R O P O S ~ ~ - - ~ C O M M I S S I O N  

SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: .. CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"X314" $150 00 $143.00 $143.00 
3/4" NIP $143.00 $143.00 

1" N/A $154.CO $154.00 
1 1 1 2 ,  NIP. $202.50 S202.50 

2 N/A 8245.CO 5245 00 
3 '  & Over NIA . Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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. . 
PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$1 43.00 $143.00 
$1 43.00 $143.00 
8154.00 $154.00 
$20:!.50 $202.50 
$24!5.00 $245.00 

. ~ .. . 
WATER 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . - . . . . 

5/8X3/4' Actial Cost 
314 NIA 

1" N!A 
1 112 N!A 

2" NIA 
3 & Over NIA 

UNIVERSITY SHORES 
COUNTY: ORANGE 

I . .. . 
P R E N T  PROPOS€rD---- COMmSSlON 
CHARGE 

. . - .. . 
WFTER 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . .. APPROVED . .. . CHARGE! .. .. 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

. 
PRESENT' PRWOSED COMMISSWN. 

. . . 
WATER-. 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . .  CHARGE CHARGE: APPROVED 

5/8"X3/4" $150.00 $143 00 $143 00 
3/4" NIA $143 00 $143.00 

1" N/A $154.00 5154.00 
1 112 N/A $20;!.50 S202.50 

$245 00 2" NIA $24500 
3 & Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cost 

I 

VALENCIA TERRACE 
COUNTY: LAKE 

.. .. . . . ....___-. .. 
PRESENT P R m E D  COMMISSION 

WATER. 

APPROVED . . . .. - . CHARGE . METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: , CHARGE I 
518x314 

314 
1" 

1 112 
2" 

3" & Over 

Actual Cost $90.00 $90.00 
NIA $1 10.00 $1 10.00 
NIA $140.00 $140.00 
NIA $300.00 $300.00 
NIA $385.00 $385.00 
NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 
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ENETIAN VILLAGE 
OUNTY: LAKE 

PREKENT' - P R o F ~ S E D  c o M i i s s i o N  
. -. . - . . .- ~. . -  

IATER-.. 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES:. . CHARGE . .  APPROVED CHARGE 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cos,t Actual Cost 

I P R E S H T  PROPOSED COMMISSTON 
. -. .. . - -. .. 

IATER-. 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES:. , ,, CHARGE ... CHARGE APPROVED 

5/8"x3/4" $150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
314" NIA $143.00 $143.00 

1" NIA $154.00 $154.00 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.50 

2 NIA $245.00 $245.00 
3" & Over NIA Actual Cost Actual Cost 

IELAWSARATOGA HARBOUR 
OUNTY: PUTNAM 

.. . -. . -. . .. .. . . 
IATER PRESENTVPTOPOSED COMMISSION 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

518x314 
314! 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $110.00 $110.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Coat Actual Cost 

. . . .  . .. 
IATER PRESENT PROPOSED COMMISSION 
ERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: CHARGE CHARGE ... APPROVED 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.ClO $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.CIO $245.00 

518x314" $150.00 
314" NIA 

1" NIA 
1 112 NIA 

2 NIA 
3" & Over NIA 
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COUNTY: ORANGE 

518x314 
314 

1" 
1 112, 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cos t  $38!5.00 $385.00 
Actuai Cos t  Actual Cost Actual Cos t  

'I . .- .. . 
PRESENT PROPOSED COM~iSSlON 
CHARGE 

.. 

( t Z : E  INSTALLATION,,CHARGES:, ,, CHARGlf . . . . . . . . . APPROVED 

518"x314 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $14:3.00 $143.00 
NIA $1 54.00 $154.00 
NIA $20:2.50 $202.50 
NIA $24!5.00 $245.00 
NIA Actual C o s t  Actual Cos t  

WINDSONG 
COUNTY: OSCEOLA r 

.... . .- .... ~ . 
WATER PRESENT PROPOSE-D COMMISSION 
METER INSTALLATION CHARGES: .. CHARGE CHARGE .. APPROVED 

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2" 
3 & Over 

$75.00 $913.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $1413.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $3013.00 $300.00 

Actual Cos t  $385.00 $385.00 
Actual C o s t  Actual Cos t  Actual C o s t  

.- . - . .. . PREsEij.T- -. __ . . . 
WATER PROPOSED COMMISSION 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . -. .. . CHARGE CHARGE APPROVED 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$1 54.00 $154 00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

518x314 $150.00 
314 NIA 

1" NIA 
1 112" NIA 

2" NIA 
3 & Over NIA 
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IOODMERE 
OUNTY: DUVAL 

__  - 
- P!%ESENT- PEOPOSED COMMlSSfiN 

-. . -. . - .. 
~ATER 
IETER INSTALLATION CHARGES:_ , , ,, ,. . .  . APPROVED ... . CHARGE , , CHARGE . .  

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
I 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost 

ED- COMMISSION 
APPROVED ~~ 

~ ~ _ _  

518x314" 
314" 

1" 
1 112" 

2 
3" & Over 

$150.00 $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $143.00 $143.00 
NIA $154.00 $154.00 
NIA $202.50 $202.50 
NIA $245.080 $245.00 
NIA Actual COSt Actual Cost 

VOOTENS 
FOUNTY: PUTNAM 

APPROVED 

5/8X3/4 
314" 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.00 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.00 

$100.00 $140.00 $140.00 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.00 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.00 
Actual Cost Actual Co!d Actual Cost 

D COMMISSION 
. ____ APPROVED 

$143.00 $143.00 
$143.00 $143.00 
$154.00 $154.00 
$202.50 $202.50 
$245.00 $245.00 

518x314" $150.00 
314" NIA 

1" NIA 
1 112 NlA 

2 NIA 
3" & Over NIA 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

SCHEDULE NO. 7 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

ZEPHYR SHORES 
COUNTY: PASCQ 

APPROVED __ 

5/8"X3/4 
314 

1" 
1 112 

2 
3" & Over 

$75.00 $90.00 $90.01 
$85.00 $1 10.00 $1 10.01 

$100.00 $1411.00 $140.01 
$175.00 $300.00 $300.01 

Actual Cost $385.00 $385.0( 
Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cos 

. . . -. _ _  .__ . ._ ..... 
WATER- -. PRESENT PROPOSED-.COMMlSST-dN 
SERVICE INSTALLATION CHARGES: . . . . . . . .- CHARGE . . . . . .. CHARGE . APPROVED 

5/8"x3/4 $150.00 $143.00 $143.0( 
3/4' NIA $143.00 $143.0( 

1" NlA $154.00 $1 54 01 
1 112 NIA $202.50 $202.51 

2" NIA $245.00 $245.01 
3' & Over N/A Actual Cost Actual Cos 
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SCHEDULE NO. 7 SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

. . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31.1996,  . . . . . . . . .. .. . . 

WASTEWATER SERVICE INSTALLATION 

Service Area 

00 $548.00 $605.00 
00 $548.00 $605.00 
00 $548.00 $605.00 
00 $548.00 $605.00 

001 $548.00 $605.00 

$548.00 $605.00 
00 $548.00 $605.00 

650.00 $548.00 $605.00 
650.00 $548.00 $605.00 

00 $548.00 $605.00 

$548.00 $605.00 
00 $548.00 $605.00 

00 $548.00 $605.00 

00 $548.00 $605.00 
00 $548.00 $605.00 
00 $548.00 $605.00 

00 $548.00 $605.00 
$548.00 $605.00 

00 $548.00 $605.00 

$:150.00 $650. 
$350.00 $650.00 $548.00 $605.00 
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MALNEXTENSlONHARGE 

Water Service Area 
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. ~. r 
' I ' PRESENT UNIFORM STAND ALONE COMMISSION 

. .  CHARGE. .. .. CHARGE ...... 

p ~ 6 - s ~ ~ .  

CHARGE APPROVED 

Venetian Village 
WelakaBarataga H 
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SCHEDULE NO. 8 I SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

COMMISSION 
APPROVED 

IMAlN EXTENSION CHARGE 

Wastewater SeNic3-Am 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO, 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

PLANTCAPAClTYCH ARGE 

W a e M c e A m  
~~ 

HARGE ~ ~ P P R O V E D ~  

rand Terrace 

$219 
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SCHEDULE NO. 9 I 
P U N T  CAPACITY CHARGE 

B!&eLSewikcx&ea 

.. .. _ _  
I 

, . . .. . . 
I -PROPOSED. 
' PRESENT UNIFORM STAND ALONE COMMISSION I 

CHARGE CHARGE . CHARGE APPROVED j 
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PLANT CAPACITY CHARGE I 
K F Z I Z P R O Y E d  STAND ALONE COMMISSION 
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SSU/ AMELIA ISLAND 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 9.16 S 119.72 I 238.79 16 367.22 I 505.92 
February 18.31 '129.58 249.43 378 70 518.34 

March 27.47 139.44 260.06 390 19 530.75 
Apri 1 36.62 149.30 270.69 401.67 543. I 7  
May 45.78 159.15 281.32 413.15 555.58 
June 54.93 169.01 291.95 424.63 568.00 
Ju l y  64.09 178.87 302.58 436.11 580.41 

August 73.24 188.73 313.22 447.59 592.82 
September 82.40 198.59 323.85 459.07 605.24 

October 91.55 208.45 334.48 470.55 617.65 
November 100.71 218.30 345.11 482.03 630.07 
December 109.86 228.16 355.74 493.51 642.48 
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SSU/ AMELIA ISLAND 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

I WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 i998 1999 2000 2001 

J a n u a r y  f 15.38 I 16.49 f 400.25 f 480.00 f 480.00 
F e b r u a r y  30.77 32.99 417.96 499.06 500.54 

M a r c h  46.15 49.48 435.68 518.12 521.07 
A p r i  1 61.53 65.98 453.40 537.18 541.61 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

A u g u s t  
September 

O c t o b e r  
November 
December 

76.92 
92.30 

107.68 
123.07 
138.45 
153.83 
169.22 
184.60 

82.47 
98.96 

115.46 
131.95 
148.45 
164.94 
'181.43 
197.93 

471.12 
488.83 
506.55 
524.27 
541.99 
559.70 
577.42 
595.14 

556.24 
575.30 
594.36 
613.42 
632.48 
651.54 
670.60 
689.66 

562.15 
582.69 
603.22 
623.76 
644.30 
664.84 
685.37 
705.91 
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SSU/ APACHE SHORES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

I WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 
January S 5.01  I 65.47 I 130.20 I 199.60 I 274.16 
February 10 .02  70.84 135.95 205.77 280.80 

March 15.03  76.20 141.70 211.95 287.45 
Apri 1 20.04 81.56 147.44 218.12 294.09 
May 25.05 86.92 153.19 224.30 300.73 
June 30.06 92.28 158.94 230.47 307.37 
Ju ly  35.07 97.64 164.69 236.65 314.01 

August 40.07 103.01 170.43 242.82 320.65 
September 45.08 108.37 176.18 249.00 327.30 
October 50.09 113.73 181.93 255.17 333.94 
November 55.10 119.09 187.68 261.35 340.58 
December 60.11 124.45 193.43 267.52 347.22 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 0.50 $ 6.51 
1 . 0 0  7.05 
1.49 7.59 
1.99 8 . 1 3  
2.49 ' 8.66 
2.99 9.20 
3.48 9.74 
3.98 10.28 
4.48 10.82 
4.98 11.35 
5.48 11.89 
5.97 12.43 

S 13.01 S 20.06 S 27.70 
13.60 20.69 28.38 
14.18 21.32 29.07 
14.76 21.95 29.75 
15.35 22.59 30.44 
15.93 23.22 31.12 
16.51 23.85 31.81 
17.09 24.48 32.49 
17.68 25.11 33.18 
18.26 25.75 33.86 
18.84 26.38 34.55 
19.43 27.01 35.23 
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SSUi APACHE SHORES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

3.59 I 3.87 $ 93.73 I 144.06 
7.19 7.74 97.89 148.55 

10.78 11.61 102.06 153.05 
14.38 15.47 106.23 157.55 
17.97 19.34 110.39 162.05 
21.57 23.21 114.56 166.54 
25.16 27.08 118.73 171.04 
28.76 30.95 122.89 175.54 
32.35 34. 82 127.06 180.04 

39.54 42.55 135.39 189.03 
43.14 46.42 139.56 193.53 

35.95 38.68 131.23 184.53 

I 198.39 
203.25 
208.11 
212.97 

222.69 
227.55 
232.41 
237.27 
242.13 
246.99 
251.85 

217 . a3  

WASTEWATER 1 TREATHEM & DISFQSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

-~~ ~ 

s 6.19 s 6.65 $ 161.17 s 247.48 s 340.44 
12.38 13.29 168.32 255.18 348.75 
18.57 19.94 175.46 262. a7 357.05 
24.76 26.58 182.61 270.57 365.35 
30.95 33.23 189.76 278.27 373.65 

43.33 46.52 204.05 293.66 390.26 
37.14 39.87 196.90 285.96 381.96 

49.52 53.16 211.20 301.35 398.56 
55.71 59.81 218.34 309.05 406. a7 
61.90 66.45 225.49 316.75 415.17 
68.09 . 73.10 232.64 324.44 423.47 
74. 28 79.74 239.78 332.14 431.77 
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7 
SSU/ BAY LAKE ESTATES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 

I December 

i 

I 

s 1.16 
2.32 
3.48 
4 .65  
5.81 
6.97 
8 .13  
9.29 

10.45 
11.61 
12.77 
13.94 

S 15.18 
16.42 
17 67 
18.91 
20.16 
21.40 
22.65 
23.89 
25.13 
26.38 
27.62 
28.87 

I 30.20 $ 46.30 
31.53 47.73 
32.87 49.17 
34,20 50.60 
35.53 52.03 
36.87 53.46 
38.20 54.89 
39.54 56.32 
40.87 57.76 
42.20 59.19 
43.54 60.62 
44. a7 62.05 

5 63.59 
65.13 
66.68 
68.22 
69.76 
71.30 
72.84 
74.39 
75.93 
77.47 
79.01 
80.55 
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SSU/ BEECHER'S POINT SCHEDULE 10 -A  
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

- 

WATER 
TRANSMISS ION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

J a n u a r y  
F e b r u a r y  

M a r c h  
A p r i  1 

May 
June 
July 

A u g u s t  
Sep tember  

O c t o b e r  
November 
December 

I 7.39  I 96.66 
14.78 104.66 
22.16 112.66 
29.55 120.66 
36.94 128.66 
44.33 136.65 
51.72 144.65 
59.11 152.65 
66.49 160.65 
73.88 168.65 
81.27 176.65 
88.66 184.65 

I 193.32 
201.99 
210.66 
219.33 
228.00 
236.67 
245.34 
254.01 
262.68 
271.35 
280.02 
288.69 

I 298.09 I 411.80 
307.50 422.01 
316.91 432.23 
326.32 442.45 
335.73 452.61 
345.13 462 88 
354.54 473 10  
363.95 483.32 
373.36 493.53 
382.76 503.75 
392.17 513.97 
401.58 524.18 
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- 
5SU/ BEECHER'S POINT SCHEDULE 10-8 
4LLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 8.60 I 
17.19 
25.79 
34.39 
42.99 
51.58 
60.18 
68.78 
77.37 
85.97 
94.57 
103.17 

9 25 
18.50 
27.74 
36.99 
46.24 
55 49 
64 74 
73 99 
83.23 
92 48 
101.73 
110.98 

I 224.11 
234.07 
244.04 
254.00 
263.97 
273.93 
283.90 
293.86 
303.83 
313.79 
323.76 
333.72 

I 344.47 
355.22 
365.97 
376.73 
387.48 
398.23 
408.98 
419.73 
430.48 
441.23 
451.98 
462.73 

I 474.35 
485.96 
497,58 
509 19 
520 81 
532 43 
544 04 
555 66 
567 27 
518 89 
590.51 
602.12 

WTEWATER 
TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 5.96 I 6.38 I 154.92 
11.91 12.77 161.77 
17.87 19.15 168.63 
23.82 25.53 175.49 
29.78 31.92 182.34 
35.73 38.30 189.20 
41.69 44.68 196.05 
47.64 51.07 202.91 
53.60 57.45 209.76 
59.55 63.83 216.62 
65.51 70.22 223.47 
71.47 76.60 230.328 

I 237.70 
245.08 
252.45 
259.83 
267.20 
274.57 
281.95 
289.32 
296.70 
304.07 
311.45 
318.82 

I 326.76 
334.71 
342.65 
350.59 
358.54 
366.48 
374.43 
382.37 
390.31 
398.26 
406.20 
414.14 
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SSU/ BUENAVENTURA LAKES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 4  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 20110 2001 

January 
F e b r u a r y  

M a r c h  
Apri 1 

June 
July 

A u g u s t  
Sep tember  

O c t o b e r  
November 
December 

May 

I 6 .60  
13.19 
19.79 
26.38 
32.98 
39.57 
46.17 
52.77 
59.36 
65.96 
72.55 
79.15 

I 7.05 
14.11 
21.16 
28.21 
35.27 
42.32 
49.37 
56 43 
63.48 
70  53 
77.59 
84.64 

I 171.34 
178.90 
186.45 
194.01 
201.57 
209.12 
216.68 
224.24 
231.79 
239.35 
246.91 
254.46 

I 262.57 
270.68 
278.78 
286.89 
295.00 
303.11 
311.21 
319.32 
327.43 
335.54 
343.64 
351.75 

I 360.47 
369.18 
377.90 
386.61 
395.33 
404.04 
412.76 
421.48 
430.19 
438.91 
447.62 
456.34 
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I 

SSU/ CARLTON VILLAGE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10 -A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & 0 I STR I BUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
A p r i  1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 4.21 I 55.05 4 110.23 J 170.19 S 235.40 
8 . 4 1  59.61 115.19 175 59 241 .27 

12.62 64.18 120.15 180.98 247.14 
16.83 68.74 125.11 186.38 253.01 
21.03 73.31 130.07 191.77 258.88 
25.24 77.87 135.03 197.17 264.75 
29.45 82.44 140.00 202.56 270.63 
33.65 87.01 144.96 207.95 276.50 
37.86 91.57 149.92 213.35 282.37 
42.07 ' 96.14 154.88 218.74 288.24 
46.27 1 0 0 . 7 0  159.84 224.14 294.11 
50.48 105.27 164.80 229.53 299.98 
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S S U i  CHULUOTA SCHEDULE IO-A 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I) 0 2 8  I 3 62 I 7 25 $ 11 16 I 15 43 
0 55 3 92 7 57 11 52 15 81 
0 83 4 22 7 89 11 87 16 20 
1 11 
1 38 
1 66 
1 94 
2 21 
2 49 
2 77 
3 05 
3 32 

4 52 
4 82 
5 12 
5 42 
5 72 
6 02 
6 32 
6 62 
6 92 

8 22 12 22 
8 54 12 57 
8 87 12 93 
9.19 13.28 
9.51 13.63 
9.84 13.98 

10.49 14.69 
10 81 15.04 

16 58 
16 97 
17 35 
17 74 
18 12 
18 51 
18 89 
19 28 
19 66 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 11 59 
23 17 
34 76 
46 34 
57 93 
69 51 
81 10 
92 68 

104 27 
115 85 
127 44 
139 02 

5 151.64 S 
161.25 
176.86 
189.48 
202.09 
214. i o  
227.32 
239.93 
252.55 
265.16 
277.77 
290.39 

304.13 I 470.27 I 651.45 
317.87 485.25 
331 61 500 24 
345 35 515 22 

667.80 
684.15 
700.00 
700.00 

372 83 545 19 700 00 
386 57 560 18 700 00 
400 32 575 16 700 00 
414 06 590 15 700 00 
427 80 605 13 700 00 
441 54 620 12 700 00 
455 28 635 10 700 00 
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SSUl CHULUOTA 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

~ ~ 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 79 64 
159 28 
238 92 
318 56 
398 19 
477 83 
557 47 
637 I1 
716 75 
796 39 
876 03 
955 67 

S 86 15 
172 29 
258 44 
344 59 
430 73 
516 88 
603 03 
689 17 
775 32 
861 47 
947 61 

1 033 76 

S 1.300.00 
1,300 00 
1.300.00 
1.300 00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300 .OO 
1.300.00 

I 1.300.00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 . O O  
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1,300.00, 
1.300.00 

S 1.300.00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300 . O O  
1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 32.21 S 34.48 I 
64.42 68.97 
96.63 103.45 
128.84 137.93 
161.05 172.42 
193 26 206 90 
225 48 241 38 
257 69 275 87 
289 90 310 35 
322 11 344 83 

948.26 i.30o.00 1:joo.oo 
985.24 1,300 00 1.300.00 
,022.23 1.300.00 1,300.00 
,059 21 1,300 00 1,300 00 
,096 19 1.300 00 1.300 00 
133 17 1 300 00 1 300 00 ~. ~~ ~~ .~ 
,170.16 1.300.00 1,300.00 

354 32 379 32 1.207 14 1.300 00 1 300 00 
386 53 413 80 1.244 12 1.300 00 1,300 00 
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SSU/ CITRUS SPRINGS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 0.08  J 1.04 16 2.04 I 3.10 6 4.20 
0.16 1 . 1 2  2 .13  3 .19  4.29 
0.24 1 .20  2.22 3 .28  4 .39  
0.32 1.29 2.30 3.37 4 .48  
0.40 1.37 2.39 3.46 4 .58  
0.48 1 . 4 5  2.48 3.55 4.67 
0.56 1.54 2.57 3.64 4.77 
0.64 1 .62  2.65 3.74 4.86 
0 .72  1 . 7 0  2.74 3 .83  4.96 ~~ 

0.80 1.79 2.83 3.92 5 .05  
0 .88  1.87 2.92 4.01 5.15 
0.96 1.95 3 .01  4 10 5.24 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 4.82 I 63.04 I 126.38 I 195.31 I 270.41 
9 . 6 3  68.28 132.08 201.52 277.18 

14.45 73.52 137.78 207.73 283.95 
19.27 78.76 143.48 213.94 290.72 
24.08 84.00 149.18 220.16 297.49 
28.90 89.24 154.89 226.37 304.26 
33.72 94.48 160.59 232.58 311.03 
38.53 99.72 166.29 238.79 317.80 
43.35 104.96 171.99 245.00 324.57 
48.17 110.20 177.69 251.22 331.34 
52.99 115.44 183.40 257.43 338.11 
57.80 120.68 189.10 263.64 344.88 

i 
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SSU/ CITRUS SPRINGS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-E 
COMMISSION APPROVE[ 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

$ 9.80 I 
19.60 
29.40 
39.19 
48.99 
58.79 
68.59 
78.39 
88.19 
97.99 

107.79 
117.58 

10.57 
21.14 
31.71 
42.28 
52.85 
63.41 
73.98 
84.55 
95.12 

105.69 
116.26 
126.83 

I 255.83 
267.25 
278.66 
290.08 
301.50 
312.91 
324.33 
335.75 
347.16 
358.58 
370.00 
381.42 

$ 393 76 
406.11 
418 46 
430.80 
443.15 
455.50 
467.84 
480.19 
492.54 
504.89 
517.23 
529.58 

I 542.95 
556.32 
569.70 
583.07 
596.44 
609.81 
623.18 
636.55 
649.93 
663.30 
676.67 
690.04 

WTEWATER 
TREATMENT -3 DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 z001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 3.60 $ 3.79 $ 92.65 I 140.75 I 191.54 
7.20 7.57 96.64 144.96 195.99 

10.81 11.36 100.63 149.17 200.45 
14.41 15.15 104.62 153.38 204.91 
18.01 18.93 ~ ~~ 

21.61 22.72 112.60 161.81 213.82 
25.21 26.50 116.59 166.02 218.28 
28.82 30.29 120.58 170.23 . 222.74 

124.56 174.44 227.19 32.42 34.08 
36.02 37.86 

108.61 157.59 209.37 

128.55 178.66 231 .65 
39.62 41.65 132.54 182.87 236.11 
43.22 45.44 136.53 187.08 240.56 
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SSU/ CRYSTAL R I V E R  
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-P 
COMMISSION APPROVEC 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

$ 6.48 I 84.71 
12.96 91.66 
19.44 98.61 
25.92 105.56 
32.40 112.51 
38.88 119.46 
45.36 126.41 
51.84 ' 133.37 
58.32 140.32 
64.80 147.27 
71.28 154.22 
77 76 161.17 

f 168.64 
176.10 
183.57 
191.04 
198.51 
205.97 
213.44 
220.91 
228.38 
235.84 
243.31 
250.78 

$ 258.82 $ 355.89 
266.85 364.56 
274.89 373.22 
282.93 381.88 
290.97 390.55 
299.00 399.21 
307.04 407.87 
315.08 416.54 
323.12 425.20 
331.15 433.86 
339.19 442.53 
347.23 451.19 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION 8 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 

January . f  4.00 S 52.36 
February 8.01 56.67 

March 12.01 60.98 
Apri 1 16.01 65.29 

May 20.02 69.61 
June 24.02 73.92 
July  28.03 78.23 

August 32.03 82.54 
September 36.03 86.86 
October 40.04 91.17 
November 44.04 95.48 
December 48.04 99.79 

1999 2000 

I 104.44 $ 160.60 
109.09 165.62 
113.74 170.65 
118.39 175.67 
123.04 180.69 
127.69 185.71 
132.33 190.74 
136.98 195.76 
141.63 200.78 
146.28 205.80 
150.93 210.83 
155.58 215.85 

2001 

$ 221.28 
226.71 
232.14 
237.58 
243.01 
248.44 

259 30 
264.73 
270.16 
275.59 
281.03 

253. a7 
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SSU/ DEEP CREEK 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-1 
COMMISSION APPROVE[ 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

