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Florida 
Gaines 

FINAL ORDER ESTABLISHING INCREASED 
WATER AND SEWER RATES 

Public 
Street, 

Public 
Street, 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

CASE BACKGROUND 

On July 12, 1988, Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
(Southern States or ut i lity) filed an application for increased 
water and sewer rates in Ma rion County. The application did 
not meet the minimum tiling r equirements and Southern States 
was so notified. On September 1, 1988, Southern States 
completed its applicatio n and that date was establishe d as the 
official filing date. The test year for this d oc ket is t he 
projected twelve-month period ended December 31, 1988. 
Southern States has requested f inal r e venues which are designed 
to generate annual revenues of $85,463 for water and $ 2 20,292 
for sewer. These revenues exceed the pro j ected 1988 revenues 
by $7,639 (9.82 percent) and $ 53 ,579 (32. 14 percent) for water 
and sewer, respectively. 

I 

I 

By Order No . 20236, i ssued October 31, 1988, we suspended 
the utility's proposed rates and established increased rates I 
for the Citrus Park a nd Salt Springs systems, on an interim 
basis, subject to refund. Since we found that the South Forty 
sewe r system had a potential to overea rn by $28,493 on an 
annual basis, we did not grant an interim increase for that 
s ystem, but permitted Southern States to continue colll'cting 
the existing rates on an interim basis, subject t o refund. 

cocur~arr I~:J:.mm-DATE 

0 55 S 1 J~!J -5 ES9 

FPSC-RECOROS/REPORTUlq 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 21322 
DOCKET NO. 880520-WS 
PAGE 2 

On December 14, 1988, the Off ice of Public Counse l ( OPC) 
filed no tice of its intervent ion in this p roceed i ng purs uant to 
the provisions of Section 350.0611, Flo rid3 Stat utes. By Order 
No. 20486, issued December 20, 1988 , we acknowledge d OPC' s 
intervention in this matter. 

A formal hearing rega rding Sou t hern States' appl ica t i on for 
increased rates was held o n February 23, 1989 in Ocala, Flor ida. 

FINDINGS OF FACT, LAW AND POL ICY 

Having heard the e vidence presented at the fo rmal hea ri ng 
held i n t hi s case and having reviewed the briefs of the parties 
a nd the recommendation of t he Commission Staff (Staff) , we 
hereby ente r our findings and conc lusions . 

STIPULATIONS 

Prior to a nd during t he hearing in Lhis case, Sou t hern 
States and OPC ag reed upon a number of st ipulations, which are 
a lso supported by Staff . Having hea rd no evidence to convince 
us otherwi se, we find that t he stipulations are reasonable and 
have, therefore, approved the st ipulations set forth below. 

Rate Base 

1. Utilit)' plant-i n-service s hould be re duced by $9,200 f or 
the Sa l t Springs wa t er s ystem to remove misclassifie d plant. 

2. The appropriate ba l ances of CIAC are as fo llows : 

Citrus Park/ Sa lt Springs Water 
Salt Spri ngs Sewer 
Citrus Pa r k Sewer 

$(139, 729) 
$(116, 222 ) 
$(105, 587) 

3 . Accumulated depreciation and deprec i at ion expe ns e shou ld be 
reduced by $303 and $2 14 , respectively, to remove 
depreciation associated with t he misc l ass ified Sa l t Springs 
water plant. 

4. The appropriate ba lances of accumul ated amo rtization of 
CIAC are as follows: 

Citrus Park/Salt Sp r ings Water 
Salt Springs Sewer 
Citrus Park Sewer 

$ 35,113 
$ 47,495 
$ 29,776 

5 . Work i ng capital should be reduced by $1. 520 for wate r and 
$ 2,192 for sewer to exclude ·poss ible acquisition• costs . 

6. The Cit rus Park sewer 
remove $26, 763, the 
capi tali zed interest . 

1 a nd accou nt should be adjus ted to 
thirteen-month average ba l ance of 

7. Accumulated deprec iation s hould be reca lculated for the 
period between September 1, 1985 , and December 31. 1 98~ , to 
re flect t he rates approved for the s ystems purs uant to 
Orders Nos. 13679 and 13795. 
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Cost of Capital 

8. The appropriate 

9 . The app ropriate 

10. Southern States 

cost of debt is 

cost of equity 

is an Option 
therefore, be assigned a cost 
long term debt , preferred stock 

8 . 91 percent. 

is 14. 35 percent 

2 company and lTCs should, 
rate based upon the cost for 
and common equ ity. 

11. The appropriate ove rall cost of capit al is 10. 28 percent. 

Net Operating Income ~ 

12. The appropri ate amount of income tax expense wi ll be 
ca l eu l ated based upon the determination of other issues. 
Interest reconciliation and synchronization adjustments 
must be included in t he calculation. 

13. The appropriate test year deprec 1 at i on 
calcu lated using the gu ide line rates 
25- 30 .140, Florida Administrat i ve Code. 

expense s hould be 
conta ined in Rule 

14. The composite rate fo r test yea r depreciation s hou ld be 
used to calculate test year CI AC amo rtization expense. 

15. The a llowed tate case expense s ho uld be amortized over four 
years . 

~ 

16 . If final r evenues are found to be l ess than interim 
revenues, Southern States s houl d refund the excess reve nues 
collected , with i nterest. pursuant to Rul e 25-30 .3 60, 
Flor i da Adm i ni strat i ve Code . 

In addition to the stipul ations approved above , Southe rn 
St ates ag reed to a number of other st ipulations, which Staf f 
also suppo rts and r~garding which OPC too k no posi t ion. Ha v i ng 
hea rd no evidence to convince u s o the rwise, we al so approve the 
s t ipu 1 at ions set fo r th below. 

Rate Base 

17. The appropriate method to calcul ate working capita l is the 
balance sheet method. The wor king capital allowance s hould 
be allocated based u pon operation and mai ntenance (0 & M) 
e xpe nses as f o llows: 

Citrus Park/Sa l t Springs Water 
South Forty Sewer 
Salt Springs Sewer 
Citrus Park Sewer 

$ 5,703 
$ 2 , 221 
$ 1, 961 
$ 4,022 

I 
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18. The a llowed rate case expense should be allocated to the 
water and sewer systems based o n the ratio of customers in 
each Marion County system to total Marion County customers . 

19. Southern States· proposed miscellaneous service charges are 
in acco rdance with Sec ond Revised Staff Advisory Bulletin 
No. 13 and should be approved. These charges are as follows: 

Oeser iption 
Charge During 
Regular Hours 

Initial Connection $ 
Normal Reconnection $ 
Vio l ation Reconnection $ 
Premises Visit Charge $ 

15.00 
15 . 00 
15.00 
10.00 

Description 
Charge During 
Regular Hours 

Initial Connection $ 
Normal Reconnection $ 
Violation Reconnection $ 
Premises Visi t Charge $ 

15.00 
15.00 
5o .oo• 
10.00 

• Applicable to ·sewer Only• customers 

Charge After 
Regular Hours 

$ 15 . 00 
$ 15.00 
$ 15.00 

N/A 

Cha rge Af ter 
Regular Ho urs 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

15 . 00 
15 . 00 
50.00 * 

N/A 

20. Southern States' levc 1 of C IAC is not in comp 1 i ance wi th 
Rule 25-30.580, Florida Admini st rative Code. However , in 
view of no growth, no changes in its service availability 
policies ace necessary in th i s proceed ing. 

QUALITY OF SERVICE 

Our analysis of quality of s ervice i s based upon Southern States' compliance with the rules o f the Department of 
Environmental Regulation {DER) and other regulatory agencies , 
its record of operation and maintenance of the s ystems and the 
testimony of c us tomer, utility and DER witnesses at the hearing. 

Prior to Southern States' purchase of the facilities under cons iderat i on, each s ystem was invo lved in some sort o f 
corrective action with DER. However, at the heari ng, witness 
Miller, an Environmental Specia list with DER, testified that each of the wate r systems currently meets DER' s minimum wate r 
standards. Witness Darling, a DER Environmental Supetvisor for domestic waste, also testifie d that, with t he exception of the 
South Fo rty sewer system, which is p resently under a DER 
consent order, each of the sewe r systems meets DER ' s minimum 
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wastewater standards. One customer testified that t he utility 
had, on o ccasion, di scharged raw sewage into Lake Kerr. Upon 
further questioning, he admitted that the l ast time this 
happened was approximate ly two years ago. Three o ther I customers testified of an odor emanating from a lift station in 
the Salt Springs area . Witness Darling testified that the Salt 
Springs system appeared to be operat ing proper ly, but that low 
flow in a long gravity line can turn septic by the time it 
reaches a lift station. In addition, we note that Southern 
States is in the process of improving the South Forty and Salt 
Spri ngs sewer systems. 

Based upon the discussio n above, we find that the quality 
of service provided by Southern States is satisfacto ry. 

RATE BASE 

Our calculations of the app ropriate water and sewer rate 
bases are attached as Schedules Nos. 1-A for water and 1-B for 
sewer, with our adjustments attached as Schedule No. 1-C. 
Those adjustments which are self explanatory or essentially 
mechanica l in nature are set forth on those schedules without 
any further discussion in the body of this Order . The major 
adjustments are discussed below. 

Margin Reserve 

Pursuant to Section 367 . 111(1), Florida Statutes, a utility 
must provide service to the territory described in its 
certificate within a reasonable time. In order to do so, a 
utility must have a certain amount of plant i n excess of that 
required to serve existing c ustomers. Margin reserve is an 
adjustment by which we recognize a portion of the excess 
capacity. 

Southern States argues t hat a 11 plant 
and usefu l and that a margin reserve 
appropriate for th is proceeding. OPC's 
margin reserve s hould never be included i n 
causes current customers to pay for plant 
custo :ners. 

is 100 percent used 
is not, therefore, 
position is that a 
rat e base, since it 
required for future 

We agre e that no margin reserve is appropriate for the 
Citrus Park and South Forty Systems, since there is little or 
no growth. However, there is still potential for growth in the 
Salt Springs area. Therefore, we find it appropriate to 
include, in our used and useful ca lculations, a 25,920 gallon 
per day (gpd) margin reserve for the Salt Springs water system 
and a 5,056 gpd margin reserve for the Salt Springs sewer 
s ystem, based upon the average yearly customer growth over the 
last five years . 

Imputation of CIAC on Margi n Reserve 

As discussed above, Southern States contends that 1 margin 
reserve is not appropriate in t hi s case because all plant is 
100 percent u sed and useful. OPC's position is that, if we 
allow a margin reserve, CIAC s hould be imputed on the margin 
reserves. 

I 
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While we have a lready found t hat not a ll plant is 100 
percent used and useful, we agree that it would be 
inappropriate to impute CIAC o n the allowed margin reserves. 
Witness Lewis testified that t here was very l ittle, i f any 
growth o n any of the systems. Since we did not include a 
ma rgin reserve for the Citrus Park water and sewer or South 
Forty sewer s ystems, it would be inappropriate to impute a ny 
CIAC for those systems. Regarding the Salt Springs sewer 
system, witness Lewis testified that there wa s growth inside 
the RV park, however, witness Becker testified that t he RV park 
is master metered a nd that, the utility will not col lec t any 
further CIAC for growth inside the park. 

Based upon the discussion above, we find that it would be 
inappropriate to impute CIAC on the allowed margin reserves. 

Used and Useful 

Determining the appropriate used and useful calculations 
for this util i ty is c omp l ex, since i t involves three water 
systems and two sewer systems. In addition, construction is in 
progress at the Sa l t Spri ngs water and South Forty sewer 
plants. Therefore, it was necessary to calculate the used and 
useful portions of both the present and the proposed s ystems . 
Determining used and useful plant was also complicated by the 
fact that ne ither Southern States nor OPC separated the 
treatment and distribution or collection systems. Further, in 
its calculations of u sed and usefu l plant, OPC failed to 
consider margin reserve, peak flows or Martin County• s 
requirement that the utility maintain a fire flow reserve of 
500 gallons per minute (gpm) for two hours. The uti 1 i ty, on 
the other hand, had dif ficu lty producing documentation to 
support a number of its claims and calculations. 

The following are our determinations of the appropriate 
used and usefu l portions of each system. 

Citrus Park Water - The Citrus Park water treatmen t plant 
c o nsists of two wells and a 5000 gallon hydro pneumatic tank . 
The re is no other form oF storage. The capacity of the system 
is 375 gpm or 540,000 gpd. OPC witness DeMeza simp ly divided 
the maximu~ daily flow by the plant capacity to determine that 
this ~ystem is 24.6 percent used and useful. 

Acco rding to utility witness Becker, under Rule 17-555 . 315 
( f ormerly Rule 17-22.615), Florida Admi n istrative Code, the 
utility is required to have at least two we lls. Wi t ness Becker 
also refe rred to the Great Lakes Upper Mississippi River Board 
of State Public Health and Environmenta l Managers, Recommended 
Standards for Water Works (1987), also known as "Ten States' 
Standards•. Witness Becker testified that, under Ten States• 
Standards, maximum hour demand is the o nly appropriate 
criterion to calculate demand for a system of t hi s type . 
Although witness Becker was unable to point out the specific 
standa rd to whic h he wa s referri ng, we note that, under Rul e 
17-555.320 (formerly Rule 17-22 . 620), Florida Administrative 
Code, high service pumping a nd distribution facilities re 
required to be designed to meet maximum hourly demand. We also 
no te that, under Ten States' Standard No. 7.2 . 2, the capacity 
of wells and pumps in a hydropneumat ic s ystem should be at 
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least ten times the a verage daily consumption r a te . The Citrus 
Park water system is fa r f r om adequate to mee t the maximum 
hourly demand, much less ten times the average daily 
consumption. In addition, it does not have the capacity to I ' 
provide more than a few minutes of fire flow. Accordingly, we 
fi nd that the Citrus Springs water treatment system is 100 
percent used and useful. We also find that t he Citrus Springs 
area is essentially built- out , and that the distribution 
s ystem is , therefore, 100 percent used and useful. 

Salt Springs Wa ter The Sa lt Springs Wat e r Treatment 
system is similar t o the Citrus Park system in that bo th the 
existing and the future s ys tems consist of a we ll fi e ld, a 
hydropneumat'.c tank a nd a chlorinator . Southern States 
contends that the system is 100 percent used and us eful at 
present and will be 6 1 percent used and useful when complet ed. 
For its calculations , OPC simp ly divide d the average daily 
demand by t he system capacity. OPC argues that the s y s :..em is 
currently only 57.8 percent used and useful . When completed, 
OPC contends that t he system will only be 15.8 percent used and 
useful. 

As discussed under o ur analysis of the Citrus Park water 
system , we believe that the appropriate standards that apply to 
these systems are Rule 17-555.320, Florida Admini strative Code, 
and Ten States' Standard No . 7.2.2. Under Rul e 17-555.320, 
Florida Administrative Code, the high service pumping and 
distribution facilities shall be designed to meet the maximum 
hourly system demand. Under Ten States' Standard No . 7.2.2 , 
the capacity of the well s and pumps in a hydropneumatic system 
s hould be able to deliver at least ten times the average daily 
cons umption. 

Accord i ng to the util ity 's MFRs, the existing system 
utilizes three wells, which provide a total of 184,320. The 
a ve rage daily consumption is 45,245 gpd . It is clear that the 
existing system is no t capable of providing t e n times the 
average daily consumption as required under Ten States' 
Standard No. 7.2.2. The new system will include two additional 
we lls, which will increase t he capacity by 576,000 gpd. 
Dividing 4 52 ,4 50 gpd, which is ten times the av e rage daily 
consumption, by 734,400 gpd , t he projected capacity, r esu lts i n 
a projected 6 1 percent used and useful portion of this plant. 

The above result is cons isten t "'i t h another method also 
accept e d in system planning, whereby the largest well is 
disregarded in determining the sys Lem's ability to meet the 
demand of Lhe service area. Disregardi ng the 300 gpd well in 
this case results in a remaining capacity of 3 28,320 gpd. 
Add ing a margin reserve of 25 , 920 gpd to the max imum d ai ly flow 
of 175,680 gpd results in a requirement of 210,600 gpd. When 
that amount is divided by 328,320 gpd, the res ult is that the 
sys tem will be 61 perce n t used a nd u sefu l. 

Ba sed upo n the d iscussion above, we find that the current 
Salt Springs water system is 100 percent used and use ful and 
that, when completed, the s ystem wi 11 be 61 percent used and 
useful. Since the system was unde r const ruction duri'lg the 
test year , we have inc luded the new plant in construction- work
in-progress (CWIP), below. We have, therefore, made no 
adjustments to the plant balances. 

I 
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Citrus Park Sewe r - Prio t to Soulhern States ' purchase, t he 
uti li t y was under a consent o rde r f r om DER. Since then, 
Southern States has insta I l e d a new t reatment pl a nt , wi th a 
capacity of 65,000 gpd in t he e xtended aeratio n mode a nd up to 
100,000 g pd in t he contact stab i li zation mode. The orig ina l 
p l a nt wa s converted to a su rge t ank and s ludge digeste r . 

As mentioned previously, i n his calculation of used and 
useful. OPC witness DeMeza simply divided the average daily 
flow by the plant capac i t y. In its brief. however, OPC agree d 
to adj u s t its ca l cu l ations to a llow for a n e rror in f l ows 
r eported by t he utility . OPC argue s that t he Citrus Park sewer 
s ystem is 69. 2 percent used and usefu l . 

Ut ility witness Becke r explained that, although the plant 
is capable of treating 100,000 gpd, the prefer r ed mode of 
operation is extended aeration, whi ch l i mits capacity to 65,000 
gpd. He stated that extended a e r at i o n is a better form of 
treatment with less attendant problems. 

We agree that extended ae r atio n is far s uperior to contact 
stabiliza t ion. However , we find tha t, since t he p l ant can be 
operated in t he contact stabilization mode , the appropriate 
capacity is 100,000 gpd. Neverthe l e ss , t he maximum d a ily flows 
reported by t he u t ili t y were in t he vi·ci ni ty of 100 ,000 gpd 
several times in t he past two years. Mo reover, the ave rage 
daily flow for the pE:ak month, Septembe r, 1987, was 91,566 gpd 
and peak flows on numerou s days in September, October a nd 
November, 1987 e xceeded 100,000 gpd . Therefore, base d upon the 
e v idence of record, we find that the Ci trus Park sewe r s ystem 
is 100 percen t used a nd useful. 

Salt Spr ings Sewer - The Salt Spri ng s sewer treatment plant 
is ra ted at 85,000 gpd . Southern States' pos itio n is that the 
syste m is intended to serve existing c u stomers, recreational 
resor t areas and future customers i n a r ecreational ve hicle 
(RV) park and shopping center . Sou t hern States , therefore, 
contends that the s y stem i s 100 percent used and useful. For 
his c alcu l ation, OPC witnes s Demeza divided t he averag e daily 
fl ow by the plant capacity, t o arrive at a used and usefu l 
po r tion of 37.8 pe rcent. 

Although we d o not agree that this s ys tem is 100 percent 
used a ud usefu l. neither do we <.~ g ree with Mr. DeMeza ' s 
mel hod o l og y. We note that Mr . DeMeza has only testified before 
t hi s Commissi o n regarding used and useful i n o ne other case, 
Docket No . 871134-WS, the app l ication of Orange-Osceola 
Utilities, Jnc. for increased ra t es. By Order No. 20434, 
issued December 8, 1988, in t h a t proceed ing, we rejected the 
same methodo l ogy used by Mr. DeMeza in this p roceeding. 

We be lieve that the appropria t e met hod to determine the 
used and useful port i o n of t hi s s y stem is to use the average 
daily flow for the peak month plus a marg in reserve, divided by 
the plant's capacity. We have already found it appropriate to 
include a marg i n reserve of 5,056 gpd which, when added to the 
ave rage daily flow of 33,600 gpd for the peak month, November, 
1988, r esults in a required capacity o f 38,656 . Dividing this 
amount by 85,000 gpd , t he pl ant· s capacity, further resul ts in 
a used and useful po rtio n of 45 percent. Acco rd i ngly, we find 
that the Salt Springs Sewe r s ystem is 45 perce nt used and 
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usefu 1. Based upon the above, we have reduced Account 380, 
Treatment and Disposa 1 Equipment, by $74,832 a nd accumulated 
depreciation by $30,515, for a net reduction of $44,317. 