. I  6.02  I 78.75 
12.03 85.29 
18.05 91.83 
24.07 98.37 
30.08 104.91 
36.10 111.46 
42.12 .118.00 
48.14 124.54 
54.15 131.08 
60.17 137.62 
66.19 144.16 
72.20 150.71 

$ 157.83 S 243 89 $ 337.63 
164.94 251.64 346.08 
172.06 259.40 354.53 
179.18 267.15 362.98 
186.30 274.90 371.44 
193.42 282.66 379.89 
200.54 290.41 388.34 
207.66 298.16 396.79 
214.78 305.92 405.24 
221.90 313.67 413.69 
229.01 321.43 422.14 
236.13 329.18 430.59 
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;SU/ DEEP CREEK 
rLLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-E 
COMMISSION APPRDVEC 

~~ 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 0 . 0 4  I 0.04 I 0.04 I 0.04 I 0.04 
1 .91  2.15 2.41 2.70 3 .02  
3.77 4.25 4 .78  5.36 5.99 
5 .63  6.36 7 .15  8.01 8.97 
7.50 8 .46  9 . 5 1  10.67 11.94 
9 .36  10.56 11.88 13.33 14.92 

11.22 12.67 14.25 15.98 17.89 
13.09 14.77 16.61 18.64 20.86 
14.95 16.87 18.98 21.30 23.84 
l o . 6 1  18.98 21.35 23.95 26.81 
1k.b.  21.08 23.71 26.61 29.79 
20.34 23.18 26.08 29.27 32.76 

~~. 
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SSWOELTONA LAKES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE l o - ,  
COMMISSION APPROVE1 

I WATER lREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 0.74 f 9.74 I 
1.49 10.54 
2.23 11.34 
2.98 12.15 
3.72 12.95 
4.47 13.75 
5.21 14.55 
5.96 15.35 
6.70 16.16 
7.45 16.96 
8.19 17.76 
8.94 18.56 

19.43 I 29.89 I 41.19 
20.29 30.82 42.21 
21.16 31.76 43.22 
22.03 32.70 44.24 
22.89 33.63 45.25 
23.76 34.57 46.26 
24.62 35.50 47.28 
25.49 36.44 48 29 
26.36 37.37 49.31 
27.22 38.31 50.32 
28.09 39.24 51.33 
28.95 40.18 52.35 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 2 . 0 7  I 27.11 I 
4.14 29.36 
6.22 31.60 
8.29 33.85 

10.36 36.09 
12.43 38.34 
14.51 40.58 
16.58 42.83 
18.65 45.07 
20.72 47.32 
22.80 49.56 
24.87 51.80 

54.24 
56.67 
59.11 
61.54 
63.98 
66.41 
68.84 
71.28 
73.71 
76.15 
78.58 
81.02 

I 83.66 
86.30 
88.95 
91.59 
94.23 
96.88 
99.52 

102.17 
104.81 
107.45 
110.10 
112.74 

I 115.61 
118.49 
121.36 
124.23 
127.10  
129.98 
132.85 
135.72 
138.59 
141.47 
144.34 
147.21 
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SSUlDELTONA LAKES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

1 SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

'1 6.39 I 6.87 I 
12.77 13.74 
19.16 20.61 
25.55 27.49 
31.93 34.36 
38.32 41.23 
44.71 48.10 
51.09 54.97 
57.46 61.84 225.70 

166.50 
173.91 
181.31 
188.71 
196.12 
203.52 
210.92 
218.33 

~~ . 
63.87 68.71 233.13 
70.25 75.59 240.54 
76.64 82.46 247.94 

I 255.93 
263.92 
271.91 
279.90 
287.89 
295.88 
303.88 
311.87 
319.86 
327.85 
335.84 
343.83 

I 352.46 
361.10 
369.73 
378.36 1 
386.99 
395.63 1 
404.26 ~ 

412.89 i 

W&lEWATER 
TREATMEKT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

$ 13.65 
27.30 
40.94 
54.59 
68.24 
81.89 
95.53 

109.18 
122.83 
136.48 
150.12 
163.77 

I 14.66 
29.33 
43.99 
58.65 
73.32 
87.98 

102.64 
117.30 
131.97 
146.63 
161.29 
175.96 

'd 355.51 S 546 06 $ 751.44 
371.28 563.06 769.79 
387.06 580.06 786.14 
402.84 597.07 806.49 
418.61 614.07 824.85 
434.39 631.07 843.20 
450.17 648.08 861.55 
465.95 665.08 879.90 
481.72 682.08 898.25 
497.50 699.08 916.60 
513.28 716.09 934.95 
529.06 733.09 953.30 

- 
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SSU1 DOL R A Y  MANOR SCHEDULE 10-A 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

UATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 

Dc t ober 
November 
December 

S 0 .83  I 10.88 I 21.56 I 
1.67 11.77 22.50 
2.50 12 65 23.44 
3.33 13.54 24.39 
4.17 14.42 25.33 
5.00 15.31 26.27 
5.83 16.19 27.21 
6.67 17.08 28.15 ~~ 

7.50 17.96 29.09 
8 .33  ' 18.85 30.03 
9.17 19.73 30.98 

10 .00  20.62 31.92 

32.92 
33.93 
34.93 
35.94 
36.94 
37.95 
38.95 
39.96 
40.96 
41.97 
42.97 
43.98 

I 45.05 
46.13 
47.20 
48.28 
49.35 
50.43 
51.50 
52.57 
53.65 
54.72 
55.80 
56.87 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 8.73  I 113.73 I 220.86 
17.47 122.64 229.96 
26.20 131.55 239.07 
34.94 140.46 248.17 
43.67 149.37 257.28 
52.41 158.28 266.38 
61.14 167.20 275.49 
69.88 176.11 284.59 
78.61 185.02 293.70 
87.35 193.93 302.80 
96.08 202.84 311.91 

104.82 211.75 321.02 

'd 330.33 I 442.37 
339.65 451.92 
348.97 461.48 
358.28 471.03 
367.60 480.58 
376.92 490.13 
386.23 499.69 
395.55 509.24 
404.87 518.79 
414.19 528.34 
423.50 537.89 
432.82 547.45 
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~ 

SSUiFLORIOA CENTRAL COMMERCE PARK 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 72.03 I 
144.06 
216.09 
288.13 
360.16 
432 19 
504 22 
576 25 
648.28 
720.31 
792.35 
864.38 

WASTEWTER 
TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 

79.60 I 1.300.00 
159.19 1.300.00 
238.79 1.300.00 
318.39 1,300.00 
397 98 1.300.00 
477 58 1.300.00 
557.17 1.300.00 
636.77 1,300.00 
716.37 1,300.00 
795.96 1.300.00 
875.56 1,300.00 
955.16 1.300.00 

1998 1999 

I 1.300.00 I 1.300.00 
1,300.00 1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300 00 
1.300.00 1,300 00 
1,300 00 1.300.00 
1,300.00 1.300.00 
1.300 00 1.300.00 
1.300 00 1.300 00 
1.300.00 1,300.00 
1.300 . O O  1,300.00 
1.300.00 1.300.00 
1,300.00 1.300.00 

2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

'6 38 45 I 41 01 
76 91 82 03 

115 36 123 04 
153 81 164 06 
192 26 205 07 
230 72 
269 17 
307 62 
346 07 

246.08 
287.10 
328.11 
369.13 

384 53 410 14 
422 98 451 15 
461 43 492 17 

I 997 43 
1,041.26 
1,085.10 
1,128.93 
1.172.76 
1.216.59 
1.260.43 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300 00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 

I 1.300.00 I 1.300 00 
1.300.00 1.300 00 
1.300.00 1,300.00 
1.300 . O O  1,300.00 
1.300 . O O  1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300.00 ~. ~~ 

1.300.00 1.300.00 
1,300.00 1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300 00 
1,300.00 1,300.00 
1,300.00 1,300.00 
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SSU/FOUNTAINS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
~~ 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 0.61 I 7.91 I 15.70 I 24.02 $ 32.91 
1.21 8.56 16.39 24.76 33.70 
1.82 9.21 17.08 25.49 34.49 
2.42 9.85 17.77 26.23 35.28 
3.03 10.50 18.46 26.96 36.07 
3.63 11.14 19.15 27.70 36.86 
4.24 11.79 19.84 28.44 37.65 
4.85 12.43 20.53 29.17 38.44 
5.45 13.08 21.22 29.91 39.23 
6.06 13.72 21.90 30.65 40.02 
6.66 14.37 22.59 31.38 40.81 
7.27 15.02 23.28 32.12 41.60 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION . 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

0.17 f 
0.35 
0.52 
0.70 
0.87 
1.05 
1.22 
1.40 
1.57 
1.75 
1.92 
2.09 

2.28 $ 4.57 'I 7.08 $ 9.81 
2.47 4.78 7.30 10.05 
2.66 4.99 7.53 10.30 
2.85 5.19 7.75 10.54 
3.04 5.40 7.98 10.79 
3.23 5.61 8.21 11.03 
3.42 5.82 8.43 11.28 
3.61 6.02 8.66 11.52 
3.80 6.23 8.88 11.77 
3.99 6.44 9.11 12.01 
4.18 6.64 9.33 12.26 
4.36 6.85 9.56 12.50 
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SSU/GENEVA LAKE ESTATES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-F 
COMMISSION APPROVEC 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

$ 2.05 I 26.86 $ 53.76 S 82.96 
4.11 29.09 56.18 85.59 
6.16 31.31 58.59 88.22 
8.21 33.54 61.01 90.84 
10.26 35.76 63.42 93.47 
12.32 37.99 65.84 96.09 
14.37 40.21 68.26 98.72 
16,42 42.44 70.67 101.35 
18.48 44.67 73.09 103.97 
20.53 46.89 75.51 106.60 
22.58 49.12 77.92 109.22 
24.63 51 34 80.34 111 85 

$ 114.70 
117.56 
120.41 
123.27 
126.12 
128.98 
131.83 
134.69 
137.54 
140.39 
143.25 
146.10 
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SSU/GOSPEL ISLAND ESTATES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
Oecember 

$ 2.26 I 29.62 
4.53 32 .07  
6.79 34.53 
9 .06  36.98 

11.32 39.43 
13.58 41.88 
15.85 44.33 
18.11 46.79 
20.38 49.24 
22.64 51.69 
24.91 54.14 
27 17 56.59 

I 59.25 'd 91.39 
61.91 94.27 
64.57 97.16 
67.23 100.05 
69.89 102.93 
72.55 105.82 
75.21 108.70 
77.87 111.59 
80.53 114.47 
83.18 117.36 
85.84 120.24 
88.50 123.13 

$ 126.26 
129.40 
132.53 
135.67 
138.80 
141.94 
145.07 
148.21 
151.34 
154.48 
157.61 
160.75 
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- 
SSU/HERMITS COVE SCHEDULE 10-A 

COMMISSION APPROVED ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
- 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apr i  1 

June 
J u l y  

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

May 

I 3.02 
6.03 
9 05 

12.06 
15 08 
18.10 
21 11 
24 13 
27.14 
30.16 
33.18 
36.19 

S 39.42 5 78.36 
42.64 81.81 
45.87 85.27 
49.09 88.73 
52.32 92.18 
55.55 95.64 
58.77 99.10 
62.00 102.55 
65.22 106.01 
68.45 109.47 
71.67 112.92 
74.90 116.38 

S 120.09 
123.80 
127.51 
131.22 
134.93 
138.64 
142.36 
146.07 
149.78 
153.49 
157.20 
160.91 

S 164.90 
168.89 
172.88 
176.87 
180.86 
184.85 
188.84 
192.83 
196.82 
200.81 
204.80 
208.79 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & OISlRIBllTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January '6 2 .54  I 33.29 S 66.72 I 103.12 I 142.76 
February 5.09 36.06 69.73 106.39 146.34 

March 7.63 38.82 72.74 109.67 149.91 
Apr i  1 10.17 . 41.59 75.76 112.95 153.49 

May 12.72 44.35 78.77 116.23 157.06 
June 15.26 47.12 81.78 119.51 160.64 
J u l y  17.81 49.89 84.79 122.79 164.21 

August 2D.35 52.65 87.80 126.07 167.78 
September 22.89 55.42 90 .81  129.35 171.36 

October 25.44 58.18 93.82 132.63 174.93 
November 27.98 60.95 96 .83  135.91 178.51 
December 30.52 63 .71  99.84 139.19 182.08 
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SSU/ HOBBY HILLS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

- I 
WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

- 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 

I 1.43 S 18.66 I 37.15 I 57.00 I 
2.85 20.19 38.79 58.77 
4.28 21.72 40.44 60.54 
5.71 23.25 42.08 62.30 
7.14 24.78 43.72 64.07 
8.56 26.32 45.37 65.84 
9.99 27.85 47.01 67.61 
11.42 29.38 48.65 69.38 
12.85 30.91 50.30 71.15 
14.27 32.44 51.94 72.91 
15.70 33.97 53.59 74.68 
17.13 35.50 55.23 76.45 

78 35 
80 .26  
82.16 
84.07 
85.97 
87.88 
89.78 
91.69 
93.59 
95.49 
97.40 
99.30 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 0.54 S 7.05 S 14.10 I 21.72 I 29.99 
1.08 7.63 14.73 22.40 30.74 
1.62 8.22 15.36 23.09 31.48 
2.16 8.80 15.99 23.77 32.22 
2.70 
3.23 
3.77 
4.31 
4.85 
5.39 
5.93 
6.47 

9.38 16. bi' 
9.97 17.25 
10.55 17.88 
11.13 18.51 
11.72 19.14 
12.30 19.77 
12.88 20.4[1 
13.46 21.04 

~~ ~ ~~ 

24.46 32.96 
25.14 33.71 
25.83 34.45 
26.51 35.19 
27.20 35.94 
27.88 36.68 
28.57 37.42 
29.25 38.16 
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January I 0 37 I 4 88 I 9 91 I 15 52 I 21 76 

March 1 12 5 71 10 84 16 55 22 91 
February 0 74 5 30 10 38 16 04 22 34 

SSU/ HOL IDAY HAVEN 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-1 
COMMISSION APPROVE[ 

Lay 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

1 86 6 54 
2 23 6 96 
2 61 7 38 
2 98 7 79 
3 35 8 21 
3 .72  8.62 
4.10 9.04 
4.47 9.45 

11 77 17 58 
12.23 18.10 
12 69 18 61 
13.15 19 13 
13.62 19.64 
14.08 20.16 
14.54 20.67 
15.01 21.19 

24 05 
24 63 

26.34 
26.92 
27.49 
28.06 
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iSU1 HOLIDAY HAVEN 
{LLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMIISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTIOW 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

b Y  
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 1.20  I 1.30  I 31.37 I 48.26 I 66.52 
2.40 2.59 32.76 49.77 68.15 
3.61 3.89 34.16 51.28 69.79 
4 .81  5 .18  35.56 52.79 71 43 
6.01 6.48 36.96 tA.30 73.06 
7 . 2 1  7.77 38.36 55 .81  74.70 
8.41 9 .07  39.76 57.33 76.34 
9.62 10.36 41.15 58.84 7 1  98 

10.82 I1 66 42.55 60 35 79 61 
12.02 12.95 43.95 61 86 81 25 
13.22 14.25 45.35 63 37 82 89 
14.42 15.54 46.75 64 88 84.52 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
MY 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

s 48.09 
96.17 

144.26 
192.35 
240.43 
288 52 
336 61 
384.69 
432.78 
480.87 
528.96 
577.04 

I 51.26 
102.53 
153.79 
205.05 
256 31 
307.58. 
358 84 
410.10 
461.36 
512.63 
563.89 
615.15 

I 1.246.95 
1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1,300 00 
1 .300  00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 

I 1.300.00 S 1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300.00 
1.300.00 1.300 00 
1 . 3 , O O . O O  1.300.00 
1,300.00 1.300 00 
1,300 00 1 300 00 
1 30G 00 1 300 00 
1.300 00 1.300 00 
1.300 00 1.300 00 
1.300 00 1 300 00 
1 300 00 1 300 00 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1047 

SSU/ INTERLACHAN LAKES/PARK MANOR 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
~ 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 3.63 S 47.50 S 94.96 I 146.37 $ 202.12 
7.26 51.43 99.22 150.98 207.12 

10.89 55.36 103.47 155.59 212.13 
14.52 59.29 107.73 160.21 217.13 
18.16 63.21 111.98 164.82 222.14 
21.79 67.14 116.23 169.43 227.14 
25.42 71.07 120.49 174.04 232.15 
29.05 75.00 124.74 178.66 237.16 
32.68 78.93 128.99 183.27 242.16 
36.31 82.85 133.25 187.88 247.17 
39.94 86.78 137.50 192.50 252.17 
43.57 90.71 141.75 197.11 257.18 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 ' 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 1.30 I 17.06 $ 
2.61  18.48 
3.91 19.90 
5.21 21.32 
6.52 22.73 
7.82 24.15 
9 .12  25.57 

10.43 26.99 
11.73 28.41 
13.03 29.83 
14.34 31.25 
15.64 32.66 

34.21 
35.75 
37.30 
38.84 
40.39 
41.93 
43.48 
45.02 
46.57 
48.11 
49.66 
51.20 

I 52.88 S 73.25 
54.57 75.08 
56.25 76.92 
57.94 78.76 
59.62 80.59 
61.31 82.43 
62.99 84.26 
64.67 86.10 
66.36 87.94 
68.04 89.77 
69 .73  91.61 
71.41 93.45 
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SSU/ JUNGLE DEN 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
~ TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 0 . 7 1  $ 9.31 $ 18.54 I 28.49 S 39.20 
1 .42  10 .07  19.37 29.37 40.15 
2.14 10.84 20.19 30.26 41.11 
2.85 11.60 21.01 31.15 42.07 
3.56 12.37 21.84 32.03 43.02 
4.27 13.13 22.66 32.92 43.98 
4.98 13.90 23.48 33.81 44.94 
5.69 14.66 24.31 34.69 45.90 
6.41 15.42 25.13 35.58 46.85 
7.12 16.19 25.95 36.47 47.81 
7 .83  16.95 26.78 37.35 48.77 
8.54 17.72 27.60 38.24 49.72 
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SSU/ JUNGLE DEN 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

- 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - 

January $ 10 11 $ ' 10.64 I 260.21 I 395.44 I 480.00 
February 2 0 . 2 2  21.28 271.42 407.30 492.55 

March 30.33 31.91 282.64 419.15 505.11 
Apri 1 40.44 42 55 293.86 431.00 517.66 

May 50.56 53.19 305.07 442.86 530.21 
June 60.67 63.83 316.29 454.71 542.77 
Ju ly  70.78 74.47 327.51 466.56 555.32 

August 80.89 85.10 338.72 478.42 567.87 
September 91.00 95.74 349.94 490.27 580.43 
October 101.11 106.38 361.16 502.12 592.98 
November 111.22 117.02 372.37 513.98 605.53 
December 121.33 127.66 383.59 525.83 618.09 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 4.50 $ 4.83 S 117.06 
9.00 9 . 6 5  122.24 

13.49 14.48 127.43 
17.99 19.30 132.61 
22.49 24.13 137.79 
26.99 28.95 142.98 
31.49 33.78 148.16 
35.98 38.60 153.34 
40.48 43.43 158.52 
44.98 48.25 163.71 
49.48 53.08 168.89 
53.98 57.90 1 7 4 . 0 7  

$ 179.65 
185.23 
190.81 
196.39 
201.97 
207.55 
213.12 
218.70 
224.28 
229.86 
235.44 
241.02 

I 247.03 
253.04 
259.05 
265.07 
271.08 
277.09 
283.10 
289.11 
295.12 
301.14 
307.15 
313.16 
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SSU/ KEYSTONE CLUB ESTATES SCHEOULE 10-A 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

- 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 3.08 I 40.30 I 
6.17  43.62 
9 .25  46.93 

12.33 50.24 
15.41 53.55 
18.50 56.86 
21.58 60 18 
24.66 63 49 
27.74 66.80 
30.83 70 11 
33.91 73.43 
36.99 76.74 

80.31 
83.87 
87.44 
91.01 
94.57 
98.14 

101.71 
105.27 
108.84 
112.41 
115.97 
119.54 

S 123.38 
127.23 
131.07 
134.92 
138.76 
142.61 
146.45 
150.30 
154.14 
157.99 
161.83 
165.68 

I 169.83 
173.99 
178.14 
182.29 
186.45 
190.60 
194.75 
198.91 
203.06 
207.21 
211.36 
215.52 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

'd 7.06 I 92.34 $ 184.94 
14.11 100.00 193.26 
21.17 107.66 201.58 ~~ ~~ ~~~ ~~ 

28.23 115.32 209.91 
35.28 122.98 218.23 
42.34 130.65 226.56 
49.40 138.31 234.88 
56.45 145.97 243.21 
63.51 153.63 251.53 
70.57 161.29 259.85 
77.62 168.95 268.18 
84.68 176.61 276.50 

S 285.56 
294.61 
303.66 
312.72 
321.77 
330.82 
339.87 
348.93 
357.98 
367.03 
376.09 
385.14 

$ 395.00 
404.85 
414 71 
424.57 
434.42 
444.28 
454.13 
463.99 
473.85 
483.70 
493.56 
503.42 
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S S U i  KEYSTONE HEIGHTS i ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
I 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 

January 
February 

March 
Apr i  1 

June 
J u l y  

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

May 

S 4.42 S 57.83 
8.84 62.63 

13.26 67.43 
17.67 72.23 
22.09 77.03 
26 .51  81.83 
30.93 86.63 
35.35 91.43 
39.77 96.23 
44.19 101.03 
48.61 105.83 
53.02 110.63 

I 115.85 
121.07 
126.29 
131.51 
136.73 
141.96 
147.18 
152.40 
157.62 
162.84 
168.06 
173.28 

I 178.96 I 
184.65 
190.33 
196.01 
201.69 
207.37 
213.05 
218.73 
224.42 
230.10 
235.78 
241.46 

2001 

247.65 
253.84 
260.03 
266.22 
272.41 
278.60 
284.79 
290.98 
297.17 
303.35 
309.54 
315.73 
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S S U i  LAKE CONWAY PARK 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10 -A  
COMMl SSl ON APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 2 .15  I 28.14 I 56.22 I 86.59 I 119.46 
4.30 30.47 58.73 89.31 122.41 
6.45 32.79 61.24 92.03 125.36 
8 .61  35.11 63.76 94.75 128.32 

10.76 37.44 66.27 97.47 131.27 
12.91 39.76 68.78 100.19 134.22 
15.06 42.08 71.30 102.91 137.17 
17.21 44.41 73.81 105.63 140.12 
19.36 . 46.73 76.33 108.35 143.07 
21.52 49.06 78.84 111.07 146.03 
23.67 51.38 81.35 113.79 148.98 
25,82 53.70 83.87 116.51 151.93 
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SSU/ LAKESIDE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-1 
COMMISSION APPROVE1 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 3.07 f 
6.14 
9.21 

12.29 
15.36 
18.43 
21.50 
24.57 
27.64 
30.71 
33.78 
36.86 

40.18 
43.50 
46.83 
50.15 
53.47 
56.80 
60.12 
63.44 
66.77 
70.09 
73.42 
76.74 

f 80.34 
83.94 
87.54 
91.14 
94.73 
98.33 

101.93 
105.53 
109.13 
112.73 
116.33 
119.93 

f 123.83 
127.74 
131.64 
135.54 
139.45 
143.35 
147.25 
151.16 
155.06 
158.96 
162.87 
166.77 

f 171.01 
175.24 
179.48 
183.72 
187.95 
192.19 
196.43 
200.66 
204.90 
209.14 
213.37 
217.61 
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SSU/ LEHIGH 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE I O - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 4 1 . 4 3  I 18.73 
February 2.87 20.27 

March 4 30 21 80 
Apri 1 5 73 23.34 
May 7.17 24 87 
June 8 60 26 40 
July  10 03 . 27 94 

August 11.47 29.47 
September 12.90 31.01 
October 14.33 32.54 
November 15.77 34.08 
December 17.20 35.61 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 

I 37.26 I 57.13 I 
38.90 58.90 
40.55 60.66 
42.20 62.43 
43.84 64.19 
45.49 65 96 
47.13 67.72 
48.78 69.49 
50.43 71.25 
52.07 73.02 
53.72 74.78 
55.36 76.55 

78 45 
80 35 
82 26 
84 16 
86 06 
87 96 
89 86 
91 77 
93 67 
95 57 
97 47 
99 37 

1999 2000 2001 

January 
, February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

$ 8 96 
17  92 
26 89 
35 85 
44 81 
53 77 
62 74 
71 70 
80 66 
89 62 
98 59 

107 55 

‘6 117 25 
126.96 
136 66 
146.36 
156.07 
165.77 
175 48 
185 18 
194 88 
204 59 
214 29 
224 00 

I 234.52 
245.04 
255.56 
266.08 
276.60 
287.12 
297.64 
308.16 
318.68 
329.20 
339.72 
350.24 

$ 361 65 
373 07 
384 48 
395 90 
407 31 
418 73 
430 14 
441 56 
452 97 
464 39 
475 80 
487 22 

I 499 62 
512.02 
524.42 
536.82 
549.22 
561.63 
574.03 
586.43 
598.83 
611.23 
623.63 
636.03 
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- 

SSUl  LEHIGH SCHEDULE 10-8 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

- 
WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

S 17 02 
34.04 
51 06 
68 08 
85 09 

102 11 
119 13 
136 15 
153 17  
170 19 
187 21 
204 23 

s 18 38 
36 77 
55 15 
73 54 
91 92 

110 31 
128 69 
147 08 
165 46 
183 85 
202 23 
220 61 

I 444.73 
464.61 
484.50 
504.38 
524.27 
544.15 
564.04 
583.92 
603.81 
623.70 
643.58 
663.47 

S 685 00 
706 54 
728 08 
749 61 
771 15 
792 69 
814 23 
835 76 
857 30 
878 84 
900 37 
921 91 

I 945.26 
968.61 
991.96 

1.015.31 
1.038.66 
1.062.01 
1.085 36 
1.108 71 
1 132.06 
1,155 41 
1,178.76 
1 . 2 0 2 . 1 1  