South Forty Sewer - All par t ies and Staff agree that the 
existing collection and treatment plant is 100 percent used a nd 
useful . However, a s noted above, this system is currently 
under construction. The new system will be a 75,000 gallon per 
day (gpd) aeration plant, which wi 11 incorporate the existi ng 
25,000 gpd plant i nto the new design. 

Mo n t hly DER operating reports s how flows peaking at over 
100,000 gpd in many instances. In fact, between January and 
April of 1988, the average d aily flow was approximately 87,000 
gpd, with flows for March averaging 108,000 gpd. Si nce the new 
p lant will have a capacity of 75,000 gpd and daily flows for 
the peak months averaged 87,000 gpd, we find that the new 
system will be 100 percent use d and useful. 

Projected Plant Additions 

In its application, Southern States included projected 
plant add it ions of $40 ,087 for the Sa It Springs water system 
and $47,400 for the South Forty Sewer System. The utility ' s 
application indicated that these plant additions would be in 
service by July of 1988, however, according to utility witness 

I 

Lewis, they were not in service as of December, 1988, the end I 
of the test year. Mr . Lewis also testified that the plant 
associated with the projects were still in Acco unt 105, 
Construction Work In Progress, because they were not 
operational . Mr . Lewis testi fied, however, that the projected 
plant additions should be included in plant-in- service because 
they wi 11 be completed by the time final rates a re approved. 
OPC argues that, since these plant additions were not completed 
by the end of the test year, they s hould be excluded from rate 
base. However, OPC provide d no testimony to that effect. 

Since these plant additions were not completed and 
operational at the end of the test year, we find it appropriate 
to include the additions as CWIP and to exc lude these plant 
items from plant-in-service . Accordingly, we have reduced 
plant-in-service by $4 7,400 for the Salt Springs water system 
and by $40,087 for the South Forty sewer system . 

CWIP - Utility witness Guaste l la testified that CWIP on the 
entire amount of the plant additions s hould be included in rate 
base. He argued that, without including CWIP at its full 
weight, the u ti lity will have an amount of investment for which 
it will not be able to earn a return, either through an 
allowance for funds used during construction (AFUOC ) or rates. 

Staff witness Cicchetti testified that the utility should 
be allowed to include CWIP in r ate base only to the extent 
necessary to maintain the company's financial integrity . To 
this end, Mr. Cicchetti applied a financial integrity test 
based on the Times Interest Earned (TIE) ratio of the company. 
Under Mr. Cicchetti's model. the utility should be allowe~ to 
include an amount of CWIP in rate base that wi 11 enable it to 
achieve a TIE ratio of 2. In order to achieve a TIE ratio of 
2, Mr. Cicchetti determined that Southern States should be 
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allowed to include CWIP in the amounts of $ 33 ,744 for the South 
Forty sewer s y stem and $50,897 for the Salt Springs water 
system. 

We agree with Mr. Cicchet ti that a utility should only be 
allowed to include CWIP to the extent necessary ro maintain its 
financial integrity. We also agree with hi s basic methodology, 
however, we believe that his model shou l d be applied to the 
consolidated system, based upon our practice of establishing 
uniform rates when feasible. Applying the model used by Mr. 
Cicchetti to the consolidated capital structure and the rale 
base established further hereunder indicates that Southern 
States should be allo wed to include $82,204 of CWIP in rate 
base in order to mai ntain its financial i ntegrity. We, 
therefore, find that 100 percent of the CWIP for the South 
Forty sewer system, or $33,744, should be included in rate 
base. The Salt Springs CWIP balance is $81,773, however, we 
have already determined that only 61 perce nt of the CWIP for 
this system, or $4 9 , d57, is used and useful. Since only 
$82,204 of CWIP is required for the utility to maintain its 
financial integrity, we find that on ly $48,460 of CWIP for the 
Salt Springs Sys tem s hould be allowed in rate base. 

Southern S tates' MFRs reflected thirteen-month average 
balances for capitalize d interest of $45,834 for the Citrus 
Park sewer system, $3,196 for the Salt Springs water system and 
$1,938 for the South Forty sewer system. According to Southern 
States ' MFRs, the Citrus Park sewer plant and sprayfield were 
placed into service in May of 1988. However, based upo n the 
record established at the hearing, the sewer plant wa s actually 
placed into service in January of 1987. In its brief, OPC 
argues that, since the Citrus Park sewer additions were placed 
in service in January of 1987, capitalized interest or AFUDC of 
$69,533.09 s hould be disallowed. OPC, however, provided no 
testimony to that effect. 

We believe that Southern States should be allowed to 
include capitalized interes t o n its construction proj ects in 
rate base. If the capitalized interest was not allowed , the 
utility would not be able to recover any of its capita l costs 
incurred during constructio n. However, since Southern States 
did not have an approved AFUDC rate, as required by Rule 
25-30.116, Florida Administrat i ve Code , we find that it should 
be penalized one-hundred bas i s points on the AFUDC rate . 

At the hearing, Mr . Lewis test ified that Southern States 
had already made adjustments to remove all AFUDC associated 
with the Citrus Park sewer plant and sprayfield, to place the 
plant and sprayfield into plant-in-service at the actual 
in- service date and to recalculate the 1986 AFUDC associated 
with these projects using an AFUDC rate of 8.78 percent and a 
monthly discount rate of .007277. We have revie wed the 
utility's calculations and find the rate used to be 
reasonable. Accordingly, we find it approp riate to include 
$3,823 in capita lized interest for the Citrus Park sewer plant 
and $11,096 for the spray field. Furthe r, since we have 
included CWIP for the Salt Springs water system a nd the South 
Fo rty sewer system in rate base, we find it appropriate to 
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e xclude a ny interest capita lized duri ng t he test year from the 
CWIP balance . 

Wastewate r Pretreatment Facility 

In its applicatio n , Southern States included a $30, 340 
pre t reatment facil ity , i nstalled to serve a laundromat , in its 
ca lculation of rate base. Southern States argues that, whe n it 
acqui red the Sa lt Springs system, it assumed t he responsibility 
of providing sewer servi ce to a s hopping center, as agreed by 
t he p rior owners of the utility. Although Southern. States was 
requi r ed to honor t he prior owners ' contract, the record does 
not indicate that there was any contractua l or regulatory 
requi r ement that it provide pretreatment of l aund ry waste at 
that time. In addi tion, the uti l ity argues that, a lthough it 
does not believe that DER had a l egal bas i s upon which t o 
require Southern States to install the pretreatment unit, it 
agreed to provide t he pretrea tment uni t rather than cha lle nge 
DER. Further , the record i ndicates that DER neithe r required a 
construct i on permit for the pretreatment plant nor acknowl edged 
it i n any manner i n the ope r ati ng permit. 

Based upon the evidence of record, we fi nd that the 
pretreatment facility is for the be nef i t of the laundromat only 
a nd not the ge neral body of rate paye rs. Therefore, we fi nd 
tha t it would be inapprol)riate t o require the general body of 
r atepayers t o pay a r etu rn o n the pretreatment facility. We 
have, accordingly, removed t he entire cost of t he fac il ity from 
rate base . 

Ut ility Plant-in-Service 

Based upon our findings and calcul ations made above, we 
find that the 13-month average balances of plant-in-service are 
$ 300,996 for t he water systems and $955,240 f or t he sewe r 
s ystems . 

Accumulated Depreciation 

On the basis of our fi ndings a nd calculations above and the 
sti pula t ions e ntered into prior to and durinq the hearing in 
this docket, we fi nd the appropriate balances of accumulated 
depreciation to be as follows : 

CITRUS PARK 
SALT SPRINGS 
SOUTH FORTY 

TOTAL COUNTY 

Acquisition Adjustment 

$ 

I 

WATER 

37, 446 
17,124 

0 

~~~~zg 

SEWER 

$ 83,787 
53,165 
85 ,4 48 

~~~~ dD:s! 

On September 1 , 1985, Southern States acqui red the Mario n 
County systems f or l ess than the then-current Late base . When 
s ystems are purchased for l ess than t hei r rate bases, a 

I 

I 
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negative acquisition adjustment results. I t has been our 
policy to disregard either a positive or a negative acquisition 
adjustment, for ratemaking purposes, absent a showing of 
extraordinary circumstances and that recognizing the adjustment 
is in the interests of the customers. 

OPC witness Deason testified that the company ' s actual 
pu rchase price should be used absent a showing by the uti 1 i ty 
that allowing the previous owner' s net book value is in the 
public interest. Mr. Deason also testified that the 
Commission's policy places the burden on a utility's customers 
or Staff t o show t hat circumstances justify us ing the purchase 
price rather than the book value. Me. Deason further testified 
that the Commission should alter its policy to require a 
utility to meet some burden of proof, in the case of a negative 
acquisition adjustment, similar to the benchmark analysis used 
to analyze 0 & M expenses. Finally, Mr. Deason testified that, 
by igno ring the negative acquisition adj us tment, the custome rs 
will pay a return on the previous owner's rate base, plus all 
o f the i mprovemen t s made by Southern States to bring the 
systems up to par. Mr. Deason, therefo re, recommends that we 
recognize the negative acquisition adjustment for ratemaking 
purposes. 