WISTEWATER 
TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apr i l  
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

s 7.97 I 8.53  I 
15 93 17.05 
23 90 25.58 
31.86 34.10 
39.83 42,. 63 
47.80 51.15 
55.76 59.68 
63.73 68.20 
71.69 76.73 
79.66 85.25 
87.63 93.78 
95.59 102.30 

207.03 
216.17 
225.31 
234 45 
243.59 
252.73 
261.87 
271.00 
280.14 
289.28 
298.42 
307.56 

I 317.37 
327 19 
337.00 
346.81 
356.63 
366.44 
376.25 
386.07 

405.69 
415.51 
425.32 

395. e8 

s 435 87 
446 43 
456 98 
467 54 
478 09 
488 65 
499 20 
509 76 
520 31 
530 87 
541 42 
551 98 
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SSU/ LEISURE LAKES SCHEDULE 10-P 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVEC 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 1.07 I 
2.14 
3.21 
4.28 
5.35 
6.42 
7.49 
8.56 
9.63 

10.70 
11.77 
12.84 

14.00 
15.15 
16.31 
17.46 
18.62 
19.77 
20.93 
22.08 
23.24 
24.39 
25.55 
26.70 

I 27.95 I 43.06 $ 59.41 
29.20 44.41 60.87 
30.45 45.76 62.34 
31.70 47.12 63.81 
32.95 48.47 65.28 
34.20 49.82 66.74 
35.45 51.17 68.21 
36.70 52.53 69.68 
37.95 53.88 71.15 
39.20 55.23 72.61 
40.45 56.59 74.08 
41.70 57.94 15.55 
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SSU/ LEISURE LAKES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

- 
WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
flay 
June 
Ju l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 4 03 I 4.32 I 104.86 S 160.95 16 221 34 
8 .06  

12.09 
16.12 
20.14 
24.17 
28.20 
32.23 
36.26 
40.29 
44.32 
48.35 

- 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMEKT b DISPOSAL 1997 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

8.64  109.50 
12.97 114.15 
17.29 118.79 
21.61 123.44 
25.93 128.08 
30 26 132 73 
34 58 137 37 
38 90 142 02 
43 22 146 66 
47.55 151.30 
51.87 155.95 

165.95 
170.95 
175.95 
180.95 
185.95 
190.95 
195.95 
200.95 
205.95 
210.95 
215.95 

226.73 
232.12 
237.51 
242.90 
248.29 
253.68 
259.07 
264.46 
269.85 
275.25 
280.64 

1998 1999 2000 2001 

$ 0.51 S 0.54 I 13.27 I 20.25 I 27.66 
1 .03  1 .09  13.85 20.86 28.32 
1.54 1 .63  14 .43  21.48 28.97 
2.05 2.18 15.00 22.09 29.63 
2.57 2.72 15.58 22.71 30.28 
3.08 3 .26  16.16 23.32 30.94 
3.59 3.81 16.74 23.94 31.59 
4.11 4.35 17.32 24 55 32.24 
4.62 4.90 17.90 25.17 32.90 
5.14 5.44 18.47 25.78 33.55 
5.65 5.99 19.05 26.40 34.21 
6.16 6 . 5 3  19.63 27.01 34.86 
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SSU/MARION OAKS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-9 
CDMMISSION APPROVE1 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
I 

January S 0.65  I 8.57  S 17.13 I 26.39 I 36.42 
February 1 . 3 1  9 .27  17.89 27.22 37.32 

March 1 .96  9 .98  18.66 28.05 38.22 
Apri 1 2.62 10.69 19.43 28.88 39.12 
May 3.27 11.40 20.19 29.71 40.02 
June 3.93 12.11 20.96 30.54 40.92 
Ju ly  4.58 . 12.82 21.73 31.37 41.82 

August 5.24 13.52 22.49 32.20 42.72 
September 5.89 14.23 23.26 33.03 43.62 
October 6.55 14.94 24.03 33.86 44.52 
November 7.20 15.65 24.79 34.69 45.42 
December 7.86 16.36 25.56 35.52 46.32 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 6.64 S . 86.84 I 174.06 I 268.98 S 372.38 
February 13.27 94.06 181.91 277.54 381.70 

March 19.91 101.27 189.77 286.09 391.03 
Apri 1 26.54 108.49 197.62 294.64 400.35 

May 33.18 115.70 205.47 303.19 409.67 
June 39.81 122.92 213.32 311.75 418.99 
Ju ly  46.45 130.13 221.17 320.30 428.31 

August 53.08 137.35 229.02 328.85 437.64 
September 59.72 144.56 236.88 337.40 446.96 
October 66.35 151.78 244.73 345.96 456.28 
November 72.99 158.99 252.58 354.51 465.60 
December 79.63 166.21 260.43 363.06 474.92 
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;SU/MARION OAKS 
9LLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 13.17 
26.33 
39.50 
52.67 
65.84 
79.00 
92.17 

105.34 
118.50 
131.67 
144.84 
158.01 

I 14.22 I 344.04 
28.44 359.42 
42.66 374.80 
56.89 390.18 
71.11 405.56 
85.33 420.94 
99.55 436.32 

113.77 451.70 
127.99 467.08 
142.22 482.46 
156.44 497.84 
170.66 513.22 

I 529.88 I 731.15 
546.53 749.20 
563.19 767.26 
579.84 785.31 
596.50 803.37 
613.16 821.42 
629.81 839.48 
646.47 857.53 
663.12 875.59 
679.78 893.64 ~~ ~ . .  ~ 

696.43 911.70 
713.09 929.75 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMEKT b DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 6.45  16 6.90  S 167.59 I 256.92 
12.90 13.80 174.99 264.87 
19.34 20.70 182.39 272.82 
25.79 27.61 189.79 280.77 
32.24 34.51 197.18 288.72 
38.69 41.41 204.58 296.67 
45.13 48.31 211.98 304.62 
51.58 ' 55.21 219.38 312.57 
58.03 62.11 226.78 320.52 
64.48 69.02 234.18 328.47 
70.92 75.92 241.58 336.42 
77.37 82.82 248.97 344.37 

I 352.92 
361.48 
370.03 
378.58 
387.13 
395.69 
404.24 
412.79 
421.35 
429.90 
438.45 
447.01 
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SSU/ MARC0 ISLAND 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER I TRANSMISSION iZ DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apr i  1 

June 
Ju l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 2 51 
5 02 
7 54 

10 05 
12  56 
15 07 
17 59 
20 10 
22 61 
25 12 
27 64 
30 15 

S 32 87 
35 59 
38 31 
41 02 
43 74 
46 46 
49 18 
51 90 
54 62 
57 34 
60 06 
62 78 

I 65 73 
68 67 
71 62 
74 57 
77.52 
80.47 
83.41 
86.36 
89.31 
92.26 
95.21 
98 15 

I 101 35 
104 55 
107 75 
110 95 
114 15 
117 35 
120 55 
123 74 
126 94 
130 14 
133 34 
136 54 

$ 140 01 
143 49 
146 96 
150 44 
153 91 
157 38 
160 86 
164 33 
167 80 
171 28 
174 75 
178 23 
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SSU/ MARC0 ISLAND 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED r SCHEDULE 10-8 

COMMISSION APPROVED 
~ 

UASTEWATER 
1REAMEHT b DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apr i  1 

May 
June 
J u l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 24 24 
48 48 
72 71 
96 95 

121 19 
145 43 
169 66 
193 90 
218 14 
242 38 
266 61 
290 85 

26 00 
51 99 
77 99 

103.98 
129.98 
155.97 
181.97 
207.97 
233.96 
259.96 
285.95 
311.95 

I 630 73 
658 65 
686 58 
714 51 
742 44 
770 36 
798 29 
826 22 
854 15 
882 07 
910 00 
937 93 

I 967 98 
998 04 

1 028 09 
1.058 14 
1 088 20 
1 118 25 
1.148 30 
1,178 36 
1.208 4 1  
1.238 46 
1.268 52 
1.298 57 

d 1.300.00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300 00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1 . 3 0 0 ~ 0 0  
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
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SSU/MARCO SHORES SCHEDULE 10 -A  
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

- 

UATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- 

J a n u a r y  I 5.34 I 70.00 S 141.01 I 219.01 I 304.69 
F e b r u a r y  10.69 , 75.87 147.46 226.09 312.47 

M a r c h  16.03 81.74 153.91 233.17 320.25 
A p r i  1 21.38 87.61 160.35 240.26 328.03 

May 26.72 93.48 166.80 247.34 335.81 
June 32.07 99.35 173.25 254.42 343.59 
Ju ly  37.41 105.22 179.69 261.50 351.37 

A u g u s t  42.75 111.09 186.14 268.58 359 15 
Sep tember  48.10 116.96 192.59 275.66 366.93 

O c t o b e r  53.44 122.83 199.03 282.75 374.71 
November 58.79 128.70 205.48 289.83 382.49 
December 64.13 134.57 211.93 296.91 390.27 
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SSUlMARCO SHORES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-E 
COMMISSION APPRDVEC 

1 WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 2.00 I 2.15 I 52.18 I 80.17 $ 110.35 
4.01 4.30 54.50 82.67 113.05 
6.01 6.46 56.82 85.17 115.74 
8 .01  8 .61  59.14 87.66 118.44 

10 .02  10.76 61.45 90.16 1'21.14 
12.02 12.91 63.77 92.66 123.84 
14.02 15.07 66.09 95.16 126.53 
16.03 17.22 68.40 97.66 129.23 
18.03 . 19.37 7 0 . 7 2  100.16 131.93 
20.03 21.52 73.04 102.65 134.63 
22.04 23.67 75.35 105.15 137.32 
24.04 25.83 77.67 107.65 140.02 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMEKT E DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 13.17 I 14.07 I 341.92 I 523.66 I 718.51 
February 26.34 28.14 356.98 539.79 735.84 

March 39.51 42.20 372.03 555.93 753.17 
A p r i  1 52.69 56.27 387.09 572.07 770.50 
May 65.86 70.34 402.14 588.21 787.83 
June 79.03 84.41 417.19 604.35 805.15 
July 92.20 98.47 432.25 620.49 822.48 

August 105.37 112.54 447.30 636.63 839.81 
September 118.54 126.61 462.36 652.76 857.14 
October 131.72 140.68 477.41 668.90 874.47 
November 144.89 154.74 492.46 685.04 891.80 
December 158.06 168.81 507.52 701. I8  909.13 
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jSU/MEREDITH MANOR 
4LLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 0.41 I 5.37 I 10.69 I 16.41 I 
0.82 5.81 11.16 16.92 
1.23 6 .25  11.63 17.43 
1 .64  6.69 12.11 17.94 
2.05 . 7.13 12.58 18.45 
2.46 7.57 13.06 18.96 
2.87 8.01 13.53 19.47 
3.28 8 .45  14.00 19.98 
3.70 8.89 14.48 20.49 
4.11 9.33 14.95 21.00 
4.52 9.77 15.42 21.51 
4.93 10.21 15.90 22 .02  

22.57 
23.12 
23.67 
24.22 
24.77 
25.32 

26.42 
26.97 
27.52 

28.62 

25. 87 

28.07 

MER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

9.92 70.27 
14.88 75.66 
19. 83 81.05 
24.79 86.43 
29.75 91.82 
34.71 97.20 
39.67 102.59 
44.63 107.97 
49.59 '113.36 
54.54 118.75 
59.50 124.13 

S 129.99 I 200.76 
135.84 207.13 
141.70 213.50 

153.41 226.24 
159.26 232.61 
165.12 238.99 
170.97 245.36 
176.82 251.73 

188.53 264.47 
194.39 270.84 

147.55 219. 87 

182.68 258.10 

I 277.78 
284.72 
291.65 

305.53 
312.47 
319.40 
326.34 

340.22 
347.15 
354.09 

298.59 

333.28 
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SSLVMEREDITH MANOR SCHEDULE 10-6 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

- +-- WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 10.74 I 11.47 I 278.83 I 427.04 f 585.94 
21.48 22 94 291.10 440.20 600.07 
32.22 34.42 303.38 453.36 614.20 
42.96 45 89 315.66 466.52 628.33 
53.70 57.36 327.93 479.68 642.47 
64.44 68.83 340.21 492.84 656.60 
75.18 80 30 352.49 506.00 670.73 
85.92 91.77 364.77 519.17 684.86 
96.67 103.25 377.04 532.33 698.99 

107.41 114.72 389.32 545.49 713.12 
118.15 126.19 401.60 558.65 727.25 
128.89 l37 .66  413.88 571.81 741.38 
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SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

SSU/ MORNINGVIEW 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

- 

MATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
F e b r u a r y  

M a r c h  
A p r i  1 

May 
June 
July 

A u g u s t  
S e p t e m b e r  

O c t o b e r  
November  
D e c e m b e r  

I 1.43 I 18.72 I 37.33 S 57.44 I 79.17 
2.86 20.26 39.00 59.24 81.11 
4.29 21.80 40.66 61.04 83.06 
5.72 23.34 42.33 62.83 85.00 
7.16 24.88 43.99 64.63 86.95 
8.59 26.42 45.65 66.43 88.89 
10.02 27.96 47.32 68.23 90.84 
11.45 29.50 48.98 70.03 92.78 
12.88 31.04 50.65 71.83 94.73 
14.31 32.59 52.31 73.62 96.67 
15.74 34.13 53.98 75.42 98.62 
17.17 35.67 55.64 77.22 100.56 
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SSU/ MORNINGVIEW 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-E 
COMMISSION APPROVEC 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 10.76 
21.53 
32.29 
43.06 
53.82 
64.58 
75.35 
86.11 
96.87 

107.64 
118.40 
129.17 

I 11.35 I 277.36 $ 422.00 I 575.21 
22.70 289.35 434.70 588.69 
34.05 301.35 447 40 602.17 
45.40 313.34 460.10 615.65 
56.75 325.34 472.81 629.13 
68.10 337.33 485.51 642.61 
79.45 349.32 498.21 656.09 
90.80 361.32 510.92 669.57 

102.15 373.31 523.62 683.06 
113.50 385.30 536.32 696.54 
124.85 397.30 549.03 710.02 
136.20 409.29 561.73 723.50 

WASTEWATER 
TREATHEKT b DISPOSAL 1997 . 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

$ 1.18 I 1.24 S 30.32 I 46.17 $ 62.98 
2.35 2.48 31.63 47.57 64.46 
3.53 3.72 32.95 48.96 65.94 
4.70 4.97 34.26 50.35 67.42 
5.88 6.21 35.58 51.75 68.90 
7.05 7.45 36.89 53.14 70.39 
8.23 8.69 33.21 54.53 71.87 
9.41 9.93 39.52 55.93 73.35 

10.58 11.17 40.64 57.32 74.83 
11.76 12.41 42.15 58.71 76.31 
12.93 13.66 43.46 60.11 77.79 
14.11 14.90 44.78 61.50 79.27 
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SSU/OAK FOREST 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 1 TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 0.76 I 9.89  I 19.59 $ 
1.51 10 .70  20.44 
2.27.  11.50 21.29 
3.03 12.30 22.15 
3.79 13.11 23.00 
4.54 13 91 23.85 
5.30 14.71 24.71 
6.06 15.52 25.56 
6.82 16.32 26.41 
7.57 17.13 27.27 
8.33 17.93 28.12 
9 .09  18.73 28.97 

29.88 S 40.87 
30.80 41.84 
31.71 42.81 
32.62 43.79 
33.53 44.76 
34.44 45.73 
35.35 46.70 
36.26 47.67 
37.17 48.64 
38.08 49.62 
38.99 50.59 
39.90 51.56 
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I -1 
SSUiPALISADES COUNTRY CLUB 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

I 
SCHEDULE 10-A ~ 

COMMISSION APPROVED ' 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 

6.02 
March 0.32 1.61 3.02 4.53 6.17 
Apr i  1 0.42 1.73 3.14 4.67 6.32 1 
May 0.53 1.84 3.27 4.80 6.46 
June 0.63 1 .96  3.39 4.93 6.61 ~ 

6.90 
Ju ly  0.74 2 . o i  3 . 5 1  5 .06  

August 0.84 2.19 3.64 5.20 
September 0.95 2.30 3.76 5.33 7.05 

October 1.06 2.42 3.89 5 .46  7.19 

December 1.27 2.65 4.13 5.73 7.49 

January f 0.11 I 1.38 $ 2.77 d 4.27 4 
February 0 .21  1.50 2.90 4.40 

November 1 . 1 6  2.53 4.01 5.60 7.34 1 
I 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1070 

SSUiPALM PORT SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED CDMMISSIDN APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January $ 0.14 I 1.89  I 3.78 I 5 .81  $ 8.04 
February 0.29 2.04 3 .95  6.00 8.24 

March 0.43 2.20 4.12 6 .18  8.43 , 
Apri 1 0.58 2.36 4.28 6.37 8.63 
May 0.72 2.51 4.45 6 .55  8 .83  

June 0.87 2.67 4.62 6.74 9.03 ! 
July 1 .01  2.83 4.79 6.92 9.23 I 

Augus t  1.15 2.98 4.96 7.10 9 .42  1 
September 1.30 3.14 5 .13  7.29 9.62 I 
October 1.44  . 3.30 5.29 7.47 9.82 
November 1 .59 3.45 5.46 7.66 1 0 . 0 2  
December 1.73 3.61 5.63 7.84 10 .22  
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SSLVPALM PORT 
4LLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMlSSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 7.62 I 8 .09  I 197.15 
15.25 16.18 205.75 
22.87 24.27 214.35 
30.50 32.36 222.95 
38.12 40.44 231.55 
45.74 48.53 240.14 
53.37 56.62 248.74 
60.99 64.71 257.34 
68.62 72.80 265.94 
76.24 80.89 274.54 
83.87 88.98 283.14 
91.49 97.07 291.73 

$ 300.89 
310.05 
319.21 
328.37 
337.53 
346.69 
355.85 
365.01 
374.17 
383.33 
392.49 
401.65 

$ 411.43 
421.20 
430.98 
440.75 
450.53 
460.30 
470.08 
479.85 
489.63 
499.40 
509.18 
518.95 

WASTEk4lER 
TREATMENT & DISWSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
Oecember 

May 

$ 8.05 $ 8.61 I 209.13 $ 320.66 $ 440.50 
16.09 17.23 218.37 330.59 451.18 
24.14 25.84 227.61 340.51 461.85 
32.18 34.45 236.84 350.43 472.53 
40.23 43.06 246.08 360.36 483.21 
48.27 51.68 255.32 370.28 493.89 
56.32 60.29 264.55 380.20 504.57 
64.36 68.90 273.79 390.13 515.25 
72.41 77.51 283.03 400.05 525.92 
80.46 86.13 292.27 409.97 536.60 
88.50 94.74 301.50 419.90 547.28 
96.55 103.35 310.74 429.82 557.96 
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SSWPALM TERRACE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 

January 
February 

March 
Apr i  1 

June 
J u l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 0 4 3  I 
0 86 
1 28 
1 71 
2 14 
2 57 
2 99 
3 42 
3 85 
4 28 
4 11 
5 13 

1998 
___ 

0.48 
0 .95  
1 .43  
1.90 
2.38 
2.85 
3 .33  
3.80 
4.28 
4.15 
5.23 
5.70 

1999 2000 2001 

I 11.36 
11.89 
12.41 
12.94 
13.47 
13.99 
14.52 
15.04 
15.57 
16.10 
16.62 
17.15 

I 11.73 I 24.19 
18.31 25.43 
18.90 26.08 
19.48 26.73 
20.06 27.31 
20.64 28.02 
21.23 28.67 
21.81 29.31 
22.39 29.96 

23.56 31.25 
24.14 31.90 

22.91 30.60 
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SSUPALMS MOBILE HOME PARK SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

- 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
J u l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 0.60 5 7.88 f 15.73 f 24.19 f 33.35 
1 .21  8.53 16.43 24.95 34.17 
1.81 9.18 17.13 25.71 34.98 
2 . 4 1  . 9.83 17 0.' 26.47 35.80 
3.01 10.48 19 5' 27.23 36.62 
3.62 11 13 19.22 27.98 37.44 
4.22 11.78 19.93 28.74 38.26 
4.82 12.43 20.63 29.50 39 08 
5.42 13.08 21.33 30.26 39.89 
6.03 13.73 22.04 31.01 40.71 
6.63 14.38 22.74 31.77 41.53 
7.23 15.03 23.44 32.53 42.35 
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SSU/ PINE 
ALLOWANCE 

RIDGE U T I L I T I E S  
FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-1 
COMMISSION APPROVE[ 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

J a n u a r y  
F e b r u a r y  

M a r c h  
A p r i  1 

June 
July 

August 
September 

O c t o b e r  
November 
December 

May 

I 11.26 
22.53 
33.79 
45.05 
56.31 
67.58 
78.84 
90.10 

101.37 
112.63 
123.89 
135.15 

I 147.40 
159.65 
171.90 
184.15 
196.40 
208.65 
220.90 
233.15 
245.40 
257.65 
269.90 
282.14 

I 295.48 
308.81 
322.14 
335.47 
348.80 
362.13 
375.47 
388.80 
402.13 
415.46 
428.79 
442.12 

I 456.65 
471.17 
485.69 
500.21 
514.73 
529.26 
543.78 
558.30 
572.82 
587.35 
601.87 
616.39 

$ 632.22 
648.05 
663.88 
679.71 
695.54 
700.00  
7 0 0 . 0 0  
7 0 0 . 0 0  
700.00 
700.00 
700.00 
700 .00  
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SSU/ PINEY WOODS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

U 4 E R  
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

L 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
J u l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 3.82 5 49.99 I 100.20 
7.64 54.14 104.73 

11.46 58.29 109.25 
15.28 62.45 113.77 ~~ 

19.10 66.60 118.29 
22.92 70.76 122.82 
26.73 74.91 127.34 
30.55 79.07 131.86 
34.37 83.22 136.38 
38.19 87.37 140.90 
42.01 91.53 145.43 
45.83 95.68 149.95 

S 154.88 
159.80 
164.73 
169.66 
174.59 
179.51 
184.44 
189.37 
194.30 
199.22 
204.15 
209.08 

5 214.45 
219.82 
225.20 
230.57 
235.94 
241.31 
246.69 
252.06 
257.43 
262.80 
268.18 
273.55 
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- 
I 

SSUi  POINT O'WOODS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

~ 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

J a n u a r y  I 1.16 I 15.13 I 30.14 I 46.28 I 63.68 
February 2.31 16.37 31.47 47.72 65.24 

M a r c h  3.47 17.61 32.81 49.16 66.79 
A p r i  1 4.63 18.86 34.15 50.60 68.35 

May 5.79 20.10 35.48 52.04 69.90 
June 6.94 21.34 36.82 53.49 71.45 
July 

A u g u s t  
S e p t e m b e r  

O c t o b e r  
N o v e m b e r  
D e c e m b e r  

8.10 22.59 38.16 54 93 73.01 
9 .26  23 83 39.49 56.37 74.56 

10.41 25.07 40.83 57.81 76.12 
11.57 26.31 42.17 59.25 77.67 
12.73 27.56 43.50 60.69 79.23 
13.89 28.80 44.84 62.13 80.78 
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SSU/ POINT O'WUUDS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apr i  1 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 11.37 
22.74 
34.11 
45.48 
56.85 
68.22 
79.59 
90.96 

102.33 
113.69 
125.06 
136.43 

S 12.25 
24.50 
36.75 
49.00 
61.24 
73.49 
85.74 
97.99 

110.24 
122.49 
134.74 
146.99 

I 296.64 
309.85 
323.07 
336.28 
349.50 
362.71 
375.93 
389.15 
402.36 
415.58 
428.79 
442.01 

I 456.29 
470.57 
484.85 
499.13 
513.41 
527.69 
541.97 
556.25 
570.53 
584.81 
599.09 
613.37 

S 628.82 
644.27 
659.72 
675.17 
690.62 
706.07 
721.52 
736.97 
752.42 
767.87 
783.32 
798.77 

UASTEWATER 
TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
J u l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

4 5.47 S 6.02 J 144.54 
10.93 12.05 151.17 
16.40 18.07 157.81 
21.87 24.10 164.45 
27.34 30.12 
32.80 36.15 
38.27 42.17 
43.74 48.19 
49.21 54.22 
54.67 60.24 
60.14 66.27 
65.61 72.29 

171.08 
1 7 7 . 7 2  
184.36 
190.99 
197.63 
204.27 
210.90 
217.54 

5 224.85 
232.16 
239.47 
246.78 
254.08 
261.39 
268.70 
276.01 
283.32 
290.63 
297.94 
305.25 

4 313.30 
321.35 
329.40 
337.45 
345.50 
353.55 
361.60 
369.65 
377.70 
385.76 
393.81 
401.86 
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- 
SSUI  POMONA PARK SCHEDULE 10-A 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 1 TRANSMISSION 8 DISTRIEUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

I 
i-- 
i 

4 0.83 4 10.91 I 
1.67 11.82 
2.50 12.72 
3.34 13.63 
4.17 14.53 
5.00 15.44 
5.84 16.34 
6.67 17.25 
7.51 18.15 
8.34 19.05 
9.17 19.96 

10 .01  20.86 

21.84 
22.83 
23.81 
24.79 
25.77 
26.75 
27.73 
28.71 
29.69 
30.67 
31.65 
32.64 

4 33.70 I 46.58 
34.77 47.74 
35.83 48.89 
36.90 50.05 
37.96 51.21 
39.03 52.37 
40.09 53.52 
41.16 54.68 
42.22 55 84 
43.29 57 .00  
44.35 58.16 
45.42 59.31 
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SSU/ POSTMASTER VILLAGE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE lo-! 
COMMISSION APPROVE[ 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 2.36 I 30.80 I 61.27 I 93.97 
4.71 33.32 63.98 96.88 
7 . 0 7  35.85 66.69 99.78 
9.43 38.37 03.40 102.69 

11.78 40.90 72.12 105.60 
14.14 43.42 74.61 108.51 
16.49 45.94 77.52 111.42 
18.85 48.47 80.23 114.33 
21.21 50.99 82.93 117.24 
23.56 ' 53.52 85.64 120.15 
25.92 56 04 88.35 123.06 
28.28 58.57 91.06 125.97 

I 129.10 
132.24 
135.37 
138.51 
141.64 
144.77 
147.91 
151.04 
154.18 
157.31 
160 45 
163.58 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 5.41 I 70.76 I 141 66 I ?18.63 S 302.29 
10.82 76.63 146.03 2 5 . 5 5  309.82 
16.22 82.50 1SC4C 232.47 317.35 
21.63 88.36 160.77 239.40 324.88 
27.04 94.23 167.14 246.32 332.41 
32 45 100.10 173.50 253.24 339.94 
37 86 105.96 179.87 260.16 347.47 
43.27 111.83 186.24 267.08 355.00 
48.67 117.70 192.61 274.00 362.53 
54.08 123.56 198.98 280.92 370.06 
59.49 129.43 205.34 287.84 377.59 
64.90 135.30 211.71 294.76 385.12 
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SSUi  QUAIL RIDGE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

~ 

WATER I TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 1 

January 
F e b r u a r y  

M a r c h  
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
S e p t e m b e r  

O c t o b e r  
N o v e m b e r  
D e c e m b e r  

S 0.26 I 3.45 I 6.91 S 10.64 $ 14.70 
0.53 3.74 7.22 10.98 15.07 
0.79 4.02 7.53 11.32 15.43 
1 . 0 5  4.31 7.83 11.65 15.80 
1.32 4.59 8 .14  
1.58 4.88 8.45 
1 .85  5.17 8.76 
2.11 5.45 9.07 
2.37 5.74 9.38 
2.64 6.03 9.69 
2.90 6.31 10 .00  
3.16 6.60 10.31 

11.99 16.16 
12.32 16.53 
12.66 16.89 
13.00 17.26 
13.33 17.62 
13.67 17.99 
14.00 18.35 
14.34 18.72 
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SSUI  RIVER GROVE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-1 
COMMISSION APPROVE[ 

- 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 1.01 I 13.22 I 26.15 I 39.89 I 54.51 
February 2.02 14.29 27.29 41.10 55.80 

March 3.04 15.36 28.43 42.31 57.09 

May 5.06 17.50 30.70 44.74 59.68 
June 6.07 18.58 31.84 45.95 60.97 
J u l y  7.08 19.65 32.98 47.16 62.26 

A u g u s t  8.10 20.72 34.12 48.37 63.55 
September 9.11 21.79 35.26 49.58 64. E4 
October 10.12 22.86 36.40 50.80 66.13 
November 11.13 23.94 37.54 52.01 67.43 
December 12.14 25.01 38.68 53.22 68.72 

Apri 1 4.05 16.43 29.56 43.52 58.39 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 

June 
J u l y  

A u g u s t  
September 
October 

November 
December 

S 1.97 I 25.80 f 51.58 
3.95 27.94 53.89 
5.92 30.07 56.20 
7.89 32.20 58.51 
9.86 34.34 60.82 

11.84 36.47 63.13 
13.81 38.61 65.44 
15.78 40.74 67.75 
17.75 42.87 70.06 
19.73 45.01 72.37 
21.70 47.14 74.68 
23.67 49.27 76.99 

I 79.50 I 
82.00 
84.51 
87.01 
89.51 
92.02 
94.52 
97.02 
99.53 

102.03 
104.54 
107.04 

109.76 
112.47 
115.19 
117.90 
120.62 
123.34 
126.05 
128.77 
131.48 
134.20 
136.91 
139.63 
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SSU/ ROSEMONT/ROLLING GREEN 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  I 
COMMISSION APPROVED 1 

1 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1996 

January 5 3.82 S 50.01 S 1 0 0 . 2 2  S 154.87 I 214.38 
February 7.64 54.17 104.74 159.79 

March 11.46 58.32 109.26 164.72 
Apri 1 15.29 62.47 113.78 169.64 230.47 

May 19.11 66.63 118.30 174.56 235.83 ~ 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 

November 
December 

22.93 
26 75 
30.57 
34.39 
38.22 
42.04 
45.86 

70.78 122.83 179.48 241.20 
74.93 127.35 184.41 246.56 
79.09 . 131.87 189.33 251.92 
83.24 136.39 194.25 257.29 
87.39 140.91 199.17 262.65 
91.55 145.43 204.10 268.01 
95.70 149.95 209.02 273.37 
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SSU/ SALT SPRINGS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10 -A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

MER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 

J a n u a r y  4 5.74 I 
F e b r u a r y  11.48 

March 17.22 
A p r i  1 22.96 

May 28.70 
June 34.45 
July 40.19 

A u g u s t  45.93 
Sep tember  51.67 

O c t o b e r  57.41 
November 63.15 
December 68.89 

75.12 
81.35 
si. 58 
93.82 
100.05 
106.28 
112.51 
118.74 
124.97 
131.20 
137.43 
143.67 

I 150.44 I 232.27 
157.21 239.63 
163.98 246.99 
170.75 254.36 
177.51 261.72 
184.28 269.08 
191.05 276.44 
197.82 283.81 
204.59 291.17 
211.36 298.53 
218.13 305.90 
224.90 313.26 

4 321.27 
329.29 
337.30 
345.32 
353.33 
361.35 
369.36 
377.38 
385.39 
393.41 
401.42 
409.44 
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SSU/ SALT SPRINGS SCHEDULE 10-B  
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

- 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 7.76 I 
15.52 
23.28 
31.03 
38.79 
46.55 
54.31 
62.07 
69.83 
77.59 
85.34 
93.10 

8.32 
16.65 
24.97 
33.29 
41.62 
49.94 
58.26 
66.59 
74.91 
83.23 
91.55 
99.88 

I 201.93 
210.87 
219.82 
228.76 
237.71 
246.65 
255.60 
264.55 
273.49 
282.44 
291.38 
300.33 

I 309.96 
319.58 
329.21 
338.84 
348.47 
358.09 
367.72 
377.35 
386.98 
396.60 
406.23 
415.86 

I 426.24 
436.62 
447.00 
457.38 
467.76 
478.14 
488.51 
498.89 
509 27 
519.65 
530.03 
540.41 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 8 DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 5.78 $ 
11.56 
17.33 
23.11 
28.89 
34.67 
40.44 
46.22 
52.00 
57.78 
63.55 
69.33 

6.13 
12.27 
18.40 
24.53 
30.66 
36.80 
42.93 
49.06 
55.19 
61.33 
67.46 
73.59 

I 149.45 
155.97 
162.49 
169.02 
175.54 
182.06 
188.50 
195.11 
201.63 
208.15 
214.68 
221.20 

I 228.15 
235.10 
242.05 
249.00 
255.95 
262.91 
269.86 
276.81 
283.76 
290.71 
297.66 
304.61 

S 312.03 
319.46 
326.88 
334.30 
341 .?3  
349.15 
356.57 
364.00 
371.42 
378.85 
386.27 
393.69 
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SSU/ SILVER LAKE ESTATEYWESTERN SHORES SCHEDULE 10-1 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVE[ 

WATER TREAMEHT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 1.52 S 19.84 I 39.50 f 60.63 S 83.38 
February 3.03 21.46 41.25 62.52 85.41 

March 4.55 23.09 43.00 64.40 87.44 
Apri 1 6.07 24.72 44.75 66.28 89.47 

May 7.59 26.35 46.50 68.17 91.51 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 

9 10 27 98 48 25 7 0  05 93 54 ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~. . ~~~ 

10.62 29.61 50.00 71.93 95.57 
12.14 31.23 51.75 73.82 97.60 
13.66 32.86 53.50 75.70 99.63 
15.17 34.49 55.25 77.58 101.66 
16.69 36.12 57.00 79.47 103.69 

December 18.21 37.75 58.75 81.35 105.72 

WATER 
lRANSHISSION & DISTRIBUTION 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

1997 1998 
- 

1999 2000 
- 

'6 2 .01  f . 26.26 I 52.57 S 81.15 
4.01 28.43 54.93 83.72 
6.02 30.61 57.30 86.29 
8.03 32.79 59.66 88.86 

10.03 34.97 62.03 91.43 
12.04 37.14 
14.05 39.32 
16.05 41.50 
18.06 43.67 
20.07 45.85 
22.07 48.03 
24.08 50.21 

64.39 94.00 
66.75 96.57 
69.12 99.14 
71.4H 101.72 
73.85 104.29 
76.21 106.86 
78.57 109.43 

2001 

I 112.23 
115.02 
117.82 
120.61 
123.41 
126.21 
129.00 
131.80 
134.60 
137.39 
140.19 
142.98 
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SSU/ SILVER LAKE OAKS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January $ L 5 9  $ 20.74 I 41.21 I 63.15 $ 86.66 
February 3.17 22.43 43.03 65.10 88.75 

March 4.76 24.13 44.84 67.04 90.85 
Apri 1 6.35 25.82 46.66 68.99 92.94 
May 7.93 27.52 48.48 70.94 95.03 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 

November 
December 

9.52 29.22 50.30 72.89 97.12 ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ 

11.11 30.91 52.11 74.83 99.21 
12.69 32.61 53.93 76.78 101.30 
14.28 34.30 55.75 78.73 103.40 
15.87 36.00 57.57 80.68 105.49 
17.45 37.69 59.38 82.62 107.58 
19.04 39.39 61.20 84.57 109.67 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION 8 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 13.09 I 171.33 
February 26.19 185.55 

March 39.28 199.76 
Apri 1 52.37 213.98 

June 78.56 242.41 
July  91.65 256.62 

August 104.75 270.84 
September 117.84 285.05 
October 130.93 299.27 
November 144.03 313.48 
December 157.12 327.70 

May 65.47 228.19 

I 343.14 $ 529.87 $ 700.00 
358.59 546.67 700.00  
374.04 563.48 700.00  
389.49 580.28 700.00 
404.93 597.08 700.00 
420.38 613.88 700.00 
435.83 630.69 700.00 
451.28 647.49 700.00 
466.72 664.29 700.00 
482.17 681.09 700 00 ~~ ~~ 

497.62 697.90 700.00 
513.07 700.00  700.00 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1087 

SSU/ SILVER LAKE OAKS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 2.92 
5.85 
8.77 

11.70 
14.62 
17.55 
20.47 
23.40 
26.32 
29.25 
32.17 
35.09 

I 3.15 I 76.26 
6.30 79.65 
9.44 83.04 

12.59 86.44 
15.74 89.83 
18.89 93.22 
22.03 96.61 
25.18 100.00 
28.33 103.39 
31.48 106.79 
34.63 110.18 
37.77 113.57 

I 117.23 
120 89 
124.55 
128.21 
131.87 
135.53 
139.19 
142.85 
146.51 
150.17 
153 83 
157.49 

I 161.45 
165.40 
169.36 
173.32 
177.28 
181.23 
185.19 
189.15 
193.10 
197.06 
201.02 
204.97 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT k DISPOSAL ' 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 17.56 
35.11 
52.67 
70.22 
87.78 

105.33 
122.89 
140.45 
158.00 
175.56 
193.11 
210.67 

I 18.81 
37.61 
56 42 

' 75.22 
94.03 

112.83 
131.64 
150.44 
169.25 
188.05 
206.86 
225.66 

I 456.51 
476.69 
496.88 
517.06 
537.24 
557.42 
577.60 
597.78 
617.96 
638.14 
658.32 
678.50 

I 700.19 
721.89 
743.58 
765.27 
786.96 
808.65 
830.34 
852.03 
873.73 
895.42 
917.11 
938.80 

I 962.15 
985.51 ******** 

******** 
******** 
******** 
******** 
******** 
******** 
******** 
******** 
******** 



... 

ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1088 

- 

SSU/ SOUTH FORTY SCHEDULE 10-8 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 36 25 I 38 96 'd 944 45 I 1 300 00 '6 1 300 00 
February 72 50 77 92 986 39 1 300 00 1 300 00 

March 108 74 116 88 1.028 33 1 300 00 1 300 00 
Apri 1 
May 

June 
J u l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

144.99 155 84 1.070 28 
181.24 194.80 1.112.22 
217.49 233.76 1.154.16 
253.73 272.73 1.196.11 
289.98 311.69 1 ,238 .05  
326.23 350.65 1 ,279 .99  
362.48 389.61 1,300.00 
398.73 428.57 1.300.00 
434.97 467.53 1,300.00 

,300.00 1,300 00 
,300.00 1,300 00 
,300.00 1,300.00 
,300.00 1,300.00 
,300 00 1.300.00 
,300.00 1.300.00 
,300.00 1 .300  00 
,300.00 1.300.00 
,300.00 1.300.00 

w\sTEwATER 
TREATMENT h DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
Ju l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 42.82 
85.64 

128.46 
171.28 
214.10 
256.93 
299.75 
342.57 
385.39 
428.21 
471.03 
513.85 

I 45.52 I 1.108.57 
91.04 1.157.06 

136.56 1.205.55 
182.08 1.254.03 
227.60 1.300.00 
273.12 1.300.00 
318.64 1.300.00 
364.16 1.300.00 
409.68 1,300.00 
455.20 1.300.00 
500.71 1,300.00 
546.23 1,300.00 

S 1 300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1,300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1 300 00 
1,300 00 
1.300 00 

I 1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1,300 00 
1,300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
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SSU/ SPRING GARDENS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED >- 

WATER I TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

J a n u a r y  
F e b r u a r y  

M a r c h  
A p r i  1 

May 
J u n e  
Ju ly  

A u g u s t  
Sep tember  

O c t o  be r 
November 
December 

I 0.78 I 10.23 I 20.36 I 31.27 S 43.02 
1.56 11.07 21.27 32.24 44.07 
2.35 11.91 22.17 33.22 45.12 
3.13 12.75 23.07 34.19 46.17 
3.91 13.58 23.98 35.16 47.22 
4.69 14 42 24.88 36.13 48.27 
5.48 15.26 25.78 37.11 49.32 
6.26 16.10 26.69 38.08 50.37 
7.04 16.94 27.59 39.05 51.42 
7.82 17.78 28.49 40.02 52.47 
8.60 18.62 29.39 41.00 53.51 
9.39 19.46 30.30 41.97 54.56 
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SSU/ SPRING GARDENS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

I 
WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I 

J a n u a r y  $ 2.45 I 2.59 I 63.20 S 96.19 I 131.17 1 
F e b r u a r y  4.90 5.17 65.93 99.09 134.25 ~ 

M a r c h  7.35 7.76 68.67 101.99 137.33 i 

143.49 140.41 I A p r i  1 9.81 10.35 71.40 104.89 
May 12.26 12.93 74.14 107.79 
June 14.71 15.52 76.88 110.69 146.57 
July 17.16 18.11 79.61 113.59 149.65 

A u g u s t  19.61 20.70 82.35 116.49 152.73 
Sep tember  22.06 23.28 85.08 119.39 155.81 

O c t o b e r  24.51 25.87 87.82 122.29 158.90 
November 26.96 28.46 90.56 125.19 161.98 
December 29 42 31.04 93.29 128.09 165.06 
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SSUi ST. JOHNS HIGHLANDS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10 -A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

A u g u s t  
September 

October 
November 
December 

I 0.57 I 7 49 I 14.98 4 
1.15 8.11 15.65 
1 .72  8 73 16.33 
2.29 9 .35  17 .00  
2.86 9.97 17.67 
3.44 10.59 18.34 
4.01 11.21 19.02 
4.58 11.83 19.69 
5.15 12.45 20.36 
5.73 13.07 21.03 
6.30 13.69 21.71 
6.87 14.31 ;;, 25 

23.11 
23 84 
24.56 
25.29 
26.02 
26 75 
27.48 
28.21 
28.93 
29.66 
30.39 
31.12 

'd 31.91 
32.70 
33.49 
34.29 
35.08 
35.87 
36.66 
37.45 
38.24 
39.03 
39.82 
40.62 
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SSU/ STONE MOUNTAIN 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 
March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

$ 0.93 4 12.14 S 24.25 I 37.37 I 51.61 
1.86 13.14 25.33 38.55 52.88 
2.78 14.14 26.42 39.73 54.16 

4.64 16.14 28.59 42.08 56.71 

6.49 18.15 30.76 44.44 59.26 
7 . 4 2  19.15 31.85 45.62 60.53 
8 .35  20.15 32.94 46.80 61.81 
9.28 21.16 34.02 47.97 63.08 

10 .21  , 22.16 35.11 49.15 64.36 
11.13 23.16 36.19 50.33 65.63 

3 .71  15.14 27.51 40.91 55.43 

5.57 17.15 29.68 43.26 57.98 
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SSU/ SUGAR MILL 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-P 
COMM I SS 1 ON APPROVEC 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 4.79 I 62.55 
February 9.57 67 65 

March 14.36 72.75 

May 23.94 82.95 
June 28.72 88.05 
July 33.51 93.15 

August 38.30 98.25 
September 43.09 103.36 
Dctober 47.87 108.46 
November 52.66 113.56 
December 57.45 118.66 

Apri 1 19.15 77 85 

I 124.11 
129.55 
135.00 
140.45 
145.90 
151.34 
156.79 
162.24 
167.69 
173.14 
178.58 
184.03 

I 189.86 I 260.21 
195.69 266.46 
201.52 272.70 
207.34 278.95 
213.17 285.19 
219.00 291.44 
224.83 297.68 
230.66 303.93 
236.49 310.17 
242.31 316.41 
248.14 322.66 
253.97 328.90 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January I 0.22 $ 2.86 I 5.70 I 8.76 $ 12.05 
February 0.44 3.10 5.96 9.04 12.35 

March 0.66 3.33 6.21 9.31 12.64 
Apri 1 0.88 3.57 6.46 9.58 12.93 
May 1.09 3.80 6.72 9.85 13.23 

1.31 4.04 6.97 10.13 13.52 
1.53 4.27 7.22 10.40 13.81 

June 
July 

August 1.75 4.51 7.48 10.67 14.11 
September 1.97 4.74 7.73 10.94 14.40 
October 2.19 4.98 7.99 11.22 14.70 
November 2.41 5.21 8.24 11.49 14.99 
December 2.63 5.45 8.49 11.76 15.28 
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- 

SSUi  SUGAR MILL SCHEDULE 10-8 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER 
TREATHEKT b. DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

$ 5.41 I 
10.81 
16.22 
2 1 ~ 6 3  
27.04 
32.44 
37.85 
43.26 
48.66 
54.07 
59.48 
64.89 

5 .78  
11 56 
17.35 
23.13 
28.91 
34.69 
40.47 
46.25 
52.04 
57.82 
63.60 
69.38 

I 140.46 $ 215.26 
146.66 221.91 
152.85 228.56 
159.05 235.21 
165.25 241.86 
171.44 248.51 
177.64 255.16 
183.83 261.81 
190.03 268.45 
196.22 275.10 
202.42 281.75 
208.62 288.40 

I 295.55 
302.69 
309.84 
316.99 
324.14 
331.28 
338.43 
345.58 
352.72 
359.87 
367.02 
374.16 
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SSU/ SUGARMILL WOODS SCHEDULE 10-g 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVE1 

WATER TREATMEKT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 1.98 I 
3.96 
5.94 
7.92 
9.90 

11.88 
13.86 
15.84 
17.82 
19.80 
21.78 
23.76 

25.89 
28.03 
30.17 
32.30 
34.44 
36.57 
38.71 
40.84 
42.98 
45.12 
47.25 
49.39 

I 51.70 
54.00 
56.31 
58.62 
60.93 
63.24 
65.55 
67.85 
70.16 
72.47 
74.78 
77.09 

$ 79.58 
82.08 
84.57 
87.07 
89.56 
92.06 
94.55 
97.05 
99.54 

102.04 
104.53 
107.03 

I 109.73 
112.44 
115.14 
117.84 
120.55 
123.25 
125.95 
128.65 
131.36 
134.06 
136.76 
139.47 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

6 2.94 
5.88 
8 .82  

11.76 
14.70 
17.64 
20.58 
23.52 
26.46 
29.40 
32.34 
35.27 

$ 38.48 
41.69 
44.90 
48.11 
51.32 
54.53 
57.74 
60.95 
64.16 
67.37 
70.58 
73.79 

I 77.29 
80.80 
84.31 
87.81 
91.32 
94.83 
98.33 

101.84 
105.35 
108.85 
112.36 
115.87 

6 119.70 '6 166.04 
123.53 170.23 
127.36 174.42 
131.19 178.61 
135.03 182.80 
138.86 186.99 
142.69 191.18 
146.52 195.37 
150.35 199.56 
154.19 203.75 
158.02 207.94 
161.85 212.13 
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SSU/ SUGARMILL WOODS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVE0 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

d 5 .13  I 5.60 S 134 95 I 208.95 $ 289.81 
1 0 . 2 7  11.21 141.07 215.64 297 12 
15.40 16.81 147.19 222.33 304.43 
20.53 22.41 153.31 229.01 311.74 
25.67 28.01 159.43 235.70 319.05 
30.80 33.62 165.55 242.38 326.36 
35.93 39.22 171.67 249.07 333.67 
41.07 44.82 177.79 255.76 340.98 
46.20 50.42 183.91 262.44 348.29 
51.33 56.03 190.03 269.13 355.60 
56.46 61.63 196.15 275.81 362.92 
61 60 67.23 202.27  282.50 370.23 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMEKT h DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January S 3.04 4 . 3.25 I 78.94 
February 6.07 6.51 82.43 

March 9.11 9.76 85.92 
Apri  1 12.14 13.01 89.41 

May 15.18 16.26 92.90 
June 18.21 19.52 96.39 
July 21.25 22.77 99.88 

August 24.28 26.02 103.37 
September 27.32 29.27 106.86 
October 30.35 32.53 110.35 
November 33.39 35.78 113.84 
December 36.42 39.03 117.33 

I 121.09 
124.84 
128.59 
132.34 
136.09 
139.85 
143.60 
147.35 
151.10 
154.86 
158.61 
162.36 

I 166.40 
170.44 
174.48 
178.52 
182.56 
186.61 
190.65 
194.69 
198.73 
202.77 
206.81 
210.85 
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SSU/ SUNNY HILLS SCHEDULE 10-E 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVE[ 

- - 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
L 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 2.05 f 26.82 I 53.01 I 
4.11 29.00 55.31 
6.16 31.17 57.61 
8.22 33.34 59.91 

1 0 . 2 7  35.51 62.20 
12.33 37 68 64.50 
14.38 39.85 66.80 
16.44 42.02 69.10 
18.49 44.20 71.40 
20.54 46.37 73.70 
22.60 48.54 76.00 
24.65 50.71 78.30 

80.74 '6 
83.18 
85.62 
88.06 
90.50 
92.94 
95.38 
97.83 

100.27 
102 .71  
105.15 
107.59 

110.19 
112.78 
115.38 
117.98 
120.58 
123.17 
125.77 
128.37 
130.97 
133.56 
136.16 
138.76 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 

January I 3.62 $ 47.41 6 95.03 $ 
February 7.25 51.35 99.32 

March 10.87 55.29 103.60 
Apri 1 14.49 59.23 107.89 

May 18.11 63.17 112.18 
June 21.74 67.11 116.47 
July 25.36 71.04 120.76 

August 28.98 74.98 125.04 
September 32.60 78.92 129.33 
October 36.23 82.86 133.62 
November 39.85 86.80 137.91 
December 43.47 90.74 142.19 

2000 

146.86 6 
151.53 
156.20 
160.87 
165.54 
170.21 
174.88 
179.55 
184.22 
188.89 
193.56 
198.23 

2001 
~ 

203.32 
208.41 
213.50 
218.59 
223.68 
228.77 
233.86 
238.95 
244.03 
249.12 
254.21 
259.30 
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SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

SSUi  SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

L i 

MATER TREATMENT 1998 1999 2000 2001 j L lgg7 
January 
February 

March 
A p r i  1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

MATER 
TIWSMISSION b DISTRIBUTION 

0 79 
1 57 
2 36 
3 14 
3 93 
4 71 
5 50 
6 28 
7 07 
7 85 
8 64 
9 42 

1997 

S 10.25 I 20.28 I 
11.08 21.16 
11.92 22 04 
12 75 22.92 
13.58 23.80 
14.41 24.68 
15.24 25.56 
16.07 26.45 
16 90 27.33 
17.74 28.21 
18.57 29.09 
19.40 29.97 

-_ 

1998 1999 

30 91 I 
31 84 
32 78 
33 72 
34 65 
35 59 
36 53 
37 46 
38 40 
39 34 
40 27 
41 21 

2000 

42.21 
43.20 
44.20 
45.20 
46.19 
47.19 
48.19 
49.18 
50.18 
51.18 
52.17 
53.17 

2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 31.39 s 4io.61 s 7oo.00 s 700.00 
62.79 444.51 700.00 700.00 
94.18 478.41 700.00 700.00 
125.57 512.31 700.00 700.00 
156.96 
188.36 
219 75 
251.14 

700 00 700 00 
700 00 700 00 
700 00 700 00 
700 00 700 00 

546 20 
580 10 
614.00 
647.90 

282.53 681.80 700.00 700.00 
313.93 700.00 700.00 700.00 
345.32 700.00 700.00 700.00 
376.71 700.00 700.00 700.00 