Utility Witness Guastella testified that it would be 
inappropriate to impose a negative acquisition adjustment in 
this case because the transfer of these uti 1 ity systems to 
Southern States was in the best interests of the customers. He 
further testified that OPC ignored some of the benefits which 
accrued to the customers as a result of the transfer to 
Southern States. Southern States ' position i s that· the 
Commission should not recognize a negati ve acquisition 
adjustment in this case because: 

(1) Southern States is able to attract cCJpital at a more 
reasonable cost; 

(2) Due to econo~ies of sca le Southern States has the 
financial, technical, managerial and operational 
expertise to ensure that the customers receive safe and 
adequate se rvice; 

(3) Wi th respect to t hat portion of t he revenue requirement 
re 1 a ted to the o rig ina 1 cost and re 1 a ted accumulated 
depreciat ion, the customer ::; of these s ystems will pay 
no more under Southe rn States' ownership than they 
would have paid under the previ ous ownership; and 

(4) The customers of Southern States ' 
not in any way subsidi7.ing the 
systems. 

other divisions are 
customers of these 

As mentioned above, it is t he policy of this Commission 
that, when a transfer occurs, the buyer acquires the se ller's 
rate base balance unless there are extraordinary conditions 
that justify an acquisition adjustment. In Docket No. 
850976-WS under which we processed the transfer, our 
investigation did no t reveal circumstances extraordinary enough 
to indicate that an acquisition adjustment was appr J priate. 
Althoug~ we recognized that Southern States would have to 
undertake a number of corrective measures to eliminate problems 
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with the systems, 
serve the public 
circumstances, we 
adjustment. 

we a 1 no 
interest . 
did no t 

f o und that the improvements would 
S ince we fou nd no e xtrao rdinary 

recognize the negative acquisition 

While OPC presented cogent arguments as to why we should 
change o ur pol icy rega rding acqui s ition adjustments, it 
presented no new evide nce to suppo rt a c hange from our decision 
in the transfer docket. Accordi ngly, we decli ne to recognize 
the negative acqui s itio n adjustment for ratemaking purposes. 
We, therefore, find that the appropriate rate base , as of the 
date of the transfer, i s $352,178 . 

Rate Base 

Based upon Southern States ' 
calcu lations and adjustments, we fi nd 
thirteen-month average rate bases arc 
$932,877 f o r sewer . 

COST OF CAPITAL 

application and our 
that Southern States' 

$ 203, 94 8 f o r water and 

Our calculations o f t he utility's cost of capital are 
reflected on Schedule No. 2-A, with our adjustments itemized on 
Schedule No. 2-B . Since all cost of capital issues were 
stipulated, there is no further di scussion in t he body of this 
Order. 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

Our calculations of NOI are reflected o n Schedules Nos. 3-A 
for water and 3-B for sewer, wi t h o u r adjustments detailed on 
Schedule No. 3-C. Those adjustments which are self-explanatory 
or which are essentially mechanical i n nature are reflected on 
those schedules without further di scussion herein. A 
discussion of our maj o r adjustme nts follows . 

Unaccounted for Wa l er 

Unaccounted f or water is t hat wa t er which, after treatmen t 
by the utility, is placed in the distribution system for use by 
the utili t y's customers but for vari o us reasons does not show 
up as a product sold or used f o r some other va 1 id, documented 
purpose. Unacco unted for wa t er wa s calculated to be 17 percent 
at Citrus Park and 16 percent at Salt Spri ngs. Southern States 
provided testimony that the system at Salt Springs was old , 
galvanized steel pipe dating back into the 1950's and that 
water which is provided to a national park, free of cost, is 
currently unmetered . Southern States also provided testimony 
that it will meter the new water plant, providing better 
records of what is provided to the Park Service at no charge. 
Southern States provided no exp lanation regarding the Citrus 
Park wate.r system. OPC a r g ues that any unaccounted for water 
over 10 percent is e xcessive and that we should adjus t 
purchased power and chemical s accordingly . Howe ver, it 
provided no evidence in suppo rt of its position. 

I 
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We note that, while a ten percent a llowance for unaccounted 
f or water is a guideline, it i s not a hard and f ast po licy. We 
agree with Southern States that t here are mitigating 
c i rcumstances in thi s case, at l e ast fo r t he Salt Spri ngs 
system. Further, we do not be lieve that unac counted for water 
levels of 16 or 17 pe rcent are unreasonably high . Since OPC 
provided no evidence t ha t t he unaccounted fo1 water l eve l s are 
un r easonable, we find that it wo uld be i nappropriate to make 
any ad j us tments to purchased powe r o r chemi ca ls. 

Depreciatio n Expe nse 

Based upon its position that we shou ld recognize a negative 
acquisition adjustment, OPC argues t ha t we s hould calculate 
deprec i ation expense using So uthern States · purchase price. 
Since we have already rejected OPC's position regarding t he 
acquisition adjustmen t , we find tha t deprecia t ion expense 
shou ld be based upon the origi na l cost . 

Rate Case Expe nse 

Southern States submitted a la t e filed exhibi t detailing 
$74,469 in actual rate case expense incurred through February 
24, 1989, and an estimate o f $ 3,000 through completion of this 
case, for a t o tal requested rate case expense of $77,469. It 
also submi tted invoices in support o f the requested amount. 

OPC argues that a number of these costs are inappropriate. 
OPC contends that some of t he costs requested are for start up 
and training costs for Southern States • rate department. OPC, 
there fore , suggests that $4,482 in tra ining fees paid to Barry 
Asmus and at least one-half of the $33,395 for in-house labor 
costs associ ated with this case shou ld be disal lowed. In 
addition, OPC argues tha t $7, 558 in ou t side e ngineering fees 
should be disallowed because the engineering firm "contributed 
little, if anything, to t he [u t ility' s ] case". 

We agree that the requested rate case expense should be 
reduced by $4,482 to e xc l ude i nvoices from ML Asmus . Witness 
Lewis testified that Mr. Asmus · main function was to conve rt 
him into an instant wa ~er and sewer rate director and s how him 
how to do a rate c ase at the same time . We do not believe t hat 
it would be appropriate to require the customers of Southern 
States' Marion County s ystems to pay Mr. Lewi s' training 
costs . We have, therefore, removed Mr. Asmus' fees. 

As for t he in-house rate department labor, Mr. Lewis 
testified that he works out o f a central office for all of 
Southern States• uti lities in this state . Administrative 
services for Southern States, which include billing, 
accounting, customer service functions, are funded through 
normal operations and allocated to each system based upon the 
ratio of that system's cus t omers to the total number of 
Southern States' custome rs . The rate department functions are 
also included in administrative services and an allocated 
po r t i o n o f these cos ts is already inc luded in 0 & M expenses. 
We believe that to also include the rate department labo1 in 
rate case expense would result in a double recove ry the reof and 
have, therefore , removed the entire $ 33,395 fr om rate case 
expens e. 
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Finally, Southern States submitted an invoice from 
Guastella Associates, Inc. which gave a breakdown of hours and 
expenses incurred in preparing and reviewing testimony and 
participating at the hearing. The total of these charges was I 
$5,470 . 85. The invoice also reflects an unexplained previous 
balance amount of $1.596.25, for a total 1nvo1ce amount of 
$7,067 .10 . We find that the previous balance amount should be 
removed. since it canno t be determined whethe r this amount 
relates to the utility's rate cas e or other consultation 
se rvices. 

Based upo n the discussion above, we f ind that the 
appropriate allowable rate cas e expense for this proceeding is 
$37,996. As stipulated, this amount should be amort ized ove r 
fou r years. 

Test Year NOI 

Based upon the utili t y's applicatio n a nd t he adjustments 
discussed above, we find that Southern States' test yea r net 
operating income is $13,395 for wate r and $4 2 ,729 for sewer. 

Revenue Requirements 

In its application, Southern States initially requested 
revenue requirements of $85,463 for wa ter and $220 ,292 for 
sewer. At the hearing, it requested revenue requirements of 
$86,342 and $214,756 for water and sewer , respectively . In its 
brief, the utility r equested revenue requirements of $91,220 
for water and $242,299 for sewer, whi c h amounts appear to be 
based on adjustments made for stipulated issues , testimony 
presented at the heari ng regarding r ate case expense and the 
appropriate in-service dates for the Cit rus Park sewer plant 
and sprayfield. Southern States did not provide rev ised 
schedules to support the recalculation of these requested 
revenues nor did it request t o further modify its revenue 
request at the hearing. In fact, witness Lewis testified that, 
although the adjustments for the Cit rus Park sewer plan t would 
r esult in a greater revenue requirement than that requested in 
Southern States' application, the utility d i d not inte nd to 
adjust its request . 

Based upon the utility's application and lhe adj ustments 
and calculat ions above, we find that Southern States' revenue 
requirements would be $83,307 for water and $ 221,792 for 
sewer. The revenue requiremen t for sewer includes an 
adjustment to reflect t he correct in-service date for the 
Citrus Park sewer plant . However, s ince the utility testified 
at the hearing that it did not intend to adjust its revenue 
requirement request as a result of this correction, we find it 
appropriate to limit the sewer revenue requirement to $214,756, 
the reduced amount requested at the hea ring . Accordingly, we 
find that the appropriate r evenue r equirements for this 
proceeding are $83,307 for water and $214,756 for sewer. 

I 
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RATES AND RATE STRUCTURE 

Southern States' current Marion County water rates are 
uniform i n nature and are based upon a base facility/gallonage 
charge rate structure. Its Mar ion County sewe r rates are also 
based upon a base facility/ga l lonage c harge rate structure , but 
differ between systems. In addition, there is a differentia l 
between residential and general service sewer rates , in that 
residential usage is capped at 10 ,000 gallons per mont h , t o 
recognize that any water used in e xcess of thi s amount is 
probably used for irrigatio n purposes and is not returned \:0 
the sewer plants. Further, there are certai n specia l rates for 
some customers wh ich existed at the time of Southe rn States' 
purchase of the systems. Finally, both water and sewer rates 
are currently billed on a monthly basis. 

The cates approved herein are a l s o based upon the base 
facility/gallo nage charge ra te structure and are uniform in 
nature . I t is Corrunissio n policy to use the base faci lity/ 
gallonage charge structure for setting rates because o f its 
ability to track costs and to give the customers some control 
over their water and sewer bills. Each customer pays his pro 
rata share of the fixed costs necessary to provide service 
through the base facility charge and o n ly actua l us age is paid 
for through the gallonage charge . 

We have made a number of minor changes to the utility's 
ra te structure. Southern States • s proposed rates were based 
upon bi-monthly billing, in the interest of reducing 
administrative costs. We believe that this change is 
appropriate and have adopted a bi-monthly billing frequency fo r 
the rates approved hereunder . We ha ve also increased the 
residential sewer cap t o 16,000 gallons per billing period in 
order to more acc ura te ly reflect the average residenti a l 
flows. Fi nally, we have elimi nated all special rates, except 
that an RV park in Salt Springs wi 11 be metered for sewer. 
Metering t he RV park is base d upon the testimony of customer 
witness Rogers. Mr . Rogers t est i f ied that, due to the RV 
park's heavy irrigation, it is c ha rged for sewer fl ows well in 
excess of actual flows. Mr. Rogers also testified that there 
are curre ntly 106 sites ready for occupancy and that an 
appropriate estimate of usage is 200 gpd per site. He further 
testified that the park has applied to DER to build an 
additional 177 sites and t hat, at build-out, the park will 
consis: of approximately 500 sites. Wh i le it is somewhat 
s peculative to attempt to predict the number of s ites t hat will 
be in operation during the time rates are in effect, we believe 
it is reasonable to base our assumptions o n 164 sites. This 
equates to 12 million gal l o ns of wastewater pe r year . 