I 700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 
700 00 



ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1100 

SSU/ SUNSHINE PARKWAY 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEUATER COLLECTION 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 53 98 
107 96 
161 94 
215 92 
269 89 
323.87 
377.85 
431.83 
485.81 
539.79 
593.77 
647.75 

I 705 63 'd 1.300 00 $ 1,300 00 I 1 300 00 
763 52 1.300 00 1,300 00 1,300 00 
821 40 1.300 00 1 300 00 
879 29 1 300 00 1 300 00 
937 17 1 300 00 1 300 00 
995 06 1.300 00 1 300 00 

1.052 94 1.300 00 1.300 00 
1.110 83 1,300 00 1.300 00 
1.168 71 1,300 00 1 300 00 
1.226.60 1,300.00 1,300.00 
1.284.48 1.300.00 1,300.00 
1.300.00 1.300.00 1,300.00 

1.300 00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300 .OO 
1.300 . O O  
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT 6 DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I '  48.76 
97.52 

146.28 
195.04 
243.79 
292.55 
341.31 
390.07 
438.83 
487.59 
536.35 
585.11 

S 636 95 
688 80 
740 64 
792 49 
844 33 
896 18 
948 02 
999 87 

1 051 7 1  
1 103 56 
1 155 40 
1.207 25 

I 1,262.49 
1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300 .OO 
1.300 00 
1.300.00 

I 1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1,300 00 
1.300 00 

I 1.300.00 
1.300 . O O  
1.300.00 
1.300.00 
1,300.00 
1.300 . O O  
1,300.00 
1.300.00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
1.300 00 
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SSU/ TROPICAL ISLES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 3.16 $ 3.43 
6 .33  6.86 
9.49 10.29 

12.66 13.72 
15.82 17.16 
18.99 20.59 
22.15 24.02 
25.32 27.45 
28.48 30.88 
31.65 34.31 
34.81 37.74 
37.97 41.17 

82.87 
86.59 
90.32 
94.04 
97.76 

101.49 
105.21 
108.93 
112.66 
116.38 
120.10 
123.83 

I 127.87 
131.92 
135.96 
140.01 
144.06 
148.10 
152.15 
156.20 
160.24 
164.29 
168.33 
172.38 

’d 176.78 
181.18 
185.59 
189.99 
194.39 
198.79 
203.19 
207.59 
212.00 
216.40 
220.80 
225.20 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 11.75 
23.49 
35.24 
46.99 
58.74 
70.48 
82.23 
93.98 

105.72 
117.47 
129.22 
140.96 

‘d 12.60 
25.20 
37.80 
50.40 
63.00 
75.60 
88.19 

100.79 
113.39 
125.99 
138.59 
151.19 

$ 305.69 $ 469.12 
319.22 483.68 
332.75 498.24 
346.29 512.81 
359.82 527.37 
373.35 541.93 
386.89 556.49 
400.42 571.06 
413.95 585.62 
427.49 600.18 
441.02 614.75 
454.55 629.31 

‘d 645.00 
660.70 
676.39 
692.09 
707.78 
723.48 
739.17 
754.86 
770.56 
786.25 
801.95 
817.64 
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SSU/ TROPICAL PARK SCHEDULE 10-A 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
mANSMISSION E DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

S 5 .03  I 
10.05 
15.08 
20.10 
25.13 
30.15 
35.18 
40.20 
45.23 
50.26 
55.28 
60.31 

65.79 
71.26 
76.74 
82.22 
87.70 
93.18 
98.65 

104.13 
109.61 
115.09 
120.57 
126.05 

S 132.02 
138.00 
143.98 
149.96 
155.93 
161.91 
167.89 
173.86 
179.84 
185.82 
191.80 
197.77 

I 204.30 
210.83 
217.35 
223.88 
230.41 
236.93 
243.46 
249.98 
256.51 
263.04 
269.56 
276.09 

S 283.22 
290.35 
297.48 
304.60 
311.73 
318.86 
325.99 
333.12 
340.25 
347.37 
354.50 
361.63 
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SSU/ UNIVERSITY SHORES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-A 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

MER TREATMENT 1997 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
Ju ly  

Auqust 

'6 0.23 
0.46 
0.69 
0.92 
1.15 
1.38 
1 .61  
1 .85  

1998 

f ' 3.01 6 
3.26 
3.50 
3.75 
4.00 
4.24 
4.49 
4.73 

1999 2000 2001 1 
5.98 6 9.14 '6 12.51 
6.24 9 .42  12.81 1 

6.76 9 .98  13.40 
7.03 10.26 13.70 
7.29 10.54 14.00 
7.55 10.81 14.30 
7.81 11.09 14.59 

6.50 9.70 13.10 j 

September 2.08 4 .98  8 . 0 7  11.37 14.89 
October 2.31 5.22 8.34 11.65 15.19 
November 2.54 5.47 8 .60  11.93 15.49 
December 2.77 5.71 8.86 12.21 15.78 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION 6 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
Ju ly  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

I 2.99 6 39.17 6 78.30 
2.99 3.24 81.80 
5.99 6.48 85.31 
8.98 9.71 88.82 

11.98 12.95 92.32 
14.97 16.19 95.83 
17.97 19.43 99.34 
20.96 22.67 102.84 
23.95 25.90 106.35 
26.95 29.14 109.86 
29.94 32.38 113.36 
32.94 35.62 116.87 

6 120.67 
124.47 
128.27 
132.07 
135.87 
139.67 
143.46 
147.26 
151.06 
154.86 
158.66 
162.46 

6 166.58 
170.71 
174.83 
178.96 
183.08 
187.21 
191.33 
195.46 
149.58 
203.71 
207.83 
211.96 
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S S U l  UNIVERSITY SHORES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMl SS ION APPROVED 

1 WASTEWATER COLLECTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
A p r i  1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
S e p t e m b e r  
October 

N o v e m b e r  
D e c e m b e r  

. I  6.45 I 6.94 I 
12.89 13.87 
19.34 20.81 
25.78 27.74 
32.23 34.68 
38.67 41.62 
45.12 . 48.55 
51.56 55.49 
58.01 62.42 
64.45 69.36 
70.90 76.29 
77.34 83.23 

168.05 
175.53 
183.00 
190.48 
197.96 
205.44 
212.91 
220.39 
227.87 
235.34 
242.82 
250.30 

I 258.37 
266.44 
274.51 
282.58 
290.65 
298.72 
306.79 
314.87 
322.94 
331.01 
339.08 
347.15 

$ 355.88 
364 60 
373.33 
382.05 
390.78 
399.50 
408.23 
416.95 
425.68 
434.41 
443 13 
451.86 

t - 
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SSU/LAKE/VALENCIA TERRACE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-8 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMEKT & DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

J a n u a r y  
F e b r u a r y  

M a r c h  
A p r i  1 

June 
Ju ly  

A u g u s t  
Sep tember  

O c t o b e r  
November 
December 

May 

I 1.48 I 1.59 $ 38 54 'd 59.09 I 81.17 
2.97 ' 3.17 40.24 60.92 83.13 
4.45 4.76 41.94 62.75 85.10 
5 .93  6.35 43.65 64.57 87.07 
7.41 7.94 45.35 66.40 89.03 
8.90 9.52 47.05 68.23 91.00 

10.38 11.11 48.75 70.06 92.97 
11.86 1 2 . 7 0  50.45 71.89 94.93 
13.35 14.28 52.16 73.72 96.90 
14.83 15.87 53.86 75.54 98.87 
16.31 17.46 55.56 77 .37  100.83 
17.79 19.05 57.26 79.20 102.80 



. 
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SSU/ VENETIAN VILLAGE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10 -A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRAWSHISSION 8 DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

I 
J a n u a r y  

F e b r u a r y  
M a r c h  
A p r i  1 

June 
July 

A u g u s t  
Sep tember  

O c t o b e r  
November 
December 

May 

I 0.16 I 2.09 I 4.18 I 6.44  I 8.90 
0.32 2.26 4.37 6.64 9.12 
0.48 2.43 4.55 6.85 9.34 
0.64 2.61 4.74 7.05 9.56 
0.80 2.78 4.93 7.25 9.78 
0.96 2 .95  5.11 7.46 1 0 . 0 0  
1 .12  3.13 5.30 7.66 10.22 
1 . 2 7  3.30 5.49 7.07 10.44 
1 .43  3.47 5.68 8.07 10.66 
1.59 3.65 5.86 8.27 10.88 
1.75 3.82 6.05 8.48 11.10 
1.91 3.99 6.24 8.68 11.32 
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S S U i  VENETIAN VILLAGE 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-B 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
J u l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

1997 1998 1999 

I 7.67 I 8.16 I 198.69 
15.35 16.32 207.38 
23.02 24.48 216.08 
30.69 . 32.64 224.77 
38.37 40.80 233.46 
46.04 48.96 242.16 
53.71 57.12 250.85 
61.38 65.28 259.54 
69.06 73.44 268.24 
76.73 81.60 276.93 
84.40 89.76 285.62 
92.08 97.92 294.32 

2000 

I 303.60 
312.88 
322.16 
331.45 
340.73 
350.01 
359.29 
368.57 
377.85 
387.14 
396.42 
405.70 

2001 

$ 415.63 
425.56 
435.49 
445.42 
455.35 
465.28 
475.20 
485.13 
495.06 
504.99 
514.92 
524.85 
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SSU/ WELAKA/SARATDGA HARBOUR 
4LLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
Septembe 
October 
November 
December 

I 2 47 I 32.24 I 
4.93 34.89 
7.40 37.54 
9.86 40.19 

12.33 42.84 
14.80 45.50 
17.26 48.15 
19.73 50.80 
22.19 53.45 
24.66 56.10 
27.13 58.75 
29.59 61.40 

64.25 
67.11 
69.96 
72.82 
75.67 
78.53 
81.38 
84.23 
87.09 
89.94 
92.80 
95.65 

I 98.73 
101.80 
104.88 
107.96 
111.03 
114.11 
117.19 
120.26 
123.34 
126.42 
129.49 
132.57 

I 135.89 
139.22 
142.54 
145.86 
149.18 
152.51 
155 83 
159 15 
162.47 
165.80 
169.12 
172.44 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION b DISTRIBUTION . 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
Dc t obe r 
November 
December 

I 2.38 I 
4.75 
7.13 
9.51 

11.89 
14.26 
16.64 
19.02 
21.39 
23.77 
26.15 
28.52 

31.10 
33.68 
36.26 
38.84 
41.42 
44.00 
46.58 
49.16 
51.73 
54.31 
56.89 
59.47 

I 62.27 I 96.13 
65.07 99.18 
67.87 102.22 
70.68 105.26 
73.48 108.31 
76.28 111.35 
79.08 114.40 
81.88 117.44 
84.68 120.49 
87.48 123.53 
90.29 126.58 
93.09 129.62 

I 132.93 
136.25 
139.56 
142.88 
146.19 
149.51 
152.82 
156.14 
159.45 
162.77 
166.08 
169.39 
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SSU/ WOODMERE SCHEDULE 10-8 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED COMMI SS 1DN APPROVE1 

WATER TREATMENT 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

i 
January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 

June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

May 

I 1.39 I 
2.78 
4.17 
5.56 
6.95 
8.34 
9 .73  

11 12 
12.51 
13.90 
15.29 
16.68 

18.16 
19.64 
21.12 
22.60 
24.08 
25.57 
27.05 
28.53 
30.01 
31.49 
32.97 
34.45 

5 36.03 I 55.13 4 75.54 
37.62 56.82 77.36 
39.20 58.51 79.17 
40.78 60.20 80.98 
42.36 61.89 82.80 
43.94 63.58 84.61 
45.53 65.27 86.42 
47.11 66.97 88.23 
48.69 68.66 90.05 
50.27 70.35 91.86 
51.85 72.04 93.67 
53.44 73.73 95.49 
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SSU/ WOOTENS 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 1 0 - A  
COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION (L DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
Apri 1 
May 
June 
July 

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

f 0.36 f 4.68 f 9.36 I 14.42 $ 19.91 
0 .72  5.07 9.78 14.88 20.41 
1.07 5.46 10.19 15.33 20.90 
1.43 5.84 10.61 15.79 21.39 
1.79 6.23 11.03 16.24 21.88 
2.15 6 . 6 2  11.45 16.69 22.38 
2.51 7 . 0 0  11.87 17.15 22.87 
2.87 7.39 12.29 17.60 23.36 
3.22 7.78 12.71 18.06 23.86 
3.58 8.16 13.13 18.51 24.35 
3.94 8.55 13.55 18.97 24.84 
4.30 . 8.94 13.97 19.42 25.33 
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- 
I 

1 SSU/ ZEPHYR SHORES 1 ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 
SCHEDULE 10 -A  

COMMISSION APPROVED 

WATER 
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

- 

January I 0.62 I 8.12 $ 16.24 $ 25.05 I 34.61 

March 1.86 9.47 17.70 26.63 36.33 
Apr i  1 2.48 10.14 18.43 27.42 37.19 

May 3.10 10.81 19.16 28.21 38.05 
June 3.73 11.48 19.88 29.00 38.91 

August 4.97 12.82 21.34 30.59 40.63 
September 5.59 13.50 22.07 31.38 41.49 
October 6.21 14.17 22.80 32.17 42.35 
November 6.83 14.84 23.53 32.96 43.21 
December 7.45 15.51 24.26 33.75 44.07 

February 1.24 8.79 16.97 25.84 35.47 

J u l y  4.35 12.15 20.61 29.79 39.77 
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55.41 
56.64 

SSU/ ZEPHYR SHORES 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS PRUDENTLY INVESTED 

SCHEDULE 10-6 
COMMISSION APPROVED 

~ 

WASTEWATER COLLECTION PIANT 

January 
February 

March 
A p r i  1 

May 
June 
J u l y  

August 
September 

October 
November 
December 

1997 

S 5.29 
10.57 
15.86 
21.15 
26.44 
31.72 
37.01 
42.30 
47.59 
52.87 
58.16 
63.45 

1998 1999 2000 2001 
~~~~ 

$ 5.68 '1 137.72 $ 211.51 '6 291.03 
11.36 143.83 218.09 298.14 
17.04 149.94 224.67 305.24 
22.72 156.05 231.26 312.35 
28.40 162.16 237.84 319.45 
34.08 168.27 244.43 326.55 
39.76 174.38 251.01 333.66 
45.44 180.49 257.59 340.76 
51.12 186.59 264.18 347.87 
56.80 192.70 270.76 354.97 
62.48 198.81 277.35 362.08 
68.16 204.92 283.93 369.18 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT b DISPOSAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

January 
February 

March 
A p r i  1 

May 
June 
J u l y  

August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

$ 0.92 
1.84 
2.76 
3.68 
4.60 
5.52 
6 .45  
7.37 
8.29 
9.21 

10.13 
11.05 

$ 0.99 $ 
1.97 
2.96 
3.94 
4.93 
5.92 
6.90 
7.89 
8.88 
9.86 

10.85 
11.83 

23.94 6 36.74 
25.00 37.88 
26.06 39.02 
27.12 40.16 
28.18 41.30 
29.24 42.44 
30.30 43.58 
31.36 44.72 
32.42 
33.48 
34.54 
35.60 

45.86 
47.00 
48.14 
49.28 



Soulhen States Utilibes Inc 
Unaccounted For Water Adiusbnent for Vanable Expenses 

Plant Name PvmplPrch Percent Gallow Gallons Water Power Chamicab Variable PerllOM) Cost Purchase Purchase Chem. 2 E 
Attachment A 

Gallons *URN Excess Excess Purchased Purchased I996 Total 1996Cort Excess ADJUSTMENTS 
L.  ,. _ _  

spm Water Power m m  
UNIFORM PLANTS 

1 Amelia bland 419,359 
2 Apache Shores 5,555 
3 B m h e f s  Point 7,928 
4 Cariton Village 14,102 
5 Citrus Springs 203.865 
6 Deltona 3,038,671 
7 Druid Hills 45,456 
8 Fwntai i  3.998 
9 Golden Terrace 5,423 

10 Hobby Hills 7.442 
11 Holiday Haven 6.057 
12 Intercession City 21,472 
13 Interlachen LakesIPk Ma 1 4 . W  
14 Keystone Heights 122,042 
15 Leisure Lakes 8,804 
16 Oak Forest 16,722 
17 Palm Pod 6,215 
18 Palm Terrace 78.533 
19 Piccrola Island 13.454 
20 point 0 woods 24.889 
21 PomonaPark 13,439 
22 skycrest 8,567 
23 SI. Johns Highlands 4.921 
24 Stone Mountain 2,845 
25 Twical Park 36,764 
26 Wesbnont 13.854 

11.86% 
1.86% 
7.63% 
9.90% 
7.88% 
1.56% 
4.20% 
3.63% 
7.57% 
1.78% 

11.74% 
12.31% 
14.85% 
1.78% 
4.71% 

16.07% 
2.36% 
1.96% 
7.38% 
6.21% 
8.37% 
7.14% 

29.20% 
40.77% 
3.29% 
1.98% 

49.736 94.63 
103 0.20 
605 1.15 

1,396 2.66 
16.065 30.56 

1,909 3.63 
145 0.28 
41 1 0.78 
131 0.25 
71 1 1.35 

2,643 5.03 
2,181 4.15 
2,172 4.13 

415 0.79 
2,687 5.11 

147 0.28 
1,539 2.93 
933 1.89 

1.596 2.94 
1,125 2.14 

612 1.16 
1,437 2.73 
1,388 2.64 
1.210 2.30 

274 0.52 

47,403 90.19 

50 
50 

$25,404 
50 
50 
50 
$0 
50 

$7,773 
$0 

$17.452 
50 
$0 
$0 
$0 
50 
w 

$93.333 
50 so 
50 
50 
50 
50 

$2.448 

$36,620 
$792 
$552 

$2.761 
$21,076 

$384,100 
$6.406 
$1,105 

50 
$994 
$0 

$1.381 
$2,320 

$19,269 
$1,105 
$1.911 

Jsa4 
$3.534 
$2,209 
$3,559 
$2.504 
$1,491 

$736 
$994 

$4.639 

512.973 
5518 

50 
$261 

$136.691 
54,071 

$293 
50 

$98 
$0 

$585 
$2.286 
$2,988 
$1.595 

$287 
$067 
$146 
$98 

5518 
$867 
$98 

$769 
$87 

12.864 

51.467 

549.593 
$1.310 

$25.956 
$3,022 

$22.543 
5520.791 
$10.477 

$1.398 
$7,773 
$1,092 

$17,452 
$1.966 
54,606 

$22.257 
$2.700 
$2.198 
$1,751 

$97.013 
U.307 
54,077 
$3.371 
$1,589 
$1,505 
$1.081 
$9.951 

50.12 
$0.24 
$3.27 
50.21 
50.11 
50.17 
50.23 
50.35 
$1.43 
50.15 
$2.88 
50.09 
$0.31 
50.18 
$0.31 
50.13 
50.28 
$1.24 
$0.17 
50.16 
50.25 
50.19 
50.31 
50.38 
50.27 

$5.882 
$24 

$1,980 
$299 

$1.776 
$6,124 

$440 
$51 
$588 
$19 

$2,049 
$242 
sM)4 
$396 
$127 
$353 
541 

$1,901 
$170 
$253 
$282 
$113 
5439 
$527 
$327 

$18,409 50 50 518,409 $1 33 SS64 
21 Woodmen 309,614 2856% 88.426 18824 50 $30.361 $8.727 $39.088 5013 $11.164 

UNIFORM TOTAL 4,454,875 227,408 $164.819 $531,303 $179,154 $875.276 538.620 

NONUNIFORM PUNTS 
28 Buenaventura Lakes 624,873 3.50% 21.871 41.61 50 $64,018 $12.662 $76.900 
29 Geneva Lake Estates 13,585 7.22% 981 1.87 50 $1.657 $1,210 $2.867 
30 Keystone Club Estates 13,564 2.64% 358 0.66 50 $1,878 $122 %?,OW 
31 Lehigh 482.637 3.63% 17.520 33.33 $0 $73.557 595.602 $169,159 
32 Rwnington Forest 11,057 5.47% ea5 1.15 50 $1.546 $141 $1.687 
33 Spring Gardens 8,415 9.79% 824 1.57 50 $1.317 $65 $1.382 
34 Vabnclr Temce 32,,492 39.74% 12,912 24.57 $0 $5,214 $298 $5,512 

NON UNIFORMTOTAL 1,186.623 55,070 $0 $149.187 $110.320 $259,507 

TOTALS 5,641,298 282,478 $164.819 $680.490 $289,474 51,134,783 

*Actual percentages am reduced by Commission's approved acceptable level of 10 percent 

N .12  52.692 
$0.21 $207 
SC.15 553 .~ . 
5035 $6,i40 
50.15 $92 
5016 $135 

None 
$0 

None 
$0 
50 
50 
$0 
$0 

$588 
w 

$2,049 
$0 
so 
50 
so 
$0 
$0 

$1,829 
$0 
$0 
50 
w 
EO 
$0 

None 
$15 

None 
$273 

$1,661 
55,992 

$269 
$40 
50 

$17 
$0 

$170 
$345 
5343 
$52 

$307 
$21 
$69 

$183 
$221 
$210 
$106 
$215 
$485 
$153 

SLl 

17 
$32 
$73 
$7 

$225 
542 
$94 

SC -~ -~ 
None Nom NOM 

$4,912 $11,127 $3,556 

w 
50 
$0 

None 
w 
$0 

50.17 $2,190 Nohe 
$11.510 so 
$50,130 $4,912 

$2.241 
$120 
$50 

None 
585 

$129 
None 

$2.623 

5451 
587 
$3 

NOM 
$6 
$6 

None 
$556 

$13.750 $4,112 
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DOCKEI NO. 960496-w9 
SSU -WATER SYSTEMS WlTH GROUND STORAGE 

Item Description 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gallOnS) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gpm) 
AVG. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (A5MDD, gar) 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TASMDD) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW mpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, IS94 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1998 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 11 .O YR MRI 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997.5 [ ISYR MR] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 8 PUMPING 
supplv wells 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL (am 
1996 TOTAL CAPACITY &pr 

1998 RELIABLE CAPACITY (gpr 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5YR. M 

Hlgh Savlca PUmW 
MAXIMUM HIGH SERVICE PUMP (Bp 

1998 TOTAL CAPACITY (QDr 
1998 RELIABLE CAPACITY Cep 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YR M 

1998 TOTAL CAPACITY (epr 
1998 RELIABLE CAPACITY (gpr 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 5 YR N 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 

1998 TOTAL CAPACITY (g 
1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY (gi 

COMMISSION APPROVED U&U WITH 1.5 YR N 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION LINES 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 19% 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1996 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1997 [1.0 YR MRI 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 .O YR k 

A'ITACAhlENT B 

AMELIA APPLE BEACON BUENA- BURNT 
ISLAND VALLEY HILLS VENTURA STORE CHULUOTA 
2,110,842 960,000 2,649,m 2.753.000 239,040 488.000 

I 4 6 6  €67 1 979 1.912 166 339 ., 
1,727,071 736,800 2.47?:540 2.610;400 194,688 352.400 

796 941 1,188 101 0 
94 63 0.00 0.00 41.61 . 0.00 0.00 

3,454,142 1,473,600 4,955,080 5,220,800 389,376 704,800 
180,000 72,m 180.000 300,000 1 5 o . m  7 2 . m  

1 ,000 600 1,500 2,5M) 1,250 800 

2,167 1,001 3,401 7,075 724 692 

2.583 1.064 3 9 2  7,731 1.089 735 
2,449 1,043 3,749 7.506 967 721 

2.650 1,074 4.069 7,846 1,150 742 

1,400 6w 1,500 2.500 250 500 
2,800 1,100 3,850 4.700 750 1 .m 
1,400 500 2,350 2 , m  500 800 

1W.W% 100W% IW.W% 942B% 52.72% 45.42% 

5,2W 2.400 5,675 7.400 2,400 1 . w  
2,645 1,m 4,000 4,400 900 1,450 

100.00% 1 w . m  N/A NIA lW.W% 66.44% 

378 
378 

NIA NIA NIA N/A 69.73% NIA 

1,ooo,000 1w.m 433,600 l,?as,000 500, 
900.000 W , W  390,240 1,085,400 450,000 135.000 
100.W% 100.00% 1W.W% 100.00% 84.66% 100W% 

1.801 982 3,266 7,506 682 
1 '888 1 ,001 3.451 7.731 521 6% .~~ , . ~ ~  
2.467 1,591 3:176 61725 4,347 1.355 

68.42% 62.92% 100.00% lW.W% 11.99% 65.88% 



Item Description 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gallons) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gpm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD, gal) 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
;CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TASMDD) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1998 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 [l.OYR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997.5 [I .5 YR MR] 

100.00% 1WW% 1WW% 

CITRUS DELTONA DOL RAY DRUID FERN 
SPGS LAKES MANOR HILLS PARK FOUNTAINS 
1,284,800 15,981,000 66,800 299.m 9 2 . m  65.1 w 

962 11,098 46 208 e4 45 
960.203 15,200,203 57,120 240.800 80,m 37.820 

389 4,450 
30.57 90.19 0.03 3.63 , 0.00 0.28 

1,9M,4W 30.400,4W 114,240 481,600 160.4W 75.640 
180,OoO 300,000 0 72,wO 0 60,000 

1.500 2,500 0 6W 0 500 

1.960 24,895 75 331 182 30 
2.078 28,279 75 331 183 40 
2.135 28,943 75 331 183 47 
2.164 27.276 75 331 183 51 

WATER TREATMENT PUNT 
1 9 s  TOTAL CAPACITY ( a m  

I 

1% RELIABLE CAPACITY (gpmi 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5YR M NIA N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
FhisM Wata S-e 6 Hvdroprnmaoe Tanks 

1998 TOTAL CAPACITY fad 500.wO 7.000.m 8 . m  30.000 17.000 2o.m ~~~ ~ ~ 

1998 RELIABLE CAPACITY kd 45o;M)o 6;300;000 7 ; m  2 7 . m  151300 18.wO 
COMMISSION APPROVED U W  WITH 1.5 YR M 100.00% lW.W% lW.W% 100.00% 1W.W% 1W.W% 



Item Descnphon 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (galha) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gprn) 

EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gprn) 

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO OF ERCS, 1994 
AVERAGE NO OF ERCS, 1996 
AVERAGE NO OF ERCS, 1997 [lo YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO OF ERCS, 1997 5 11 5 YR MR] 

AVG FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (A5MDD, gal) 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 

CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TA5MDD) 

1996 TOTAL CAPACITY 

1w.w% 100.00% IW.W% 

FOX HERMITS INTER- LAKE LAKE LAKE 
RUN COVE LACHEN AJAY BRANTLEY HARRIET 
e000 80.800 101,400 105.070 41,000 140,000 

48 56 70 73 26 97 
57,057 49,400 76,380 97,514 31,600 115.600 

ow ow 415 ow ow ow 
114,114 98,800 152.720 195,028 63,230 231,200 
60,000 0 Q 60,000 0 n.m 

500 0 0 500 0 500 

98 1 76 250 89 67 280 
1 07 176 ns 120 67 283 
111 176 262 136 68 285 
113 177 264 144 68 288 

1WW% 93.15% 93.71% 
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DOCKETNO. 950495-WS 
SSU -WATER SYSTEMS WITH QROUND STORAGE 

Item Description 
MAXIMUM DAY. 1994~oallonsl 
MAXIMUM DAY: 1994Gpm) ' 
AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (A5MDD, gal) 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TASMDD) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallom) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, I997 [ l  .O YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 [ ISYR MR] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 8 PUMPING 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL (gpn 
1998 TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 

1998 RELIABLE CAPACITY (gin 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5YR. M 

MAXIMUM HIGH SERVICE PUMP (gpn 
1998 TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 

1998 RELIABLE CAPACITY (gpn 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 5 YR M 

WATER TREARdENT PUNT 
1996TOTALCAPAClTYfaDn 

1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY GW 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YR M 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 

1996 TOTAL CAPACITY fm 
1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY & 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YR M 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, I995 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1996 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1997 I1 .O YR MRI 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 .O YR M 

ATPACHhlENT B 

LEISURF MARCO MARCO MARION MEREDITH -- - - ._ . . - . . - - 
LEHIGH LAKES ISLAND SHORES OAKS MANOR 
1.71 1,000 66.000 11.871.WO 479,968 1.058,OW 4W,3M) 

1,168 46 6;244 333 735 278 
1,661,200 50,200 9,924,800 403,171 896,oOO 3S7.260 

33.33 0.79 0.00 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 
3,322,4W 100.4W 19,849,200 806,342 1,792,oM) 714.520 

240,000 w,m 1,m,000 180,m 750,m 0 
2,m 5w 4 . m  750 2.500 5w 

91 6 4,284 94 585 

8,898 244 13.983 432 2,M4 734 
9.254 249 14.708 526 2.871 734 
9,443 250 14,943 574 2.984 734 
9.558 251 15,060 597 3,041 734 

456 JM) 1 ,m 1 .xu 
1 ,w 350 9,831 1 ,5w 1.380 
1.444 50 7,747 1 .m 3M) 

100.00% 100.00% 10000% NIA 84.50% 92.66% 

1250 5 m  1 .200 800 
4;250 4W 22:700 2:700 1 ,m 1.150 
3 , m  200 17,700 1,500 800 350 

100.00% 100.00% 10000% 80.72% 100.00% 10000% 

1 .738 6.944 5w 
1,738 6;W 5w 

71.31 % NIA 100.00% 92.15% NIA NIA 

1.725.m 20.000 6.5W.000 5OO.wO 1.wO.OOO 50.m 
1,575,000 18,000 5,850.m 450,000 900,m 45,m 
84.38% iw .w% iw.oo% im.w% IW.OO% ioo.w% 

5,681 247 5.988 51 8 2.601 639 
5,821 249 6.083 568 2,708 640 
6.01 1 250 6.180 618 2.816 640 
9;w7 385 14,014 584 12,262 a67 

62.57% 64.94% 44.10% 100.00% 22.97% 73.82% 
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Item DescrlpUon 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1534 (gallons) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gpm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX DAY DEMAND (ASMDD, gal) 

EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gailms) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO, OF ERCS. 1534 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 19% 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 [l.OYR MR] 
AVERAGE NO, OF ERCS. 1997.5 [ I  .5 YR MR] 

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 

'CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TASMDD) 

PALM PINE PINEY REMINGN RIVER SILVER 
PORT RIDGEEST. WOODS FOREST GROVE LKOAKS 

41,700 124,ooO 112,967 87.780 49,100 15,700 
29 66 78 61 34 11 

32,560 98,788 99,800 T7.m 43,133 8,727 

0.28 0.00 0.00 1.15 ' 0.00 0.00 
65.120 197,576 199,6M) 155,080 86,286 17,454 

0 60.W 0 0 0 0 
0 500 0 0 0 0 

98 212 167 66 104 26 
106 223 170 82 104 26 
110 233 171 92 104 26 
112 238 171 97 104 26 

1998 TOTAL CAPACITY 

10000% 100.00% 10000% 

1SSE TOTAL CAPACITY 

100.0096 100.00% 53.61% 
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DOC= NO. 960496WS 
SSU -WATER SYSTEMS WITH OROUND STORAGE 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1996 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1997 11.0 YR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISSION APPROVED UBU WITH 1 .O YR MR[ 

ATI'ACHMENT B 

1285 85 647 2,631 435 14 
1306 86 658 2,755 435 15 
1648 118 861 8,252 5,377 40 

79.25% 72.88% IW.m% 33.38% 8.0996 37.50% 

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1998 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 [ l o  YR MRI 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1637.5 [ lSYR MRI 

1265 84 656 2,508 435 13 
TRANSMISSION AND DlSTRlBUTlON LINES 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
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DOCIIET NO. 960496WS 
SSU -WATER SYSTEMS WITH GROUND STORAGE 

Item DaocripUon 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gallons) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gpm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (ASMDD. gal) 
AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TASMDD) 

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 
'.REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (@m) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 [I .O YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997.5 11.5 YR MR] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 8 PUMPING 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL (gpn 
1996 TOTAL CAPACITY (am 

1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY iipn 
COMMISSION APPROVED UbU WITH 1 5 YR. M 

H!gh Ssrvfa Punphp 
MAXIMUM HIGH SERVICE PUMP (gpn 

1996 TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 
1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY (ppn 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 5 YR M 

WATER TREATMENT PUNT 
1996 TOTAL CAPACITY (om 

I ~ R E L L A B L E  CAPACITYG~~ 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YR M 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 

1996 TOTAL CAPACITY fa 
1996 RELIABLE CAPACITY & 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YR M 

TRANSMISSION AND OlSTRleUTlON UNES 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1 S S  
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1990 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED; lSW[I.OYR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.OYR M 

U N l W  WOOD- 
SHORES WELAKA MERE 

1,658,- 55,000 1,479,000 
1,152 38 1.027 

1,559,880 38,940 1,398.000 
654 589 
0.00 0.00 168.23 

3,119,720 77,880 2,796,000 
240,000 0 270,000 
2.000 0 1.5M) 

3,748 
4,287 
4,521 
4.648 

135 1.404 
138 1,470 
199 1,512 
140 1,534 

1.- 188 2,000 
5.100 296 3.000 
3 , m  110 1;000 

100.00% 36.01% 93.84% 

7.980 3w 3,100 
3,980 150 2,000 

86.14% 52.81% NIA 

NIA NIA NIA 

612.000 40,000 455,000 
550,800 36.000 409,500 
100.w% 57.53% 100.00% 

3.514 132 1,172 
3 . m  133 1.207 
4.027 135 1,242 
5,100 249 1,189 

78.96% 54.22% 100.00% 

AlTACHMENT B 
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DOCKET NO. 960496WS 
U N  -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAGE 

Item Description 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gdkilS) 
MAXIMUM DAY, IS94 ( g p )  
AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (ASMDD. gal) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER bpm) 
CALCULATED PEAKHOUR (TMDD FOR 1996) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallOnS) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW ( g p )  

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 [l.O YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 [ IS  YR MRI 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 8 PUMPING 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL (gpn 
TOTAL CAPACITY (gpr 

RELIABLE CAPACITY (IlPn 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH I .5 YEAR MI 

TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 
RELIABLE CAPACITY (gpn 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YEAR M 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
HYDROPNEUMATIC TANKS 

HYDRO TANK CAPACITY(IES 
COMMISSION APPROVED Udl 

ME 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1996 
NO, OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1997 [I .O YR MRI 
NO, OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 .O YEAR M 

ATIACaMppp B 

APACHE BAY LAKE BEECHERS CARLTON CITRUS CRYSTAL 
SHORES ESTATES POINT. VILLAGE PARK RIVER 

24,WO 60,m 0 94,WO 155,7W 48.OOo 

M , 2 w  
0.M 

17 42 0 65 ' 108 32 

33 
0 
0 

153 
153 
153 
153 
153 

~ 

54,000 
0.00 

83 
0 
0 

69 
70 
72 
74 
74 

0 =,cQo 
1.15 2.66 

0 131 
0 
0 

0 
0 

94 128 
103 137 
110 147 
116 157 
119 162 

142,940 38,- 
0.00 0.00 
21 6 64 

0 0 
0 0 

348 72 
348 74 
352 76 
357 78 
359 79 

100 275 2w 148 240 
150 275 300 285 390 

~ 

50 0 1w 137 153 
66.27% 1W.W% N/A 1W.W% 1W.W% 4873% 

58 58 
29 29 

NIA 1W.W% 58 78% NIA NIA NIA 

12,520 3.000 10,WO 4 , m  2 . m  
1w.0096 IW.W% NIA IW.W% IW.W% 1WW% 

153 70 49 1 37 348 74 
153 72 52 147 351 76 
153 74 55 157 355 78 

~~ 

293 1 w  85 343 335 91 
52.22% 74.00% 64.71% 45.77% lW.W% 85.71% 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOCKllXNO. 960496WS 
UN -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAGE 

Item DescripHon 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1594 (SallOnS) 
MAXIMUM DAY; 1994 Gpm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (ASMDD, gal) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TMDD FOR 1996) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallOM) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW bpm) 

AVERAGE NO, OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. I996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 [l .O YR MRI 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 11.5 YR MRI 

TOTAL CAPACIN @p 
RELIABLE CAPACITY @PI 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YEAR hl 

HYDRO TANK CAPACITY(IE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8 

NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, I995 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, I996 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1997 11.0 YR MRI 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.OYEAR h 

PLANT PURCHASES WATER 

A'lTACwlENT B 

DEEP DAETWR ELKHARRIS ENTER- FERN FISHMAN 
CREEK. SHORES FRIENDLY C PRISE' TERRACE HAVEN 

0 0 53.100 0 93,680 56,700 
0 0 37 0 . 6 5  39 
0 0 45.740 0 79,300 41.658 

0.w 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 74 0 130 79 

Not S h o w  NIA 0 
750 0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

3,479 132 1% 258 124 136 
3 74s 131 197 270 127 138 _,_ ._ 
3,918 131 198 283 128 136 
4090 131 200 297 130 137 
41176 131 201 304 131 138 

300 180 1w 
I W  0 0 

NIA 100.W% IW.W% NIA NIA 100.- 

.. . 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

NIA l00.W% NIA 100.W% lW.W% NIA 

3,317 124 197 236 127 136 
124 198 248 128 137 

7,171 138 280 279 128 144 
3,458 

48.19% 89.86% 7615% 88.8946 1WoM6 1W.00% 
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DOC= NO. 960496WS 
UN -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAGE 

Item Description 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gallons) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gpm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (AMDD. gal) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAKHOUR (TMDD FOR 1996) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 11.0 YR MRI 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 [ISM( MI?] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 8 PUMPING 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL (gpn 
TOTAL CAPACITY fgpn 

RELIABLE CAPACIN 6bl 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YEAR M 

TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 
RELIABLE CAPACIN (am 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH ISYEAR M 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
HYDROPNEUMATK: TANKS 

HYDRO TANK CAPACIlWE: 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8l 

TID LINES 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1996 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED; 1997 [I.OYR MRJ 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.0 YEAR M 

ATPACHMENT B 

GENEVA GOLDEN GOSPEL GRAND HARMONY HOBBY 
LAKEEST. TERRACE. ISLAND TERRACE HOMES HILLS 

104.500 0 7.000 99,500 59.000 49.350 
73 0 5 6 9 ,  41 34 

1.87 0 78 0.00 0.00 0.00 025 
145 0 10 138 82 89 

0 0 0 Booao 0 0 
0 0 0 500 0 0 

112 119 8 110 61 96 
115 119 9 139 61 96 
120 120 9 158 61 96 
124 120 10 I77 61 97 
128 121 10 188 61 97 

90,540 0 5,800 93,600 38.360 42,540 

50 3w 175 .. 
280 50 600 3w 325 
100 0 0 0 150 

IW.W% N/A 100.W% 100.W% 100.00% 4800% 

29 
0 

NIA NIA 1W.W% NIA NIA NIA 

3.m 600 6,W 5,000 
100.00% NIA 100.00% 100.W% 100.00% 100.00% 

105 9 139 61 65 
93 106 9 158 61 96 
96 106 10 177 61 97 

139 120 25 111 62 125 
69.06% 83.33% 4o.W% 100.00% 100.00% 77.63% 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOCKliTNO. 960196-WS 
U N  -WATER SYSTEMS W'OUT STORAGE 

Item Description 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gallons) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gpm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND USMDD. gal) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER &aim) 

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW fmlbnr) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TMDD FOR 1996) 

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW Gpm) ' 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 [l.OYR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997.5 [ I S  YR MRI 

TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 