Based upon t he utility's appli cation, the evidence 
presented at the hearing and t he adjustments made herein, we 
hereby approve t he rates set forth below. These rates are 
designed to allow Southern States the opportuni ty to collect 
annual revenues of $83 , 307 for water a nd $214,756 for sewer . 
The rates approved herein wi 11 be effective for meter readi ngs 
on or after June 15, 1989, and the miscellaneous serv1ce 
charges for miscellaneous services rende red on or after May 16, 
1989, subject to the filing and approval of a propo s ed customer 
notice and revised tariff pages. The customer notice shall 
explain the increased rates and the reasons therefor and i s to 
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be sent to each c ustomer wi t h t he first bi 11 ing under t he new 
rates. The revised tar if f pages s ha ll be approved upo n Staff's 
verification that they accurately re flect our decis ion a nd upon 
t he approval o f the proposed customer not ice. 

Southern States ' o riginal cates, its re quested ra tes, those 
ra t es approve d for interim purposes a nd the fi na l, Commission
approved rates are set fort h below for compa r ison. 

Res ident i a l and Genera l Se rvi ce 

Base fac il ity Charge 

Mete r S ize 
5/8 " X 3/4" 

fu 11 3/4" 
1" 

1-1/2 " 
2 " 
3-
4" 
6 -

Gallonage Charge, 
per 1, 000 gallons 

Buse facility Charge 

Meter Size 
All Meter Sizes 

Ga llonage Charge, 
per 1,000 gallons 

Mo nth l y 
Cu rrent 

$ 4.64 
6 . 95 

11. 59 
23.18 
37.05 
74.13 

115. 81 
231. 6-1 

$ 1. 03 

Bi-Monthly 
Month ! Ut ility 
In terim Reques t ed 

$ 5.30 $ 14. 29 
7.94 21.44 

13.23 35 .73 
26.47 71.45 
4 2. 3 1 114. 32 
84.65 228 . 64 

132 . 24 357. 25 
264.51 714.50 

$ 1. 18 $ 0.95 

Sft LT SPRI NGS SEWER 

Res ide ntial Se rvi ce 

Mo nthly 
Cur rent 

$ 8.83 

Bi - Mont hly 
Mo nthl Utility 
Interim Reguested 

$1 2.6 1 $25 . 32 

Bi - Mo n t hly 
Commiss i on 

Approved 

$ 13.30 
19.96 
33 . 26 
66.52 

106.44 
2 12.87 
332 .61 
665.23 

$ 0.96 

Bi - Mon thly 
Corrun iss ion 

Approved 

$24.49 

$ l. 97 $ 2 . 81 $ 2.34 $ 2.26 
(10,000 (10,000 
gal. cap ) ga l . cap ) 

(1 6.000 (16 ,000 
gal. cap) gal. cap ) 

I 

I 

I 
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Base Fac 1 lity Charge 

Meter Size 
5 /8" X 3/4" 

Ful l 3/4" 
1" 

1-112" 
2 " 
3" 
4 " 
6 " 

Ga llo nage Cha rge, 
per 1,000 gallons 

Base Fac i lity Charge 

Meter Si z e 
All Meter Sizes 

Gallonage Cha rge, 
pe r 1.000 gal l o n s 

Base Faci li t y Charge 

Meter Size 
5/8" X 3/4" 
Full 3/4" 

1 " 
1 - 1/2 " 

2. 
3 " 
4" 
6" 

Gallonage Charge, 
pe r 1.000 gallons 

SALT SPR INGS SEWER 

Gene cal Service 

Monthly Month ly 
Cur ren t Interim 

$ 8.83 $ 12.61 
13. 23 18.90 
22.05 31.49 
44 . 09 62 .97 
70.56 100.78 

140.87 201. 20 
220.48 314.91 
440.94 629 . 79 

$ 2.37 $ 3.39 

CITRUS PARK SEWER 

Residen tia l Service 

Mo n thly Mo nthly 
Cu rrent In terim 

$ 5.3 3 $ 6.26 

$ l. 37 $ 1. 61 
(10,000 (10,000 
ga 1. cap ) ga l. cap) 

C ITRUS PARK SEWER 

General Service 

Mo nthly Month ly 
Curre nt Interim 

$ 5 .33 $ 6 . 26 
8 . 0 2 9 . 43 

13.36 15.70 
26. 7l 31.39 
42.75 50 .24 
8 5. 49 100.48 

133.58 157.00 
267 .13 313.96 

$ 1. 63 s 1. 92 

133 

Bi-Mo nthly Bi-Monthly 
Utility Commission 

Regues ted Aeeroved 

$ 25.32 $ 24.49 
37.98 36.72 
63.30 61. 18 

126.60 122.33 
202.56 195.71 
405.12 39 1. 39 
633.00 611. 53 

12 66 .00 1273 . 03 

$ 2.80 $ 2. 7l 

Bi-Monthly Bi-Monthly 
Utility Commission 

Reguested Aeeroved 

$ 25 . 3 :.! $ 24 . 49 

$ 2.34 $ 2.26 
( 16,000 (16,000 
ga 1. cap) gal. cap) 

Bi - Monthl y Bi-Mo nthly 
Utility Commission 

Regues ted Aeeroved 

$ 25.32 $ 24 . 49 
J7.98 36 . 72 
63.30 61.18 

126.60 12 2. 33 
202.56 195.71 
405.12 391. 39 
633.00 o11. 53 

12 66.00 1223. 03 

$ 2.80 $ 2.71 

.. ~ 
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Base Facilitl Charge 

Meter Size 
st8· X 3/4. 
Full 3/4" 

1. 
1-1/2. 

2" 
3M 
4" 
6M 

Gal l onage Charge, 
per 1,000 gallons 
per 100 cubic feet 

SOUTH FORTY SEWER 

General Service 

Monthll Mon t hll 
Current Interim 

$ 35.69 $ 35 . 69 
53 . 55 53.55 
89.24 69 . 24 

176.49 178.49 
285.57 265.57 
571.16 571. 16 
692.44 892 .44 

1784.86 1784.66 

$ 2.406 $ 2.406 
1.60 1.80 

Bi-Monthly Bi-Monthly I 
Utili t l Commission 

Requested Approved 

$ 25.32 
37.98 
63.30 

126 .60 
202.56 
405.12 
633.00 

$ 

1266. 00 

2 . 80 
2.09 

$ 

$ 

24.49 
36.72 
61.18 

122.33 
195.71 
391. 39 
611. 53 

1223.03 

2.71 
2 . 03 

SPECIAL SOUTH FORTY SEWER RATES 

As noted above, Southern States had the potential to 
overearn on the South Forty system. We did not, therefore, I 
grant an interim ra te increase for th i s system, but al l owed the 
utility to continue collecting its existing rates, subject to 
refund. All of the South Forty special rates have been 
eliminated in the final approved rates. The special rates are 
set forth below for informational purposes only. 

Bi-Monthly 
Monthly 

Commiss ion 
Current 

~pproved 

Base Facility Charge 
N/A N/A 

Gallonage Charge, 
per 100 cubi~ feet 

N/A N/A 

Flat Rate 

GOLD BOND ICE CREAM 

Bi-Monthly 

Month ly Utility 

Requested 

$ 285.57 $265.57 

$ 1. 49 $ 1. 49 

Bi - Month ly 
Monthly Monthly Utility 
Current Interim Re quested 

$44. 26 $44.26 $46 . 42 

Bi-Monthly 
Commission 

Approved 

N/A 

I 
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V I I. LAGE GREEN APARTMENT COt-IPLEX 

Base Facil ity Charge 

Gal l onage Charge, 
per 1,000 gallons 

Base Facility Charge 

Gallonage Charge, 
per 1,000 gallons 

Ref und Requirement 

Monthly 
Current 

$ 57 1.16 

$ 2.406 

Bi-Monthly 
Monthly Ut ility 
Interim Reques ted 

$5 71.16 $405.12 

$ 2 .406 $ 2 . 09 

CARLSON COLOR GRAPH ICS 

Bi-Monthly 
Monthly Mo nthly Util ity 
Cur rent In terim Requested 

$ 89 .24 $ 89.24 N/A 

$ 2. 406 $ 2.406 N/A 

Bi-Monthly 
Commission 

Approved 

N/A 

N/A 

Bi - Mo nthly 
Commission 

Approved 

N/A 

N/A 

Since the final r ates approved herein are greater than 
those approved for inte rim purposes, no re fund is appropriate 
for this proceeding. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. This Commission has jurisdiction to establish Southern States • rates and charges purs uant to Sect ion 367.081, Florida 
Statutes. 

2 . As the applicant 
burden of proof that 
justified. 

in t hi s case, 
its proposed 

Southern States has the 
r ates and cha rges are 

3 . The rates and c harges approve d herein are just, fair, 
reas onable, compensatory, not unfairly discriminatory and in accordance with the requirements of Section 367.081, Florida 
Statutes and other governing law. 