RELIABLE CAPACITY (apn 

COMMISSION APPROVED U&U WITH 1.5 YEAR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 

HYDRO TANK CAPACIlY(IEI 
COMMISSION APPROVED U&L 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
NO, OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1996 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1997 [I .O YR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U&U WITH 1.0 YEAR M 

AlTACwlENT B 

HOLIDAY HOLIDAY IMPERIAL INTERCN JUNGLE KEYSTONE 
HAVEN' HEIGHTS TERRACE CITY DEN' CLUB ** 

0 3J,m 103,wo 136,190 0 126,wo 
0 23 72 95 0 ea 
0 29.800 e4,wo 110,580 0 128,wo 

135 OW 0.w 5.03 0.w 068 
0 46 143 188 0 175 
0 W.Oo0 0 0 0 0 
0 5w 0 0 0 0 

114 52 243 254 113 1 w  
115 52 245 262 113 163 
115 52 248 287 113 169 
115 52 247 272 113 174 
116 52 248 275 113 177 

2m 325 750 ~ _. .. 
0 0 75 375 

NIA 1W.W% 1 W . m  1 W . m  NIA 51.37% 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

3wo 3 w o  5 . W  
NIA 1W.W% 1 W . k  1 W . k  NIA lW.W% 

113 52 243 257 113 154 
114 53 244 262 113 159 
'115 53 2443 288 113 164 . .. ~. -~ ~ 

168 53 241 548 135 250 
69.28% 1W.0096 1W.W% 49.08% 83.70% 65.60% 

' PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOCILFT NO. 950496WS 
U N  -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAGE 

Item Description 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gallons) 
MAXIMUM DAY. 1994 (gmn) 
AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (ASMDD. gal) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAKHOUR (TMDD FOR 1996) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO OF ERCS. I994 
AVERAGE NO OF ERCS. 1995 
AVERAGE NO OF ERCS. 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 [I 0 YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO OF ERCS. 1997 5 [I 5 VR MRI 

ATTACHMENT B 

KEYSTONE KINGS- LAKE LAKEVIEW 
HEIGHTS WOOD. CONWAY LAKESIDE VILLAS LElLANl 

656.m 0 0 544.m 7.600 381,500 
458 0 0 378 5 265 

543,400 0 0 298,800 7,620 252.540 
4 13 ow OW OW OW ow 
91 I 0 0 756 11 530 

IMOW 0 NIA 80000 0 80000 
1000 0 0 500 0 500 

1173 
1179 
1167 
1195 
1199 

61 
61 
61 
61 
61 

e4 87 12 391 
e4 w 12 395 
84 92 12 395 
e4 m 12 396 
84 97 12 397 

1400 470 

IW.W% IW.W% l w . m  

1 5 . m  
COMMISSION APPROVED UB N/A lW.Oo% 1W.W% 1WW% 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOCKFP NO. 960496WS 
U N  -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAGE 

Item Description 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gallons) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gpm) 
AVG. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (ASMDD. gal) 
'EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAKHOUR (TMDD FOR 1998) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

I MORNING OAK OAK- 
VIEW FORREST WOOD. 

I 28.900 140,ooo 0 
I 20 97 0 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 I 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1998 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1957 [l .O YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 [ ISYR MR] 

0 
0.00 5.11 0.00 

I 17.540 111,WO 

40 194 0 
0 0 0 

500 0 I 5w 

PALISADES 
146,wO 

101 

_- 

46 147 MI 
46 149 203 
46 151 206 
47 153 209 
47 154 21 0 

122.1 w 
0.w 
203 

60,000 
500 

ATl'ACKMENT B 

PALMS MH 
PARK 
12,990 

9 
10,574 

0.00 
18 
0 
0 

PALM 
TERRACE 

183.800 
128 

151.880 
2.93 
25s 

W.wO 
500 

51 59 1 .m 
W 59 1 
73 59 

IMUM SUPPLY WELL 800 130 1w 
800 130 153 

1w.m IW.W% 1W.W% 

HYDRO TANK CAPACIN(IE 15,000 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8 1WW% IW.W% NIA 1W.W% IWW% 10000% 

67.82% lW.W% 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOC- NO. 960496WS 
UIU -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAGE 

Item DescrlpUon 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gallons) 
MAXIMUM DAY, 1994 (gpm) 
AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (A5MDD, gal) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TMDD FOR 1996) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallonS) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, I994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 [I .O YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997.5 [1.5YR MR] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 8 PUMPING 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL (gprr 
TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 

RELIABLE CAPACITY (gpn 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 5 YEAR MI 

TOTAL CAPACITY (gpr 
RELIABLE CAPACITY QPn 

COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YEAR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 

HYDRO TANK CAPACIlYIES 
COMMISSION APPROVED U81 

TRI UPIE 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
NO, OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1996 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1997 11 .O YR MRl 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED UBU WITH 1.0 YEAR M 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 

AmACHMENF B 

PALM PlCClOLA PINE POINT POMONA POSTMSTR 

0 83,100 793.000 132.000 84,600 114,5W 
0 58 551 9 2 '  59 80 

VALLEY. ISLAND RIDGE OWOODS PARK VILLAGE 

0 78,420 670,000 120,200 62.740 112,540 
0.00 1 .e9 0.00 2.94 2.14 0.00 

0 115 1.101 183 118 159 
0 0 18wM) 4Mxx) 0 0 
0 0 1500 750 0 0 

228 135 1415 341 182 155 
235 135 1 574 358 185 158 
242 140 1732 287 188 161 
250 143 1890 375 191 165 
254 144 1969 380 193 lee 

175 wo 750 2w 
275 1150 1250 95 400 
100 550 500 35 200 

N/A 100.00% 10000% 100.00% 100.00% 85.16% 

294 
lgs 

NIA N/A NIA 1WW% NIA NIA 

5,000 16.000 10,000 5,000 8.000 
N/A 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

135 743 358 169 158 
21 6 137 817 37 172 161 
223 140 892 375 175 165 
21 0 21 3 3828 41 5 535 345 

100.00% 65.73% 23.33% W.%% 32.71% 47.83% 
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W M U M  DAY, 1994 (gallons) 
.MAXIMUM DAY. 1994 (am1 

DOCKET NO. 95049WVS 
U N  -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAQE 

27.000 153,000 2M.000 a , m  61.700 55.050 
19 108 140 6 43 38 

A'ITACHMENT B I 

AVG. FIVE tmi DAY ~ E M ~ N D  (ASMDD. gal) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 

REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TMDD FOR 1996) 

I QUAIL ROSE- SALT SAMIRA SKY- SPRING 

P,2M) 140,Mx) 193,Mx) 4,847 63,810 49.530 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.16 157 

38 21 3 281 12 8.5 76 
6woo 0 40,000 0 60.000 0 
500 500 750 0 5w 500 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, lggS 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 [l.OYR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997.5 I1.5 YR MRI 

15 124 182 13 114 122 
22 129 162 13 116 128 
26 131 184 13 117 129 
30 134 165 13 119 133 
32 135 1BB 13 119 135 

15.38% 10000% 7389% 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 
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DOCKET NO. 960496WS 
UN -WATER SYSTEMS WOUT STORAGE 

Item D ~ ~ ~ r i p t i ~  
MAXIMUM DAY. 1994 (crallw) 
MAXIMUM DAY; 1994 (apm) ' 

AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (ASADD, gal) 
EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TMDD FOR 1986) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1% 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 [l.O YR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 (1.5 YR MR] 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 8 PUMPING 
SU 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL (gpn 
TOTAL CAPACITY (gw 

RELIABLE CAPACITY (gw 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YEAR MI 

WATER TREATMENT PlANT 
TOTAL CAPACITY (gpn 

RELIABLE CAPACIM (gpn 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 5 YEAR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 

HYDRO TANK CAPACITY(IEI 
COMMISSION APPROVED US1 

Tm LINES 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED 1995 ~~.~ 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1996 
N0,OFLOTSCONNECTED. 199711.OYRMRl 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 .O YEAR MI 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 

ATI!ACaMENT B 

STONE SUNNY TROPICAL VALENCIA VENETIAN WEST- 
MOUNTAIN HILLS PARK TERRACE VILLAGE MONT' 

24.600 19,000 187.700 251,000 65.600 0 
17 13 130 174 , 46 0 

M m  8,400 151,980 380,m 43.500 0 
2.64 0.00 2.30 24.57 0.00 0.52 

34 26 281 349 91 0 
0 60,000 
0 5w 

0 
0 

549 
549 
550 
561 
562 

60.000 
500 

0 
0 

323 135 
323 139 
323 142 
323 145 
323 147 

NIA 
0 

130 
134 
137 
141 
142 

100 Mo 350 1,100 310 
0 0 100 350 100 

100.00% 100.00% 10000% 100.00% 100.00% NIA 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

1 ,000 7,500 1 0 , m  5.OOO 4,000 
100.00% 100.00% 100.w% 100.00% 100.00% NIA 

7 4 323 139 134 
8 4 533 323 142 137 
8 4 534 323 145 141 
22 491 671 340 223 167 

36.36% 1.00% 79.58% 100.00% 65.02% 84.43% 
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DOCKEF NO. 960496WS 
U N  -WATER SYSTEMS WOW STORAGE 

Item Description 
MAXIMUM DAY. 1994 fnallons) 
MAXIMUM DAY; 1594 iipm) ' 

EXCESS UNACCOUNTED-FOR-WATER (gpm) 
CALCULATED PEAK HOUR (TMDD FOR 1996) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gallons) 
REQUIRED FIRE FLOW (gpm) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1594 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1985 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1998 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1997 [l.OYR MR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 [1.5YR MR] 

:AVO. FIVE MAX. DAY DEMAND (A5MDD. gal) 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY 8 PUMPING 

MAXIMUM SUPPLY WELL fmn 
TOTAL CAPACITY cpn 

RELIABLE CAPACITY (apn 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1.5 YEAR MI 

WATER TREATMENT PLANT 
TOTAL CAPACITY fmn -. 

RELIABLE CAPACITY (gpn 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 5 YEAR MI 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION 
HYOROPNEWTK TANKS 

HYDRO TANK CAPAClTYflEE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8L 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1995 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1996 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED; 1997 [1.OYR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 
COMMISSION APPROVED U8U WITH 1 .OYEAR MI 

ATIACHMENT B 

WIND ZEPHYR 
SONG WOOTENS SHORES 
44,800 8.120 121,wo 

31 6 84 
J5,420 7,792 89.800 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
62 11 168 
0 0 0 
0 0 m 

106 
107 
108 
1W 
110 

22 
24 
25 
27 
27 

508 
513 
51 7 
520 
5zz 

180 25 120 ~ 

180 25 120 
0 0 0 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

N/A NIA NIA 

4.000 500 7,500 
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

108 24 495 
107 25 498 
108 27 502 
108 52 €47 

100.00% 5192% 77.59% 

* PLANT PURCHASES WATER 



LXCKET NO. SW49SWS 
SSU -WASTEWATER SYSTEMS 

UemDaScrim 

PERMITTED PUNT CAPACITY. 1996 

AlTACHMENT B 

AMEUA APACHE APPLE BEACON BEECHER'S BUENA- BURNT 
lsuND SHORES VAUEY' HIUS WlNT VENTURA STORE CHULUOTA 

950.000 17.000 NIA 83BPW 15.000 1,WO.000 250.000 100,000 

AVERAGE ANNUM DAUY FLOW, 1994 
(Mw Iihanr when pnnl b a d  on this Ilow) 

MOUNT OF WCESSM Ikl 
EXCESSM INFILTRATION 6 WFLOW (GAL) 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, 1963 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. I996 
AVERAGENO.OFERCS.1997 [l.OYRMRI 
AVERAOENO.OFERCS.I997.5[1.5YRMR] 

Wastewater Treabnanl Plant 
COMMISSKN APPROVED U6U WITH 15 YEAR MR 

EFFLUENT DISPOSAL CAPACITY - I996 
AVERAGE DAlLY FLOW. MAX MONTH, I994 

685.329 1,428,959 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 ,s35 I11 181 3329 45 7.010 554 133 
2,071 111 180 3,307 45 7.287 575 134 
2- 111 180 3.498 45 7.506 625 135 
2,335 I11 181 3.888 45 7.660 676 136 
2,401 11 1  1 82 3.783 ' 45 7.846 701 1 37 

IW.W% 70.59% NIA 100.00% 54.63% 88.85% 68.82% 43.50% 

950.000 17.000 

&up84 12,000 

NIA 836,WO 15,000 I,9M,000 250,000 100,000 

NIA 763.323 8,194 1,814,839 135,968 42.226 

Emuent D b w l  
CWMISSDN APPROVED WU WITH 1.5YEAR M 100.W% 70.59% NIA 1W.WY 54.63% 82.87% 68.82% 43.50% 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1885 1.m Ill 163 2,917 45 7287 385 134 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, lss8 1 111 184 3.085 45 7,437 41 9 135 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1997 [I .O YR MR] 111 165 3255 45 7860 452 136 
NO. OF LOTS AVAlLABLE im 188 62 155 

* -PUNT PURCHASES WASTEWATER TREATMENT 



h m  Description 

PERMlTlED PUNT CAPACITY - 1996 

EFFLUENT DlsPOSAL CAPAclTy - I996 

AVERAGE M Y  FLOW. MAX MONTH. 1994 

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAlLY FLOW. IS34 

EXCESSM INFILTRATICN 6 HFLOW (GAL) 

VwFrhoWnvmm permit based on rniolbw) 

AMOUNT OF EXCESSWE I61 

CITRUS CITRUS DEEP ELTON4 ENTER- FlSHMbN FL.CENT. FOX B Z  
r c 3  
P Z  

NIA 1,2m,m NIA 25,wO 9g.m NIA :3? 64.m 2m.m 

64.m 200.m NIA 1 . 4 0 0 , ~  NIA 25,mo 9g.m NIA fa lDm 
0 1  

43.323 134,033 NIA 1,132,710 NIA 17.487 56,267 NIA 
Pu) 

45.153 \DO, 
C n l  
I F  

Z W  
G2N 

0 

PARK SPRINGS CREEK' UKES PRISE' HAVEN COMM.P(( RUN' 

m n  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Emuent Disposal 
COMMISSDN APPROVED U6U WITH 1.5 YEAR M 

AMRAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AMRAGE NO.OFERCS. I995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1996 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1987 11.0 YR MR] 
AVERAGENO.OFERCS.1987.5[ldYRMR] 

W.slsmter Tnabnent Plant 
COMMISSION APPRDVED U6U WITH 1.5 YEAR MR 

73.22% 68.25% 

264 704 3,612 5,025 141 157 97 
265 707 3,816 5.051 141 181 102 
268 711 4,112 5.095 141 197 106 
272 715 4.308 5,138 141 213 108 
274 717 4,407 5,161 141 221 I11 

73.22% 68.25% NIA 100.00% NIA 69.87% 8337% NIA 

NIA 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1995 
No. OF LOTS CONNECTED, l9€3 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, I987 [I .O YR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAlLABLE 

CDMMISSION APPROMD U6U WITH 1 .O YEAR 4. 

83.10% 

263 680 3.251 4.619 141 51 lo2 
267 683 3,414 4.659 167 141 55 106 
270 687 3,577 4,689 181 141 ar 109 
387 1.084 7.285 5,m 228 144 71 109 

n.wn 63.38% 49.1096 83.88% 79.392 i m . m  ~4.51% 1m.m 

NIA 69.87% 83.37% NIA 

I 

* - PUNT PURCHASES WASTEWATER TREATMENT 



WCKET NO. Sw406-wS 
SSU .WASTEWATER SYSTEMS 

Item Dascription 

PERMITTED PLANT CAPAClTy - 1996 

EFFLUENT IXPDSM CAPACITY - I996 

AMRAGE MlLY FLDW. MAX MONTH. I994 

AVERAGE ANNUM MlLY FLOW. 1994 
(MDFrhownwhen perms based on mi sflow 

EXCESSIVE INFILTRATW 6 HFLDW (GAL) 
AMOUNT OF EXCESSIVE I6 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS, lS5 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1988 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997 11.0 YR MRI 
AVERAOENo.OFERCS.l9975[15YRMRl 

Efluent Disposal 
COMMISSW APPRDVED U6U WITH 1.5 YEAR MI 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. lSS5 
No. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1988 
No.OFLOTSCONNECTED, 1997[1,0YRMRl 
No. OF LOTS AVAILABLE 

COMMISW W P R M D  U6U WITH 1 .O YEAR MI 

AlTACHMENT B 

HOUDAY JUNGLE LEISURE MARC0 MARC0 MARION 
HAVEN DEN LEHffiH LElLANl W S  ISLAND SHORES OAKS 

25,000 25.W 2.IW.wO 150.000 5Q.m 3 , 5 w , m  90.000 275.000 

25,000 2 5 . ~ 0  2.im.000 15Q.Mo 50.000 3 .5w.m 90.000 275.000 

18.7W 16,613 1.773.710 172,984 l8 . l i3  2.438.000 62.000 170,129 

14,773 13.403 10.195 1.792.159 46.995 

1,714 3825 0 0 0 0 0 0 

96 117 7.093 397 230 5.109 314 1.390 
€3 117 7.235 JBB 233 5,125 400 1,393 
96 118 7.390 398 235 5,142 450 1 . a 7  
96 118 7.546 400. 237 5,158 Mo 1,421 
m 119 7,624 401 238 5,166 547 1.428 

52.23% 38.93% 90.78% im.oow 

52.23% s.mu 90.78% IGQM)% 

37.52% 51.78% 91 .mu 

37.52% 51.78% 91 .mu 

63.56% 

63.56% 

84 117 4,342 233 1,970 400 1.323 
84 118 4.498 235 1,976 450 1.337 
84 118 4,654 237 1 .BE2 500 1 .= 

166 135 5,982 413 385 1.334 5&( 1,610 
58.83% 87.41% n.m 1 m . m  61.56% im.m% 85.62% 83.85% 

*-PLANT PURCHASES WASTEWATER TREATMENT 



item Description 

PERMIlTED PUNT CAPACITY - 1 W6 

EFFLUENT DlSPOSAL CApAClTy - I996 

AVERAGE DULY FLOW. MAX MONTH. 1994 

AVERAGE ANNUAL DULY FLOW. 1994 
(MC+ Sh0mwh.n pennfibased on this flow) 

MEREDITH MORNING- PALM PALM PARK POINT SALT SILVER 
MANOR' VIEW POKT TERRACE MANOR OWOODS SPRINGS LKOAKS 

NIA 2 0 , m  5o.m 13O.m 15SU 58,m 85.m 12.m 

NIA 20.m 5o.m 13o.m 15.000 58.m 34.m 12.m 

NIA 8.710 25,233 141.742 13,194 20.226 29.129 7,290 

EXCESSNE NFILTRATW 6 INFLOW (GAL) 
AMOUNT OF EXCESSIVE W 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAOE NO. OF ERCS. 19% 
AMRAGE NO. OF E m .  1- 
AMRAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1887 [I .O YR MR] 
AMRAGE NO. OF E M .  1887.5 [ I  .5 YR MR] 

* - PUM PURCHASES WASTEWATER TREATMENT 

34 46 90 1,023 34 137 160 26 
34 46 IO3 1,024 37 1 52 151 26 
35 46 107 1,026 38 160 151 26 
35 40 110 1.m 41 169 151 26 
35 48 112 1.028 42 I73 151 26 

Wasbwatef T r e a M  Plant 
COMMISSW APPROVE0 U W  WITH 15 YEAR MR 

EflUentDisposal 
COMWSSWXlAPPROVEO UhUWITHlSYEARMR 

NIA 43.56% 57.68% 1W.W% 1W.W% 44.04% 32.34% 60.15% 

NIA 43.56% 57.68% IW.W% IW.W% 44.04% 80.85% m.755 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. IS63 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. I996 

NO. OF LOTS AVANABLE 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1887 [1.0 YR MR] 

28 36 IO3 1,024 33 152 110 26 
28 36 107 1026 34 160 110 26 
29 36 110 1 p27 38 189 110 26 
34 48 137 1.189 35 191 185 53 



DOCKET NO. 950496WS 
SSU -WASTEWATER SYSTEMS 

ltem Depuiption 

PERMITTED PLANT W A C I N  - 1W6 

ATrACHMENT B 

swm SPRING SUGAR- SUGARMiU SUNNY SUNSHINE TROPKAL UNlW 
FORM OARDENS MiLL WOODS HILLS PARKWAY ISLE SHORES 

50.m 2 0 . m  27oooO swwo 5ww 150.m 50.OW 1 . 1 4 5 . ~  

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW. 1934 
(AADF r r h  'dm pennil based m h i s  I?W) 

EXCESSM INFILTRATION 6 INFLOW (GAL) 
AMOUNT OF EXCESSM !&I 

AVERAGENO.OFERCS. 1934 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1996 
AVERAGENO.OFERCS.1997 [l.OYRMR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERG. 1897.5 tl.5 YR MF(I 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1895 

Wasiwatet Treabnenl plant 
COMMISSIONAPPROVED W U  WITH 1.5YEARMR 

EFFLUENT DlSPOSAL CAPACITY - 1996 

AVERAGE DAILY FLOW, MAX MONTH, 1994 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

65 122 629 4.773 179 n 220 3.448 

67 129 660 5.366 180 89 275 3,810 
68 133 672 5.615 180 85 298 4,019 
89 135 679 5.739 181 98 286 4,123 

66 126 648 5,116 1 79 a4 250 3,601 

76.02% 100.00% 63.97% 62.81 % 9.50% 77.80% 91.09% IW.W% 

50.m 2 0 . m  27oooO 5Mow 5ww 150,000 50,m 1.145.m 

87,200 1- 261194 29419 86.933 35.m 1.wO.226 

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1695 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. lSS6 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1997 [l .D I R  MR] 
NO. OF LOTS A V M  

COMMMKNAPPROMD WUWllH1.0MARM 

34 630 2,432 176 10 250 3,338 
34 129 642 2.550 In 10 274 3,531 
35 133 €54 2.889 in 11 298 3.725 
52 180 661 8.252 50.1 56 334 4,275 

67.31% nmi IW.M).* 32.34% 35.12% 19.64% 89.22% 8 7 . ~  

76.02% 1W.W% 63.97% 62.81% 9.50% 77.80% 91.0s% IW.W% 
Efluent Disposal 

COMMISSW APPROVED U6U WITH I .5 YEAR 

*. PLANT WRCHASES WASTEWATER TREATMENT 



DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
SSU . WASTEWATERSYSTEMS 

Item Dercripbon 

PERMITTED PLANT CAPACITY - 1996 

EFFLUENT DISPOSAL WACITY- 1996 

AVERAGE DAILY FLOW, MAX MONTH, 1994 

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAILY FLOW. 1994 
(AADF shown when permit based on this Row) 

VALENCW VENET!AN WOOD ZEPHYR 
TERRACE VILLAGE MERE SHORES 

99.m 36,WQ 5w.m 40,030 

99,ooo 36,053 5w.m 40,000 

78,452 35.581 466,226 27,258 

I 
EXCESSW iNFlLTRATlON (L INFLOW (GAL) 

AMOUNT OF EXCESSIVE iai 

AND RISPOSAL P W  
Wastewater Treatment Plant 

COMMISSION APPROMD U&U WITH 1.5 YEAR MR 

AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1994 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1995 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1996 
AVERAGENO.OFERCS. 1997 [l.OYRMR] 
AVERAGE NO. OF ERCS. 1997.5 [I .5 YR MR] 

79.24% 100.00% lW.00% 70.17% 

0 0 0 0 

C O L L E C T l O N U M P I N G  

NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED. 1% 
NO OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1996 
NO. OF LOTS CONNECTED, 1997 [I .O YR MR] 
NO. OF LOTS AVAIMLE 

- 
87 
89 
90 
92 
92 

323 89 1.126 492 
323 90 1,154 496 
323 92 1.183 499 
340 107 1,189 647 

1.343 505 
1,356 510 
1,391 514 
1,425 518 
1,442 520 

79.24% 100.00% 100.00% 70.17% 
Efiluent Disposal 

COMMISSION APPROVED uau WITH I .5 YEAR M 

0 

*-PLANT PURCHASES WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950496-WS 
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FOR THE WATER GALLONAGE CHARGE 

SYSTEM 
w 
Amem ldand 

Apache Shores 

Apple Valley 

Bay Lake Eat 

Baacon HIIIa 

BeecheVa Point 

Burnt ston 

CamOn Vlllage 

Chuhota 

citrua Park 

Citrur Sprlnga 

cryatal Rhrer Hlgh 

Daetwylar Show 

DeltOna 

Dol Ray Manor 

DNld Hitla 

Eaat Lake Harm Est. 

Fern Park 

Fern Terrace 

Flsherman'a Haven 

FROM THE 
7/31/98 AGENDA: 

COMMBSION- 
APPROVED 

GALLONS BEFORE 

3,450,738 

126,359,211 

8,763,381 

509,512,484 

6,932,720 

67,172,302 

13,147,894 

63,749,858 

26,839,018 

155,027,125 

6,570,796 

15,803,222 

2,743,951,896 

13,710,453 

36,571,842 

5,627,978 

17.01 5.848 

12,943,122 

9,749.825 

AlTACHMENT C 

FPSC APPROVED FPSC APPROVED 
ADJUSTMENTS PROJECTED 

TO GALLONS DUE TEST YEAR - w.LQM 
386,950,652 

3,450.738 

126,359,211 

6,763,381 

509.512.484 

6,932,720 

87,172,302 

13,147,894 

63,749,858 

26,839.016 

155,027,125 

6,570,798 

15,803,222 

2,743,951,896 

(61 1,457) 13.098.996 

38,571.842 

5,627,978 

17,015.W 

12,943,122 

9,749,825 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FOR THE WATER GALLONAGE CHARGE 

ATTACHMENT C 

SYSTEM 
NAME 
Fountains 

Fox Run 

Frlendly Center 

Golden Terrace 

Gospel Island Est 

Grand Terrace 

Harmony Homea 

Hermlb Cove 

Hobby Hills 

HdMay Haven 

Hollday Heights 

lmperlal Moblle Terr. 

interctrulcm Clty 

Interlachen LkdPark Manor 

Jungle Den 

Keystom H m h b  

Kingswood 

Lake Nay  Est 

Lake Brantley 

Lake Conway Park 

FROM THE 
7131196 AGENDA: 

COMMISSION- 
APPROVED 

GALLONS BEFORE 
SaSEwmm 

3,140,726 

11,174,383 

1,421,162 

4,741,215 

651,590 

12,131,627 

6,613,595 

6,317,476 

6,547,531 

4,527,697 

5,509,480 

13,454,692 

16,091,073 

12,693,768 

2,630,149 

105,446,800 

3,651,442 

18,269,457 

6,219384 

7,700,136 

FPSC APPROVED FPSC APPROVED 
ADJUSTMENTS PROJECTED 

TO GALLONS DUE TEST YEAR 
nuM€mmm GALLQM 

3,140,726 

1 1,174.383 

1,421,162 

4,741.215 

651,590 

12,131,627 

6,613,595 

6,317,476 

6,547,531 

4,527,697 

5.509.480 

13,454,892 

16,091,073 

12,693,788 

2,630,149 

105,448,800 

3,651,442 

16.289.457 

6,219,584 

7,700,138 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILKIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FOR THE WATER GALLONAGE CHARGE 

SYSTEM 

Lake Harrlet Est 
NAME 

Lakevlaw W a r  

Wknl Helghtr 

Ldsun Laker (Cov. Bridge) 

Manx Shoma 

Marion Oaka 

Memdlth Manor 

Morn l ng v l aw 

Oak Forest 

Oakwood 

Pallsadus Country Club 

Palm Port 

Palm Terrace 

Palms Mobile Home P a f i  

~ icc io la  Island 

PIM FUdge 

PIM Ridge Est. 

Piney Woodr 

PolntO'Wocdr 

Pornom Park 

FROM THE 
7/31/96 AGENDA: 

COMMISSION- 
APPROVED 

GALLONS BEFORE 

25,383,568 
GmuNeau 

795,840 

43.558.153 

7,291,405 

25,538.586 

189,108,132 

72367.134 

4,046,901 

12,385,272 

10,422.602 

28,238,776 

5,459,936 

64,093.272 

1,615,690 

1 1,137,099 

154,712,075 

22.005.934 

17.307,382 

19.972.792 

11.291.978 

FPSC APPROVED 
ADJUSTMENTS 

ro GALLONS DUE - 

(305.300) 

ATTACHMENT C 

FPSC APPROVED 
PROJECTED 
TEST YEAR 

OALLONS 
25,383,588 

795,840 

43,556,153 

7,291,405 

25,538,588 

189,106,132 

72,587,134 

4,046,901 

12,385,272 

10,422,602 

27.933.478 

5,459,936 

64,093,272 

1,615,690 

11,137,099 

154,712,075 

22,005,934 

17,307.382 

19,972,792 

11,291.978 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. ~ ~~ 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FOR THE WATER GALLONAGE CHARGE 

SYSTEM 
WllE 
Postmastar Vlllage 

Quail Rldge 

m e r  Grove 

RosemonURolllng Green 

Salt Springs 

Samln VlIIas 

Sllvar Lake EsUW. Shores 

Sllvar Lake Oaks 

skycrest 

st. Johns High. 

stom Mount 

sugar MIII 

Sugarmlll Woods 

Sunny Hllb 

Sunshine Parkway 

~roplcai Park 

University Shores 

VaneUan Wage 

WeIakalSsratoga Harb. 

wadhnont 

FROM THE 
7/31/96 AGENDA 

COMMISSION- 
APPROVED 

GALLONS BEFORE 

14,871,468 

2,120,304 

7,790,550 

19.482.199 

33.018.619 

921,520 

228,465,064 

GQwEwmW 

1,969,785 

6,996,671 

2,887,727 

1.277.287 

26,213,961 

380,329.986 

29,069,637 

31,164,194 

32,343,582 

472,472,898 

8,838,626 

5,578,528 

12,929,953 

ATTACHMENT C 

FPSCAPPROVED FPSCAPPROVED 
ADJUSTMENTS PROJECTED 

TO GALLONS DUE TEST YEAR 

(150,935) 

(13,833,681) 

(22,701,954) 

GALuMs 
14.671.468 

1,969,369 

7,790.550 

19,482,199 

33,018,619 

921,520 

212,631,383 

1,969,785 

8,998,671 

2,887,727 

1,277,287 

26,213,981 

357,626,012 

29,089,631 

31,164,194 

32,343,582 

472,472,698 

8.834626 

5.576.528 

12,929,953 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950485-WS 
COMMISSION APPROVED BILLING DETERMINANTS FOR THE WATER GALLONAGE CHARGE 

SYSTEM 
NAME 
Wndacmg 

FROM THE 
7/31f98 AGENDA: 

COMMISSION- FPSC APPROVED 
APPROVED ADJUSTMENTS 

GALLONS BEFORE TO GALLONS DUE -- 
8.072.990 ' 

Woodmen 190,668,134 

WOOtEllS 863,782 

Zephyr Shores 11.289.621 

ATTACHMENTC 

FPSC APPROVED 
PROJECTED 
TEST YEAR 
!zAuQ&i 
8.072.990 

190,666,134 

863.782 

11,289,621 

_ _  _.__ 
~ S U M o L F P S i  Unit 6,751,167,359 (37 603,327) 6 713 564.032 1 

Busmvenlura Lakes 

Deep Creek 

Geneva Lake ESL 

KeystoM) Club Es t  

Lakealde 

Lehlgh 

Mano Island 

Palm valley 

Remlngton Forest 

sprhg Gardens 

Vakncla Terram 

: Nonunn 3, 

572,983,789 

236,540,886 

11,698,401 

12,220,984 

7,174.680 

422,074,099 

2,238,503,459 

17,461,765 

12,622,841 

7.208.384 

25,633,088 

572.983.769 

236,540.886 

11,696,401 

12,220,984 

7,174,880 

422,074,099 

(53.057.841) 2,183,445,618 

17,461,765 

12,622,841 

7,208,384 

25,633,088 

piiEGG 562,120,358 (53,057,841) 35090625151 - 
ru.313.287.715 (90,661,100, 



Soulhem State0 Utilities - D h e t  No. 950495WS cOmmib6ion's 1996 GmwUl Calculations for Water 

la1 [I1 
1995 

51 
1995 Bill 

Id1 [rl [hl 

ma w l9MBiUs 19940.llon. Projection Projected 
ESiQc E& 

[i'dl 
hl ia i rkand  [q 17,425 326.887.107 18,780 8 80% 18.958 

Apacha Shorn 1.823 3,450.738 1.893 0.00% 1.823 

Appls Valley 

Bay Lake Est 

Beacon H l b  [4] 

k h a t s  Point 

BUrntStoIe m 
CiMon Villaga 

Chuluoh 

citrus Park 

C i s  Springs 

Crystal River High. 

Daetwylsr Show 

DSbM 

Dol Kay Manor 

DNM Hills 

E u t  h k e  Hamis Est 

Fern Park 

Fern Terrace 

Fmherman's Haven [4] 

Founhiru 

11,397 122,074,074 

834 6.380.090 

38.461 483,243625 

520 6,372.870 

4,596 47,304,106 

1.512 11,187,100 

7.963 61,830,805 

4,220 25,786.711 

21,537 145.139.870 

878 6,023,990 

1.503 15.803.222 

274.120 2,621,442,128 

713 13395,172 

2.982 38,571,842 

2.074 5,531,314 

2.166 16,917,582 

1.472 12,720,817 

1.671 9.428.216 

348 2,697,160 

10,711 1.74% 11,595 

7,650 

13,254 

12.256 

10,292 

7,399 

7,765 

6,111 

6.739 

6.861 

10,514 

9,563 

18.787 

12,935 

2,667 

7,811 

8.642 

5.642 

7,750 

2.96% 

6.18% 

4.30% 

35.75% 

8.41% 

1.54% 

2.02% 

3.35% 

4.44% 

0.00% 

2.31% 

1.17% 

0.00% 

0.87% 

0.29% 

0.87% 

2.00% 

7.91% 

859 

38.714 

542 

6,239 

1,639 

8.086 

4.305 

22,258 

917 

1,503 

280.452 

721 

2.982 

2,092 

2,172 

1.485 

1.704 

376 

Atlachment C 
' d u o  

In1 lP1 111 Nl g2: 
EactQL 

auk p"" P Z  

Cornmirsion Commission 19% Bill 10% 

[nn 
Projestion Projected Projecbd Projected P+3 

8.80% 20.627 385,950,652 31,554 

0.m 1.823 3.450.738 1.823 v 
wKn 
vln 
* W  
w m  
m l  
I P  

Z W  
WlN 

4.M% 566 6.932.720 1.150 0 

q 
0 
q 

1.74% 11.797 126,359,211 12.522 0 1  

2.96% 884 6,763,381 884 

6.18% r 38.443 509,512,484 43,769 I 

1 

35.75% 8,470 87.172.302 16,019 

8.41% 1.777 13.147.894 1,784 1 

1.54% 8.210 63,749,858 6,574 

2.02% 4,392 25,839,016 4,410 

3.35% 23034 155,027,125 25.305 

4.44% 958 6570.7% 958 

0.00% 1,503 15,603,222 1,507 

2.31% 286,931 2.743.951.896 313.053 

1.17% 7 M  13.710.453 909 

0.00% 2.982 38,571.842 3.988 

0.87% 2,110 5627,978 2,128 

0.29% 2,179 17,015.846 2,245 

0.87% 1,496 12,943.122 1,516 

2.00% 1.728 9.749.825 1,726 

7 91% 405 3,140,726 424 

AVGIM.WK4 



Southern States U 6 1 k  - Dockel No. 950495-WS Commission's 1996 Growth Calwlatims for Water 

Friendly Center 

Golden Tomso 

Gospl bland Est 

G n n d T e m u  [4] 

Hannony HOW 

Mrmib cow 

Hobby Hills 

Holiday Hawn 

Holiday Heiphb [4] 

Imprial Mobib Torr. [4] 

Intercession my 

Intetlashon LaWPark  Manor 

Jungb Den 

Keystorn Heights [a 
Kingswoad 

Lake AjayEst (41 

Lake Bnntley 

Lake Conmy Park 

Lake HamioiEst 

Lakeview Villas 

242 

1,274 

96 

1.317 

752 

2.090 

1,157 

1,328 

630 

2.894 

3,039 

2,954 

1.355 

11.814 

741 

1.016 

795 

1,022 

3.380 

149 

1.390.580 

4,674,WI 

651,590 

11.995.010 

6,591.166 

6,317,476 

6,547,531 

4327,697 

5,474,720 

13.408.360 

15,795,903 

12,515.418 

2630.149 

103,617.1 15 

3,635,429 

13,774,607 

6,117,610 

7,644,695 

25,206,831 

795,640 

5.747 

3.669 

6.787 

9.108 

8.765 

3.023 

5,659 

3.409 

8.6% 

4.633 

5.198 

4,237 

1.941 

8.771 

4.906 

13.558 

7.695 

7.480 

7.4% 

5.341 

1.09% 

0.71% 

0 W% 

1.34% 

0.17% 

0.00% 

O.W% 

0.03% 

0.32% 

O.W% 

0.93% 

0.71% 

O.W% 

0.08% 

0.22% 

9.19% 

0.83% 

0.36% 

0.35% 

0.00% 

245 

1.283 

96 

1,335 

753 

2 . m  

1,157 

1.328 

632 

2.894 

3.067 

2,975 

1.355 

11,918 

743 

1.109 

802 

1,026 

3,392 

149 

V 
W G l  

0.71% 1,292 4,741,215 1 .m 0 1  
P W  

0.00% 96 651.5% 96 W o \  
f f l l  
I P  1.34% 1,332 12.131.627 1,332 

0.17% 755 6,613,595 755 0 

w 
0 

O.W% 2,090 6,317,476 2.m 

0.00% 1,157 6,547,531 

0.03% 1.328 4,527,697 1.346 01 

0.32% 634 5,509.480 634 

1.09% 247 1,421,152 247 

m n  

z :  
1.157 w 

f: 

1 

O.W% I 2.904 13,454,692 2.926 1 
0.93% 3.096 16,091,073 3,149 

0.71% 2.996 12.693.768 3.044 

0.00% 1.355 2,630,149 1.355 

0.88% 12.023 105.448.800 14,291 

0.22% 744 3,651,442 744 

9.19% 1,200 16,269,457 1,297 

0.63% 808 6.219.584 808 

0.36% 1,029 7,700,138 1,029 

0.35% 3,404 25393.588 3,421 

0.03% 149 795,840 149 

AVG1994.WK4 



ORDER NO. 
P
S
C
-
9
6
-
1
3
2
0
-
F
O
F
-
W
S
 

DOCKET NO. 
9
5
0
4
9
5
-
W
S
 

PAGE 
1
1
4
4
 



S o m m  States Ulildar - DoQet No. 95M95-WS Commission's 1996 GraVm Calwlaiions for Water AtlachmentC 
f d u o  
* O W  

[nl lpl [ti 14 o o t l  
Commission Commission m X m 1996 Bill 1996 

m 
1995 

[il 
1995 Bill 

la1 [dl [fl 81 
f!lanl lW4RiUa 1994wLMn Projection Pmjrted Projection Projected Projected Projected m w  

Ifhn E&QL Em FaclQI Billrr l s cakaw lM€IK!a 
rdl I"V b'hl Lz?i  - .  

x RosemonVRoiling G m n  1,430 1 ,984,709 4.08 1.488 4 08% 1,549 19,482,199 1,549 Ln 0 .  

Salt Springs 

SaminVillss 

Silver Lake EsVW. Shores 

Silver Lake Oak. 

Shycrest 

Si John8 High. 

Stone Mount 

Sugar Mill 

Sugarmill Woods 

Sunny Hills 

Sunshim Parkway 

Tropical Park 

v n i v e r a i t y ~  IS] 

Venetian Village 

WebUSaratoga krb. 

Werbnont 

Windsang 

Wwdmere [4] 

Wwtens 

lsphy Shorn 

1.386 

24 

16,143 

314 

1.364 

984 

84 

7.440 

26.948 

5,112 

1 24 

6,511 

10,576 

1.628 

1,614 

1,570 

1.262 

13,997 

255 

5.805 

32,005,749 

921,520 

210.268.338 

1,797,250 

6,925,847 

2,805.770 

1.173.690 

25.510.194 

325,769,936 

28,317,131 

24.436.401 

32,016,184 

410,754,298 

8.557.382 

5,402,272 

12,178,260 

8.072.990 

183,034,449 

747.320 

11,289,621 

23.W2 

38.397 

13,025 

5.724 

5,078 

2.851 

13,973 

3,426 

12,089 

5.539 

197.068 

4.917 

10,123 

5.256 

3,347 

7,757 

6.397 

13,075 

2.931 

1,945 

1.57% 

0.00% 

3.78% 

4.69% 

0.51% 

1.45% 

4.32% 

1.37% 

8.05% 

1.32% 

12.93% 

0.51% 

7.25% 

1.63% 

1 . W  

3.M% 

0.00% 

3.16% 

7.51% 

0.00% 

1.408 

24 

16,753 

329 

1.371 

998 

88 

7.548 

29,117 

5.179 

140 

6.544 

43,518 

1.555 

1.840 

1,618 

1,262 

14,439 

274 

5.805 

1.57% 

0.00% 

3.78% 

4.69% 

0.51% 

1.45% 

4.32% 

1.37% 

8.05% 

1.32% 

12.93% 

0.51% 

7.25% 

1.63% 

1.80% 

3.04% 

0.00% 

1,430 

24 

17.386 

344 

1.378 

1,013 

91 

7.651 

31,461 

5.248 

158 

6,578 

46.673 

1,682 

1.666 

1.667 

1,262 

33.018.619 

921,520 

226,465.W 

1.969.785 

6,996.671 

2.887.727 

1,277,287 

26,213,961 

380,329,966 

29,069,637 

31.164.194 

32,343,562 

472.472.698 

8,838,626 

5,576,528 

12,929,953 

8.072.990 

1.994 ID fd 
Lnn 

156 01 

21,507 w m  
* W  

L n l  
I P  

fJ3N 
1.378 0 

-I 
0 

344 Z W  

1 

1,013 

91 1 

7,953 2 
69,277 

7,503 

882 

6,780 

53,522 

1 .$a2 

1.683 

1,667 

1.280 
~- 

3.16% r 14,563 190,666,134 17,240 I 
7.51% 295 663.782 295 

0 .0% 5.805 11.289.621 6,017 

AVG1944.WK4 



Soulham S l a b  Utiliis - Docket No. 9WS5.WS Cwnmission's 1996 G d  Cslwlalions for Watw 

[nl [PI 111 IUI m E Y  
Z z 8  

Commission Commission 
[I1 

1995 

Rills EactQl m msauQlMlwaEt3a 
I'd1 ln'll 

18% Bill 18% 
[il 

1995 Bill 

EactQl 

lal [dl m [hl 

wdl 
errnt lS4Wbm Projection PmkcW Projection Pmbcled Pr0jeSt.d P-bd cj 

Ip'hl 
m 0. 

v 
W I I I  

0 1  

[Sub. FPSC Juris Uniform 663,720 6,232,939,176 9,391 3.66% 687,981 3.35% 711.021 6,751,167,359 844,466 I 
572.983.769 115,379 1 cnn 

35,428 219.496.620 6.196 3.81% 36,778 3.81% 38.179 236,540,886 44,816 * W  
w m  

Z W  
Keystone Club EIL 1.828 11,492,655 6.287 3.12% 1,885 3.12% 1,344 12.220.984 2.064 V)N 

BlunrvmtunLak.s Isl 1M.723 55r1.411.MW) 5.195 0.00% 106,723 3.35% r 110.298 

D n p  Creak 

c n l  
I P  

Geneva Lake Est 1 ,048 10.982,289 10.479 3.20% 1.082 3.20% 1,116 11.696.401 1.434 

0 
Lakeside 972 6.717.096 6,911 3.35% 1,005 3.35% I 1,038 7.174.680 1,038 I I 

-7 
422.074.099 116,672 0 102,877 399,084,229 3,879 2.84% 105,799 2.84% 108.803 

I 
L.hW 

M8.nohland 15.a 66.539 2.112.629.013 30.824 2.89% 70,520 ' 2.89% 72.558 2.236.503.459 179.945 

Palm Valley 141 2,476 16.968.340 6.853 1.07% 2,502 1.07% ( 2,548 17,461,765 2.851 I 
Remlngton Fomst 141 770 4.309.950 12,091 23.04% 947 23.04% 1.344 12,622,841 1,056 

Spring Gardens 1,506 6,748.651 4,481 3.35% 1.556 3.35% 1. 1.609 7,200,304 1.788 I 
Valencla T e m u  4.115 23.998.272 5.832 3.36% 4,253 3.35% 4,395 25,633,088 4.645 I 

(Sub. FPSC NonUniform 326,282 3,371,838,115 10,334 2.07% 333.050 3.15% 343,533 3,562,120,356 471.608 I 

(TOtalFPSC [i,Zq OW.002 9,604.777.281 9.702 3.13% 1,021,031 3.28% 1,054,553 10,313f87.715 1,316,154 1 
111 15948ilhdGdkai.dud..U -a. C m M .  Mul~-Fliolily. d r u b u c ~ o o . r r s r  (@dudcsRiwFbrMmj 

PI lb1994MudeiurdGUmswexewkmhExhib i tNo .  I Z Z ~ . S U W I ~ E ~ 1 0 h l R ~ ~ ~ i o V ~ u m r V '  
141 ~ ~ ~ ~ H N q O R d T a n c r . H d i d l y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ T l m n , L . * r ~ E . t l u o l ~ ~ l l i d p E I W I ~ , W ~ c r r , P d ~ V . l l g . . o d ~ i o g t m F o r r c l u ~ ~ l t b e i r r r p o E f D d m u i o l v b i U r .  
[>I Amdhldd.Bontst05 m-Halbtr, Marduh hmc., U m ~ ~ I e b i & d u = m w d a c M ¶  RinDfyIRaruun Bilb. 
161 Bmmmatmwylhucmly 1995 md +!a poloa 1596 
II u = m w c  biU.dpllrmaCIu&rn w*r. 

Cmniuni.Adiwa5ds 

14 -fiwPeulmrapise. 

AVG1994.WK4 



Soumern Stabs Utilities - W e t  No. 950495-WS Commission's 1996 G r M  Calculations for Wastewater Al!achmenl C 

g g g  

E a r t Q t B i l l r  EartQt Em 1pe6yLpnr - z z s  
Id1 Ifl [hl [I1 PI bl [tl [ul n o w  til m ! X m  Commission Commission 1996 Bill 1996 1995Bill 1995 

Projection Projected Projection Projected Projected Projected v,c3 

121 rn*ll ID*hl -10. 
W P P ~ ~  usage) IW 

111 111 IZI ri'dl 

m 
Amelia Island 15,338 191,869,662 12,509 6.71% 16,367 6.71% 17,465 218,482,447 24,883 

Apache Shores [7I 

Apple Valley 

Beacon Hills [4,71 

Betcher's Point 

Burnt Store 

Chuluotn 

Citrus Park 

Citrus Springs 

Deltonr 

Fisherman's Haven [4,7) 

FL Central Comrn. Park 131 

For Ruu 

Holiday Haven 

Jungle Den 

Leilani Heights 

Lebure Lakes (Covered Bridg 

M.rco Shorn 

AVGWwW.WK4 

1,348 2,028256 

2,003 9,878,367 

35,220 218,870,252 

193 1,893,980 

3,979 27,436,475 

1,609 6,630,971 

3,197 13,472,031 

8,233 27.a55.957 

55,405 261,288,380 

1,727 6,772.146 

412 111,662,633 

1,176 6,123,681 

1,100 3,086,287 

1,396 2,697,989 

4,671 24,184,802 

2,753 6,600,619 

3,036 11,942,688 

1,505 

4,932 

6,214 

9,813 

6,895 

4,121 

4,214 

3,383 

4,716 

3,921 

45,298 

5,207 

2,806 

1,933 

5,306 

2.398 

3,934 

0.00% 1,348 

0.12% 2,005 

5.93% 37,309 

0.35% 1 94 

39.08% 5,534 

0.65% 1,619 

0.97% 3,228 

0.40% 8366 

1.10% 56,014 

0.35% 1,733 

2.67% 423 

2.91% 1,210 

o.w% 1,100 

0.48% 1,403 

0.24% 4,682 

0.01% 2,753 

2.32% 3,106 

W G  
0.00% 1 1,348 2,028,256 1,348 I m n  

0 1  
b W  

9,902,089 2,065 w u l  0.12% 2,008 
I" I -. I 

I F  5.93% [ 38,136 236,991,367 40,210 1 2: .. 
194 1,907,261 482 0 0.35% 

39.08% 7,697 53,071,050 13,459 

0.65% 1,630 6,717,454 1,630 

0.97% 3,259 13,734,656 3,277 

0.40% 8,299 28,079,250 8,422 

1.10% 56,631 267,068,340 61,064 

0.35% I 1,728 6,776,061 1,739 

2.67% 434 19.672.522 1,773 

2.91% 1,245 6,485,265 1,245 

0.00% I,IW 3,086,287 1,118 

0.48% 1,409 2,723.952 1,409 

0.24% 4,693 24,903,912 4,777 

0.01% 2,754 6,601,939 2,754 

2.32% 3,179 12,503,251 3,850 



SwtRern Sates U t i l i .  Docket No. 9sW95WS 

0.65% 438 2,114,847 438 

tal 

0 1  

Ccmrnissiin'r 19% G r M  Calculations for Wastewater AttschmentC 

[hl til PI [nl [PI rtl r 4  v u 0  

14e48illr. Projection Projected Projection Projected Projected Projected m x m  
(upped n w )  lW F a c t o r E i l h  Eprtnc mll l !Daahs-  P~ m n  

r z  Marion O a k  15.984 55,684,012 3,484 1.46% 16217 1.46% 16,454 57,321,855 17,041 b Z 0  
coo. 

$Er2 Commission Commission 1995Bill 1995 1996Bill 1996 
Id1 

111 111 121 li'dl 121 rn*ii ID*hl 

Meredith Manor 

Morningview 171 

Palm Port 

Palm Terrace 

Park Manor 

Point O'Woods 

Salt springs 

Silver Lake Oaka 

South Forty 

SugarMill 17) 

Sngarmill Wooda 

sunny Hilb 

Sunshine Parkw8y 

University Shoiw 171 

Venetian Village 17) 

Woodmere 

Zepby Shores 

AVG94WW.WM 

34 I 

432 

1,192 

12,338 

348 

1,655 

1,349 

312 

395 

7,375 

26,274 

2,130 

105 

37,955 

1,034 

13,459 

5.781 

2,377,150 

2,087,620 

4,392,414 

39,423,698 

2,638,920 

5,147,630 

12,965,744 

I ,  132,820 

8,013,269 

22,984,401 

131,250,814 

7.569.362 

21.639.43 I 

270,368,929 

4,423.522 

103,230,286 

10,574.641 

6,971 

4,832 

3,685 

3,195 

7,583 

3,110 

9.61 1 

3,631 

20,287 

3,117 

4,995 

3,554 

206,090 

7.123 

4,218 

7,670 

1,829 

1.30% 

0.65% 

3.54% 

0.31% 

0.78% 

3.33% 

0.83% 

1.77% 

7.11% 

1.55% 

7.88% 

0.4w. 

8.61% 

7.24% 

1.62% 

2.56% 

0.00% 

345 

435 

1,234 

12,376 

351 

1,710 

1,360 

318 

423 

7,489 

28,344 

2,140 

114 

40,703 

1,051 

13,804 

5,781 

l.30?? 350 2,439358 406 m 

3.54% 1,278 4,708,901 

0.31% 12,415 39,668,504 

0.78% 353 2,680,248 

3.33% 1,767 5,496,170 

0.83% 1,371 13,181,869 

i.77% 323 1,173,277 

1,278 lo6 

402 

1,767 

1,827 

323 

7.11% 453 9,193,265 874 

1.55% I 7,605 23,702,439 7,816 

7.88% 30,578 152,750936 31,643 

0.49% 2,151 7,643,723 

8.61% I24 25,526,159 

2,151 

953 

7.24% I 43,648 310,922,487 48,1921 

1.62% 1 1,068 4,568,005 1,0681 

2.56% 14,157 108,583,330 16,220 

0.00% 5,781 10,574,641 5,993 



s d u h  Slates UWiM -Dockel No. SXW5-WS Commission's lggs Gmwm Calculations for Wastewater Attachment C 

til Ill [nl [PI PI lul w u o  
Commission Commission 2 2 1996Bill 1996 

[hl 
1995Bill 1995 

[Sub. FPSC Juris Uniform 271,255 1,547,799,839 5,706 4.14% 282,492 3.91% 293,524 1,702,985,384 326,3121 0 ' 
I 

Buenaventura Lska IS, S I  85,443 

DeepCreek [SI 36,035 

Lchigb 13.71 81,416 

Marc0 Island [3,5.71 22,979 

Spring Gardens [SI 1,506 

Tropical Isles 171 2,629 

Vdencia Terrace 16.81 4,115 

427,486,OMl 5,003 0.00% 

213,126,766 5,931 4.17% 

2n,3n,414 3,35s 2.85% 

623,447,473 27,131 0.42% 

5,l 14,230 3,396 3.68% 

0 0 13.82% 

17,161,895 4,171 3.68% 

ISub. FPSC Nom-Uniform 234,183 1,560,308,778 6,663 1.92% 238,614 3.28% 246,491 1,616,958,643 288,481 
1,499,597,547 

Pt.1 FPSC 505,438 3,108,108,617 6,149 3.11% 521,166 3.62% 540,021 3,319,944,027 614,793 1 
3.202.582.93 I 

AVGS4W.WK4 



SOUTHERN STATES UTIUTlES, INC. 

DOCKET NO. 95049$-WS ATIACHMENT D 
ANALYSIS OF t. CONSERVATION EXPENSES 'UClO 

:J>0:<l 
GlOCl 
i:'l?<:i:'l 

-- MARCO ISLAND PROGRAM- SIX TARGETED COMMUNITIES PROGRAM STATEWIDE CONSERVATION PROGRAM TOTAL FPSC TOTAL FPSC i:'l:<l 
SSU FPSC SSU FPSC SSU FPSC CONSERVATION CONSERVATION 1-'>'1 

aCCQloItU D!;;~BIf:I1QH B!;;gll!;;~I!;;D a~f:Bg~l:D QJff Bl:gl.Il:~Il:D af:EBQY!;;C QJff Bl:QIIl:,sIl:Q 6f:EBQ~l:C QJff !;;l!;E CI~all !ltl !;;!!;E aEf:BQ~l:t:.! I-' Z 
M&S· Office Printing $8,000 $8,COl SO $11 .991 $6,216 ($5.775) $34,818 $28,686 ($6,1501 ($11 ,Q25) $42,882 lJlZO 
M&S· otfice Supplies 2,000 2,000 0 2,880 $1 .554 (1.326) 2,'" 0 (l ,32el 5,050 00

~"" Contract SeMen · OUWIr 'U
Statewide CommunICations \D{JJ 

clippings 102 102 0 102 ,,- lJlO
PR_ 102 0 (102) (102) 0 , 
FL Busil)e55 Net 1,020 1,020 0 1,020 H>\D 

5,098 5,098 0 5,098 \D'",lJlPR counsel & research 10, 1~ 0 (10,195) (10,195) , I-'Man:o Island Program ::;;:W
public: ,elations 12,000 12.COl 0 12,COl {JJ<v 
water audit5 20,000 20,000 0 20,000 0 
surveys 10,000 10,000 0 10,000 , 

Six Targeted Communities "l 
literature search 12,000 2,400 (9,600) (9,600) 2,400 0 
outsiOe seMceS 19,500 0 (19,500) (1!i1,SOC) "l, 
surveys of conlrol grou~ 10,OSO 10,050 0 10.050 ::;;:

Rental Equipment 0 0 0 1,020 1,020 0 I,"" (JJ 
Transportation 0 0 ""0 

.., 
0 612 612 0 612 

Ad'IIertising 17,000 7,000 (10,000) 7,000 7,000 0 '4,783 U.183 (600) (10,600) 28,783 
MIS(; Expense· Telephone 252 ,.2 0 1,260 1,260 0 1,529 1,529 0 3,041 

MiS(; Expense · Postage 3,500 3,500 0 3.&4!i1 2,720 (1,130) 3,566 3,566 0 (1,130) 9,788 

Mise Expense · Cues & Subscrip 0 0 0 0 0 616." ."Mise Expense · Travel 1,726 1,728 0 1,006 504 (504) 406 406 0 (504) 2,840 
MiSG &pense . Food 0 ~320 2,320 0 1,835 1,835 0 5 ,135 

Mise Expense . Employee Training '"0 '"0 0 0 0 
0 153 '"MISG Expense· om:. Cleaning 0 0 0 '"153 '" 0 153 

Mise Elcpense . Employee Recognition 0 0 0 0 6 ,729 0 6.729' ,729 
Mise Expense· Temporary Help 0 0 0 0 3,0511 3,059 0 3,059 
MiSG Elo:pense . Other 

Statewide Communication s 
regu~tofy mMtings 1,020 1,020 0 1,020 
elMronmental CMganililtions 8 ,156 8,156 0 8,156 

conserve educlConserl96 38,351 18,000 ao,351) (20,351) 18,000 

Marco Jslilnd Program 
public education 0 0 
contract seIVice$ 0 0 
toilet rebates 10,001 0 (10,001) (10.001) 

glficertific:ates 2,500 2,500 0 2 ,500 
speciill eveots 2.001 0 (2,001) (2.001) 

Six Targeted Communitin 
r.l1Ofrt kits 60,180 60,180 0 80.180 
toilet rebilltes 40,300 15,300 (25,000) (25,000) 15,300 

moisture r.billtes 18.350 18,350 0 18,350 

special events/SponsorshiPS 11 ,000 0 (11 ,000) (11 .000) 
Labor & Fringe Bene/itt 2O.O<I UJl.<l2<) <>.221 15.J.>() Ull5Q) (!l.lliJ <Z.lli= = == 

ITOT,,!-S $110.009 $77,934 ('$32.026) $248.149 $151 ,704 (Sge,44S) $168,2n $113,724 (S52,S48) ($181 ,019) $343.412 1 



IoUlHERN STATES UTIUTIEI. INC. 
WU(ETNO.€+CUWVS 
C O Y I E I I V A m  PROQWJU W R  SPECIFIC COYYUNRIEI: CoyylSSKm APPROVED CONSUYPTION R w l c I K m t  

w 
IDLo 

0 1  
ATTACRYENTE * ID 

WDOI 
V I 1  

m n  

SSU Lo 
PROPDIED 

ANNUM DIFFERENCE 
S A w m i l l y P L u L I ~  

949.m (337.543) .356% 

4 7 4 . m  I169,rn) -357% 

m.an l141.065) -483% 

2 1 . 4 E . m  V.Sel.819) -354% 

I TOTM 8,810 50.1U.451 8.m3.112 8.023.112 6,418,190 I 8 . M z . W  00.b1.10. aas.2Q3.5W (61,395,477) U 7 X  
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ORDER NO. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
PAGE 1157 

Southern States Utilities, Inc. 

Comparison of Bills at 6,000 Gallons 
D&et NO. 950495-WS 

,Sugar MilJ Woods I $19.99 1 $21.441 $21.44) $1.451 107% 

naventura Lakes $1.45 103% 
$1.45 103% 
$1.45 103% 
$1.45 103% 

.. . 

103% 
103% 
103% 
103% 
102% 

Sugar Mill $50.62 $53.84 $52.07 $1.45 
Venetian Village $52.68 $53.84 $54.13 $1.45 
Woodmere $53.46 $53.84 $54.91 $1.45 
Citrus Springs $53.69 $53.84 $55.14 $1.45 

$62.71 $53.84 $64.16 $1.45 

Attachment G 
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Cwnmisston lntenm OdW Percentage 

Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
Schedule for Determining Interim Refund 
Test Year Ended December 31,1996 (Final) I December 31,1994 (Interim) 

Attachment H 
Page 1 of 2 

1,665,657 10.80% 

90 MARC0 ISLAND 9.531.702 8.418.448 1 113.254 13.22% 
5.3 
14.32% 

12.89% 
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Southern States Utilities, inc. 
Schedule for Determining Interim Refund 
Test Year Ended December 31, 1996 (Final) I December 31, 1994 (Interim) 

Attachment H 
Page 2 of 2 

-- -- 
Wastewater * 

Commssion Interim Ddler Percentage 
Adjusted Revenue Olfference Difference 

Rev. Req. 

r- 
# PLAMTNAME Final Requirement 
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SERVICE AVAlLABlLlN CHARGE ANALYSIS 

APPROVED SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE PER ERC 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
NE7 C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

MINIMUM SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE PER ERC 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
NET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

MAXIMUM SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE PER ERC 

NET C.I.AC. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

1,379.00 
61.73% 

51,811,805 

401.55 
37.37% 

31,370,022 

1,911.72 

62,952,755 
LEVEL OF C.1A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 75.OOYo 

WATER 

GROSS BOOK VALUE 
LAND 
DEPRECIABLE ASSETS 
ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION TO DATE 
ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
NET PLANT AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

TRANSMISSION & DlSTRlBUTlONlCOLLECTlON LINES 
MINIMUM LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. 

C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
NET C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

FUTURE CUSTOMERS (ERC) TO BE CONNECTED 

COMPOSITE DEPRECIATION RATE 
COMPOSITE C.I.A.C. AMORTIZATION RATE 

NUMBER OF YEARS TO DESIGN CAPACITY 

168,506,115 
10,864,091 

157.642,024- 
46,023,742 
84,569,109 
83,937,006 

62,976,282 
37.37% 

45,123,748 
11,118,311 
34,005,437 

27.76% 
22,151,609 

23.859 

2.88% 
2.88% 

8.49 
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SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE ANALYSIS 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 
TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMBER 31,1996 

ATTACHMENT I 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

WASTEWATER 

GROSS BOOK VALUE 
LAND 
DEPRECIABLE ASSETS 
ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION TO DATE 
ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
NET PLANT AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

TRANSMISSION & DlSTRlBUTlONlCOLLECTlON LINES 
MINIMUM LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. 

C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
NET C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. TO DATE 
ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

FUTURE CUSTOMERS (ERC) TO BE CONNECTED 

COMPOSITE DEPRECIATION RATE 
COMPOSITE C.I.A.C. AMORTIZATION RATE 

NUMBER OF YEARS TO DESIGN CAPACITY 

147,561,420 
4,026,028 

143,535,392 
44,673,919 
56,499,800 
91,061,620 

55,861,226 
37.86% 

56,094,844 
16,359,549 
39,735,295 

38.62% 
20,981,203 

3,515 

3.85% 
3.85% 

2.14 

APPROVED COMBINED SERVICE AVAlLABlLlTY CHARGES PER ERC 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
NET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

MINIMUM SER VICE AVAllA BlLlTY CHARGE PER ERC 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 
NET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

MAXIMUM SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGE PER ERC 

NET C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 

1,950.00 
45.77% 

41,674,535 

37.86% 
0.00 

3 5 1  13,641 

9,862.38 

68,296,215 
LEVEL OF C.I.A.C. AT DESIGN CAPACITY 75.00% 