Upon consideration of the foregoi ng, it is 

ORDERED By the Florida Public Service Commission t hat the 
application by Southern States Utilities , I nc. for increased water and sewer rates is he reby approved, to the extent set 
forth in the body of this Order. It i s further 

ORDERED that the application by Southern States Utilities, 
Inc. for approval of miscellaneous se rvi ce charges is hereby approved, as se t fo rth i n the body of t hi s Order. It i~ further 

ORDERED that each of the st ipulations contained in the body 
of this Order is hereby approved in all res pects. I t is further 
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ORDERED t hat each o f the finding s c o n Lai ned in the bo dy of 
this Order is hereby approved in eve ry r espect . I t i s further 

ORDERED that a ll matters contained here in, whether in the I 
f o rm o f discourse in the body of this Order or schedules 
attached hereto are , by reference, e xpress ly incorporated 
he~ein. It is furthe r 

ORDERED that the increased r ates appro ved here in 
effective for me t e r readings talt.en on or after June 
subjec t to the f i 1 ing and appro val of a pro posed 
no ti c e and revised tariff pages . I t i s further 

sha 11 be 
15 , l989, 

c us tomer 

ORDERED that the mi sce ll aneo u s servi ce c harges appro v ed 
herein s hal l be effect ive f o r mi sce llaneou s services rendered 
o n o r a f ter May 16 . 1989 , subject t o t he f iling a nd a pproval of 
a proposed cu s t ome r not ice and revi sed tariff pages . I t is 
further 

ORDERED that, pri o r t o its i mplemental i o n of t he rates and 
charges appro v ed he rein, the u til ity sha ll submil a p roposed 
customer not ice e xplaining the increased r ates and the reasons 
the r efo r. l t is further 

ORDERED t hat, pri o r t o ils implementati o n of t he rates and 
charges approved here in, the u ti li ty sha ll submit rev i sed 
tariff pages. The r evised tariff pages will be approved upon 
Staff's verificati o n that they accurately reflect this 
Commission's deci s ion and upon its approv al of t he p roposed I 
customer notice. lt is further 

ORDERED that Docket No . 880520-WS be and i s hereby c l o sed . 

By 
this 

ORDER of 
5th day o f 

(SEAL) 

RJP 

the fl o rida Public Se rvi ce Corn111iss i o n 
----~J~un~e~------------- ' __li~ . 

STE:VE TRIBBLE, Direclor 
Divisi o n o f Reco rd s a nd Report ing 

by: kA:te~l._ ' Chie~ureau o Records 
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NOT ICE Of FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The flo rida Public Se r vi ce Corruni ssion i s required by 
Section 120.59(4). Flo rida Sta t utes , t o not ify par ties of any 
admin i strative hearing o r judicial review of Corrun i ssion ord e rs 
that i s a vailable under Sections 120 . 57 or 120 . 68 , Flor i da 
Statutes, as we ll as the procedures a nd time limits t hat 
arply. This not ice should no t be c o nstrued to mean all 
requests for a n admini st r iltive hearing o r jud i c ial rev 1e w wi II 
be gra n ted o r res u ll in the r e I i ef souqhl. 

Any par t y adve r se ly affected by l he Comm i ss i o n' s fina l 
act i o n in this matter may r eq uest : 1) recon s ide rati o n o( lhe 
decision by fi l ing a motion for reco n s i derat i o n with t he 
Director, Divi s io n of Reco rd s a nd Repo rting wi t hin fifteen (15 ) 
day s of the i ssuance of t h is order in the form p resc ribed by 
Rule 25- 22.060, Flonda Admi n• st raLive Code ; o r 2 ) judi c i a l 
review by the F l orida Supreme Court in the case of a n e l ectric, 
gas or telepho ne utility o r the F irs t District Court of Appeal 
in the case of a water or sewer utili t y by filing a no t ice of 
appeal with the Di rec to r, Division of Reco rds a nd Re po rting and 
fi ling a copy of the no t ice of appeal and the filing fee with 
the appropriate court. This f iling must be compl e t e d within 
thirty (30) days afte r the i ssuance of t hi s o rder, purs uant to 
Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appe llate Procedure . The notice 
of appeal must be in t he form specified in Rule 9 . 900(a}. 
Florida Rules of Appe ll ate Procedure. 
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SCAIIHERN StAlES UtiLIIIES, INC. 

SCHEDULE 01 \IAIU ItA!( lAS[ ( CitRUS PARC/SALI SPRIN~S) 

D[Ct..aU ]1, 19U 

(A) (I) 

AYUAU UIILITY 

I[ST TEAl AOJUSI . 10 

COMPONENT PU UTILITY TUT TEAl 
................ .. ...... . ... ..... . ....... ........ ..... ...... .. . ... .. .. 

UtiLITY 

3 UtiliTY PLAIIII IN SERVICE ' 350, ZS3 ' 0 

4 LAIID 7,97'.i 0 
S NON· USED AND' USHUL COMPONENtS 0 0 

6 C.I.A.C. (1l9,TZ9) 0 
7 ACCUt.ll.t.T£0 OEPRICIAtiON <50,349) 0 
8 NOttiZ.t.IION Of C. I.A. C. 32,766 0 

9 COIISTRVCTIOII \lOR( IN PlOCRUS 0 0 

10 \IOR(IN~ WI tAl AllOoiANCf 7, 2Z3 0 , ..... ............. . .............. .. 
12 
I] .-TE BASE s 208,169 s 0 

14 ........... ........... 
IS COMMISSION 

16 .. -........... .. .. 
17 UtiliTY Pl.AIIT Ill SERVICE s 350,253 s 0 

18 lAND 7,97S 0 

19 NON·USED AND USHUL COMPONENTS 0 0 
20 C. I.A.C. (1l9, TZ9) 0 

21 ACCUMULATED OEPRECIAtiOII (50,349) 0 

22 NOITIZAIIOII Of C.I.A.C. 32,766 0 
23 COIISUU:TIOII \lOR( Ill PlOCRESS 0 0 

24 \IOR(III~ C.t.l'ITAL AllOoiAIICE 7, 2Z3 0 

25 ............ ............ 
26 
27 lATE lASE s 208,169 0 

28 ........... ........... 
29 

s 

s 

s 

30 •• TilE OffiCE Of PUiliC ClUISEL 010 NOT PROVIDE A UIE lASE 

31 

SCHEOIJL[ NO. I · A 

()()((fl NO. 830520•1/S 

(C) (D) (() I 
AOJUSI[D ADJUST. 10 AOJUSI[D 

TESI TEAl Mil'$ lA LANCE . ..... .. ....... .. .. .. .... ..... .... ...... .. ..... .. .. 

350, ZS3 ' 9,106 359.~89 

7,97'.i 0 7,97'.i 

0 0 0 
(1l9 , TZ9) 0 (139,729) 

(50,349) (5,&4) 156,213) 
32, 766 2,3H 35, Ill 

0 0 0 

7,2Z3 (1,520) 5,703 
. ... .. .... .. . .. .. ...... .. .. ... .. .. ............ 

208,169 s 4,269 212,438 ........... . .......... . .......... 
350,283 s (49,287) s 300,996 

7,97S 0 7,97S 

0 0 0 

I (1]9, TZ9) 0 (139,TZ9) 

(50, 349) (4 , 221) (54,570) 

32,766 2,347 35, Ill 
0 48.~60 48,460 

7,223 (I, 520) 5,703 
.......... ..... ... ............ . ..... ......... 

208, 169 (4,221) s 203,948 ........... . .......... . .......... 
SCHEDUlE •• 

I 
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SQITMUN STAlES UT ILITIES, INC. 

SCHEDULE 0~ S£11£1 UIE lAS£ ( COOIII NED SEII£R l 

DEC£111£1 31, 19811 

(A) 

AV[U!;E 

lEST TEAR 
COIPOIIENI PU UllLIIY 

... ... .. ........... .............. -- ........................ .............. 
1 UTI LITY 

2 
3 UllLITT PLANT IN SERVICE s 942,446 ' 4 U~'t> 275, i87 
5 NON·USEO AND USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 
6 C.I.A.C. 1221, 8.09) 
7 ACCUMULAIEO DEPRECIATION (210, 740) 
II AMOI!ll:U.TION 0~ C.I.A.C. 67,154 
9 COIISUUCTION IOIK IN PROCIIESS 0 

10 IOIKINC CAPllAl AllQIAJICE 10,416 
11 ......... ...... 
12 , C01MISSION s 862, 1154 s 
14 ........... 
15 ST AFf 

16 ............ 
17 UTILllT PLANT IN SERVICE s 942, 446 s 
111 UNO 275,1117 
19 IION·US£D AND USEFUL COMI'OIIENIS 0 
20 C.I . A.C. <221,8.09) 
21 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (210, 740) 
22 AMORTIZATION or C.l . A. C. 67,354 
2l CONSTIUCTION IOIK IN PIOCIIESS 0 
24 WORKINC CAPITAL AllQIANCE 10,416 
25 .. ..... .... .. ... .. 
26 

27 llAIE lASE s 862,1154 s 
28 ........... 
29 

(I) 

UTI LilY 

ADJUST . 10 

l EST lEAl 
. ............ 

0 s 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

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

0 s ........... 
0 s 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

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

0 ' ........... 
30 •• THE Off ICE or P\JillC COUIISEL DIO NOT PROVIDE A RATE BASE 

139 

SCHEDULE NO. 1·8 
DOCKET NO. 8110520·11$ 

(C) ( D) (() 

ADJUSTED ADJUST. 10 PRO ~OllilA 

lEST TEAl MfR'S lEST TEAR 
............. .. ................ . ............. 

942,446 s 5,646 ' 948.,091 
275,1117 0 275.1117 

0 0 0 
1221 ,8.09) 0 1221 ,8.09) 
1210, 740) (21,8.26 ) 1212, 566) 

67,354 9,917 77,271 
0 0 0 

10, 416 (2,192) S,224 
.. ............... ............. . ..... ..... 

862,1154 s 111,455) s 1154,399 . .......... ........... ............ 
942,446 s 12,794 s 95~,240 

275,1117 102,252 377, 439 
0 ( 74,1132) (74,1132) 

<221,8.09) 0 (221,1109) 

1210, 740) (11,660) <22;!,400) 
67,354 9,917 77,271 

0 31,744 n. 744 
10,416 12, 192) 8 ,224 

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

862,1154 s 70,023 s 932,877 ........... 
····~~······ 

.....•..... 
SCHEDULE •• 
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OOCXE I NO. &80520 ·liS SOJTKUN STATES UTillliU, INC. 

£XPUIIATIOII Of TM£ ADJUSTIUNTS TO 

IIATEI RATE lASE SCHEDUlE NO. 1· A 

(CIUUS PU(/Ull SPtiNCS) SCHEDUlE I · C 

PA~ 1 Of 

ADJUSTMUT 

1 (1) UTiliTT PUNT Ill SUVICE 
2 ........................... .. 

3 A. TO t £110\/E MISClASSHIEO PlAN! fOil IKE 

4 SALT SPIIIICS SYSTEM. 

5 
6 I. TO UIIO\IE THE PROJECI£0 COSI Of IHE SAlT 

7 SPliNCS W(U$, loi!IICK ljUf NOT COMPlETED 

8 AI 111£ EIIO Of IKE TEST HAl, fROM PLANT 

9 IN SEIVICE . 

TO 

II C. TO ADJUST IKE PROJECTED CXIST Of IIIPROV£· 

12 

13 
14 

IS 

16 

17 

" 

11£111$ 1011 Ill£ SAlT SPIINCS \IAlER SlSTEM 

TO IHLECI IKE ADJUSTED AUDITED IAl ANCE. 

TOTAl 

19 (21 ACCIH.II.ATED OEPRECIATIOOI 

20 - ----· •••••••••••••••••• ••• • • 

21 A. 10 REIIOVE ACC\KilAIEO OEPRCIATIOOI 001 THE 

22 MISClASSII JED PlANT. 

2J 
24 I. 10 REHECI ACCI.IIUI.AIEO DEPRECIATION fROM 

25 9/1/ 85 10 12/31/87 

26 
27 C. 10 REIIO\IE ACC\KII.AT£0 DEPRECIATION ON THE 

28 PIOJECIED COST Of IKE wtllS. 

29 

lO D. TO UflfCI ACC\KII.AIEO DEPRECIATIOOI 001 

31 

l2 

3l 
34 

3S 

36 

Tiff ADDITIONAl PIOJECI£0 COST Of IMPROV£· 

MEIIlS fOil 1M£ SAlT SPRINCS IIATU STSTEII. 

TOTAl 

37 (3) ACCI.IIUI.ATED NIOIITIZA11011 " f CIAC 

38 --- · · ·· ···· · ························· 
39 A. IC. lfllfCT NIOIITIZATIOII Of CIAC 110M 9/l /115 

.:o 
41 

42 

TO 12/31187 AT GUIDEliNE I AIU • 

43 (4) IOIXINC CAJ>IlAl ALLOWANCE 

44 ••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••• 
45 A. TO UIIO\IE "POSSIIlE ACOUISJIIOOI COSTS• FROO. 

46 TM£ WOU:INC CAJ>IlAl CAlCUI.ATIOOI. 

5 

(A) 

UTiliTY 

(9,200)$ 

0 

111,506 

9,306 5 

303 s 

(5,997) 

0 

(ll 

C04MI SSIOOI 

(9,200) 

(40,087) 

0 

(49,2117) 

303 

(5,997) 

1,473 

(170) 0 

(5,1164)5 (4,221) 

2,347 s 2,347 

s (1,520)5 (1,520) 

I 

I 

I 

.... 
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SQJ1MUN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

EXPLANAliOii Of THE ADJUSTMENTS TO 

WATER Ulf lASE SCHEDUlE NO. 1·A 

ADJUSTMENT 

1 ( S) COiiSTRUCTJOii WOIIC IN PROGRESS 
2 ----- •••• •• ---·· • •••• • • • •• •••••••• 

DOCKET NO. 1180520· 1/S 

(CITRUS PARK/SALT SPRINGS) SCHEDULE 1·C 

PACE 2 Of 4 

(A) 

UTiliTY 

(I) 

COMMISSION 

3 A. TO IEFLEC1 THE AUOoiAILE C\IIP FOR THE SALT ' 0 s 48,460 

' 5 
6 
7 

a 
9 

10 , 
12 

13 
14 

15 
16 

17 
1& 

19 

20 

21 
22 
23 

24 
25 
26 
27 
2& 
29 
30 
31 

32 

3S 
34 
ss 
36 
37 
3a 
39 
40 

4\ 

42 
43 
44 

45 
46 

47 

4& 

SPRINGS IIATEI SYSTEM. 

.... .. . 

141 
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SQJTMERM STAlES Ullllll£S, INC. 

£XPL}.IIATIDM Of TME ADJUSTIIUTS TO 

$Eio'U RATE lASE SCHEOUlf ~0. 1·1 

!COMIIMEO S(IIEl) 

OOCK£1 NO. 880520·11$ 

SCHEOULE I · C 

ADJUSTMUT 

1 (I) UTILITY PLANT IN S(RVICE 
2 •••••••••••• ••••••• ••• ••••••• 

3 A. TO REIIOVf THE PROJECTED COST Of THE 

4 SQJTM fORTY SEllER PLANT IMPROVEIIENT S 

5 fROM PLANT IN SERVICE. 

6 
7 I. TO ADJUST THE PROJECTED COST Of THE 

8 PLAIIT IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE SQJTH fORTT 

9 

10 
STSTEH TO REfLECT THE Al.lliTED IALANCE. 

11 C. TO REfLECT THE CITRUS PI.R~ SEllER PLANT IN 

12 SERVICE AT T/07/ 87 ~'tl THE SPRATfi(LO IN 

13 SERVICE AT 6/07/ 87. 
14 

IS D. TO REfLECT IECALCULATI DM Of THE ALLOIIAILE 

16 Afl.llC IA$EO fJII THE IN SERVICE DATU Of 1/7/87 

17 fOR THE CITRUS PI.R( SEllER PLAIIT AND 

18 
19 

6/7/87 fOR THE SPRAH I ELD. 

20 E. TO UIIOIIE THE COST Of THE PR£1REATHENT UNIT 

21 

22 
23 
24 
2.5 

fOR THE SALT SPRINGS SEllER SYSTEM. 

TOTAL 

2.6 (2) LAND 
27 .... .... . 

28 A. TO REIIOIIE CAPITALIUD INI UEST. 

29 

30 I . TO REfLECT IME LAND IN SERVICE DATE 

31 AS 6/7/87 INSTEAD Of 5/l/88. 

32 

33 TOTAL 

3' 
35 

36 (3) NOM•USED AND USEfUL COIPOIIENTS 
37 ••• . ••••••••••••• ••••••••••• ••...• 

l8 A. TO REFLECT TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL 

39 ECM PMENT AS 451 USED AND USEfUL. 

' 
4T 

42 
4] 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 
49 

so 

s 

(A) 

UTILITY 

0 s 

5,646 

0 

0 

PAGE ] Of 4 

(8) 

COMMISSION 

(47 ,400) 

D 

92,051 

( 4,152) 

(27,705) 

s 5,646 s 12,794 

0 s (26, 76]) 

0 129,015 

0 s 102,252 

s 0 s (74,8.32) 

I 

I 

I 
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SQITHUN STATES UTiliTIES, INC. 

£XPLANATIOII OF 'THE ADJUSTN£NTS TO 

SE\IU UT£ lASE SCH£0UlE 110. 1· 1 

CCOMBIN£0 SfiiU) 

OOCKET 110. 1180520·115 

SCHEDUlE 1· C 

ADJUSTN£NT 

1 (4 ) ACCIK.IlATED DEPRECIAT lOll 
2 .... ......... ............... . 

3 A. TO REFlECT ACCIK.IlAT£0 OEPRECIAT ION FROM 

9!1/ 85 TO 12/31/87 

I> I. TO 1£110Vf ACCIK.IlATED OEPRECIAT lOll Oil THE 

7 

a 
COST Of THE SWTH FOIITY IKPROVEHEIIIS. 

9 C. TO R£110Vt ACCUMUlATED OEPRECIATIOII Oil 

10 THE PREUEATHEIIT UNIT. 

11 

12 D. TO REFlECT ACCIK.IlAlEO OEPRECIAIIOII Oil THE 

13 ADOITIOII'Al PROJECTED COST OF THE SQIIH fOilTY 

" 15 

11> E. TO RfFlE'CT ACcUN. DEPRECIATION BASEO 011 THE 

17 SE\IU PLANT IN SERVICE OAT£ Of 1{7/ 87 AND 

18 THE SPUTFIElO IN SERVICE DATE 01 617{87. 

19 

20 r. 
21 

22 

23 
24 

25 
26 

TO REIIOV£ 11011 USED AIIO USEfUl ACCUMUlATED 

OEPR£CIATIOII 011 Tl£ATN£11T All!) DISPOSAl 

EOUIPN£111. 

TOTAl 

27 (5) ACCIK.Il ATED AMOIITIZATIOII Of CIAC 
za . .... ...... ....... ... .. ............. . 
29 A. TO REFlECT AMOIITIZATION Cf CIAC fROM 

30 9/1/85 TO 12/31/87 AT GUIOEliiiE RATES. 

31 

32 
33 (6) CONSTRIIICTIOII 11011( IN PROCIIESS 
)4 ................................. . 

15 A. TO REFlECT THE All CIWABl£ USED AND USEDUl C\IIP 

36 fOil THE SOJTH fOIITY SEllER SYSTEM. 

37 

:sa 
39 (7) IIOIKIIIG CAPITAl Al lCWAIICE 
40 ............................ . 

4~ A. TO IEIIOV£ •POSSIIlE ACOUISITION COSTS" fROM 

42 THE IIOIII(ING CAP ITAl CAlCULATION. 

(A) 

Ullll TT 

C21, 709)5 

0 

0 

(117) 

0 

PAG£ 4 Of 4 

(8) 

COM>U S S I 011 

(21,709) 

2,321 

1,539 

0 

(24,126) 

0 30,515 

s (21,826)$ (11,660) 

s 9, 911 s 9,917 

s 0 s 33,744 

s (2, 192)S (2,192) 

143 
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SQJTHUJI STAlES UTILITIES, IKC. SCHlDUI.E 110. 2 · A 

SCM£0111.£ Of CAPITAL SllUCIIJRE OOCU T 110. e&OSZO· IIS 

DECE"'fl 11, 1988 

UTILITY IECOIICILED 

IIAlAIICE UTILITY ADJUST CD COMI11SSIOII CAPITAL lo'£1~1£0 

C()IP()NE ~I PU 111• ADJUSIMUTS IESI TE.U ADJIISIIIfNTS SIRUCIU!IE lo'EICH i COST COST 

.. . ... . . .. .. .. .... .. .. . ....... .... ..... ............... ............. .... . ... .. ........ ........... ..... ........ ......... 
1 Ulllllf 

2 
1 l0NC·I£~M DE&I 17,94Z,4S5 (17,227,628) 714,827 0 714,827 66. 1SlX 8 . 9111 5.95X 

4 S-T · IEIUO CEll 0 0 0 0 0 o . ooox o.oox o . oox 

5 CUS IOMU OEPOS liS 740,016 (7]0, 709) 9,127 0 9,127 0 . 87111 8.oox o .on 

6 COMI10N t QUI TY 7,5110,017 (7,27&,047) 101,990 0 101,990 28. 20111 14.3511 4.0511 

7 lTC'S 551,621 (525,&91) 22,710 0 22,710 2.12111 10.5ZX 0.22X 

a OEI£U[D INtoq I.UES 570,544 (54&,56&) 21 ,976 0 21,976 2 .0SZX o.oox o .oox 

9 OTKU CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 o.ooox o.oox o.oox 

10 .............. ...... ... ........... ......... ..... . ............... .............. 
11 

12 IOIAL 27,]&4,695 (26,113,&45) 1,070,&50 0 1,070,850 100.00011 10. 2U 

1l ............ ............. ..-........... . ........... . .......... 
14 

IS COMI11SSION 

16 

17 lONC·IUH DEll 17,942,455 (17,227,625) 714,827 44,410 1S9,ZS7 66.79X &.9111 S.95X 

1& 5-T· IfiM CEll 0 0 0 0 0 o.oox o.oox o.oox 

VI 19 CUS10MU DEPOS ITS 740,016 (710, 709) 9,327 0 9,127 o.szx a .oox o.on 

3 20 CCM40N (QUilT 7,5110,017 (7,278,047) 101,990 15,7&] 12o,m 2a. 2zx 14.3SX 4.0SX 
I 

0 21 lTC'S 551,62] (52&,&91) 22,710 1,199 24,129 2.12X 10.5ZX 0.2211 
N 

N 1.1'1 22 DEIUUD IMC(Jq l .UES 570,544 (54&, 56&) 21,976 1,161 21,319 2 .0SX o.oox o.oox 
NO 

:::!~ 21 OTHU CAPIIAL 0 0 0 0 0 o .oox o.oox o .oox 

N 24 ............... . .. ............ .......... ... .. ........... . ........... 
•0 25 oz z 0\ 26 IOIAL 27,]&4,695 (26,]11,&45) 11, 070,&50 65,975 1, 136,&25 IOO.OOX 10.2U 
I-N 

f!i~ .... 27 ........... . ............. . ........ ._. . ............ ··········-· 
OUt!! 2& 
:58~ 

29 lAIICf Of UASONAILENESS: HICM lQI 

10 .............. 
11 EOUIU 15.1511 n.15X 

~ 
32 ........... 
ll OVERAll lATE Of IEIUU 10.5611 IO .OOX 

~ ] 4 ........... 
r-4 
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SQJIHUN SlATES UTILITIES, INC. 

UPlANA II 011 OF THE ADJUSTMENTS TO 

CAPITAl STRUCTUIIE SCHEDUlE NO. 2·A 

ADJUST MOlT 

........... 
I (I) lONG TfRM DEll 
2 ........... ..... . . . 

3 A. PRORATA RECOIICi l iATIOII OF RATE BASE 

' ANO CAP I TAL STRUCTURE. 

5 
6 
7 
8(2) CONIIOII STOCK 
9 • • ••••• • •••••••• •••• ••• • • 

10 A. PRORATA RECOIICILIATIOII OF RATE SASE 

II AN0 CAPITAl STRUCTURE. 

12 

1l 
14 (3) INVUTKENT TAX CREDITS 
15 ••••••• • • ••••••••••• • • • • •• • 

16 A. PRORATA llECOIICiliATIOII OF RATE SASE 

17 AND CAPITAl SIRUCIURE. 

18 

19 

20 (4) OEFEUfll INCOIE TAXES 

21 · ········ ··-···· ••••••••••• 
22 A. PRORATA RECOIICiliAIIOII OF RATE BASE 

23 AND CAP I TAl SUUCIURE. 

24 

145 

OOCKEl NO. 58~20·1/S 

SCHEDUlE 2 · 8 

PAGE I Of I 

(A) 

COMMISSION 
.. ............. 

' 44,430 ........... 

18,783 

········-··· 

s 1,399 
••••••• &'W •• 

' 1,363 ........... 
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SOITIIEIM STATES UTiliiiES, INC. 

STATEIIUT Or IIATU OP(IATIONS (CITIUS PAtt/ 5AlT SPIIMGS) 

SCMEDUl£ 110. 3· A 

oocn r 110. eao52D·IIS 

DE CElli( I ] 1, 1988 

DESC:IIPTION 

4 OPUATINC UP£NSU : 

5 OPUATION & IIAINTfMAMCE 

6 DEPlftiATION 

7 AIOITIZATION 

8 ToUtS OTK£1 TIWI INCDCE 

9 INCOtE TAXES 

10 

II TOTAl DPEIATiNC UPf:WSES 

12 

13 OPUATINC IN«Mf 

14 

15 Ulf Of IETURN 

16 

17 

18 

19 

COlli I 5 Sl ON 

20 OPEU Tl NCi IE'ItiiUES 

21 OPEIATING UPENSU: 

22 OPEIAIION & 11.\INI(MAMCf 

OEPifCIAIION 

AIOITIZAIION 

27 

T .UU OTM£1 T IWI IMC()If 

INtONE T.uu 

28 fOUL OI>EIATJ WC U'ENSU 

29 

30 OPEUTINC INCOIE 

31 

l2 IAif Or lfiURN 

3] 

(A) (I) (C) (0) 

IESI TW UTILITT UllliTT HSI TW 

PER AD .IUS I. TO ADJUST. lT ADJUSTIIUIS 

UTiliiT lEST TEAl PU Mfi'S 10 MfR'S 

n,az4 s 

43,639 s 
12,397 

( 4,668) 

7,350 

7,189 

65,907 s 

7,639 s 

0 s 
0 

0 

141 

(1,841) 

(1,700) ' 

85,461 

41,639 ' 
12,197 
(4,6611) 

7,491 

5,148 

64,207 ' 

0 s 

0 s 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 s 

(E) (f) 

ADJUSTMEN T 

ADJUSTED fOI R(Y. 

TEST TW RECOMM. 

85, 463 

0,639 

12,397 

( 4 ,6611) 

7,491 

5,348 

64,207 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

<Gl 

ADJUSHO 

IIAUIICf 

0,639 

12,397 

(4,6611) 

7,491 

5,348 

64,207 

s 11, 911 S 9,339 S 21 , 2S6 S 0 s 21,256 0 21 ,256 

s.nx 

s n,az4 s 7,639 s 

' 43, 639 s 0 s 
12,397 0 

(4,668) 0 

7,350 141 

7,1119 (1,841) 

' 65,907 s (1,700) ' 

10.21X 

8.5,463 ' 

43,639 s 
12,397 

( 4 ,6611) 

7,491 

5 ,348 

64,207 

(7,6l9) s 

75 
(1 ,687) 

114 

( 141) 

1,841 

m 

10.01X 

n,az4 

43,714 

10,710 

(4,534) 

7,15~ 

7,189 

5 ,483 

0 

0 

0 

aa 
(2,176) 

10.011 

83,307 

43, 714 

10,710 

(4,534) 

7,438 

5,011 

62, 341 

s 11 ,917 s 9 , 339 s 21,256 (7,861) ' 13,395 7,571 20,966 

a aaaaa &aa a a aaaaa aaaaaa aaaaaa:.a a aa aaaaauaaaa aaaaaa a aaaa aaaa a a aaaa a aa a aa. a a aaa 

5.721 10 . 21X 6.S7X 10.20X 

- \ 
\ 

J 
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SQITMflW STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

STAWIUT Of S£1.(1 OPERATIONS 

DlW.UI 31, 1988 

DESCRIPTION 

UT ILI IT 

3 OPERATINC REVENUES 

4 OPERATING CXPENSES: 

S OPERATION ' KAINTEIWict 

6 DEPRECIATION 

7 AIIOII Tl ZA Tl ON 

a TAXES OTHU THAll IJICQUO 

9 INCOC TAXES 

10 

I I TOTAL OPUATUG £XP£NS£$ 
12 

13 OPERATING INC<»U; ,, 
IS RAIE Of IEIUON 

16 

17 
Ia 
19 

CIMIISSION 

20 OI'ERATING UVEIIUES 

21 OPERATING EXPENSES: 

22 OPERATION ' KAINIEIWict 

23 OEPIECIATION 

24 AIIOIITI ZA T1 ON 

2S TAXES OINEI !NAN INC<»U; 

26 INCOtE TAXES 

27 

28 IOIAl OPUAIIWG UP£NS£S 
29 
30 OPUA II NG INCQUO 

l l 
32 IAIE Of lflUIIN , -

(COII INED Sfl.(l ) 

(A) (8) 

lEST TW UTILITY 

PER AOJIISI. 10 

UTILITY lEST TEAR 

s 166,713 s 53,579 s 

s 58,707 s 0 s 
U,4l1 0 

7,452 0 
1S,oa5 1,2l2 

21,803 3M 

' 21,2JS S 

SCHEDULE 110. 3·1 
DOC.(£! 110. e&M20·11$ 

CCI (0) 

UTILIIT TEST TEAR 

ADJUST. IT AOJIISIII£NTS 

PEl Mfi'S TO Mfi'S 

220,292 s 

sa, 707 s 
42,431 

7,452 
16,317 

22,191 

147,098 ' 

73,194 ' 

0 ' 

0 s 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 ' 

0 ' 

(f) ( f) 

AOJIISIII£NT 

ADJUSTED fOil I .[V. 

lEST TW Rft!MI. 

220,292 

sa. 707 
42,431 

7,452 
16,317 

22,191 

73,194 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

AOJIISTED 

BALANCE 

220,292 

s a ,707 
42,431 

7,452 

16,317 

22, 191 

73,194 

•• • • a • a ..a • • • a a a a a a a a a a a • a a a a a a a a a • ll a a a a.a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a ••-• a a:a.a a a a a a a a a a a a a a 

2 .46% a .4aX a .S7X a.S7X 

s 166,713 s SJ, 579 s 

s sa, 101 s o s 
42,-431 

<7,-452) 0 

15,085 I ,2J2 

21,803 3M 

' 130,!174 ' 1,620 ' 

220,292 ' 

sa,707 s 
42,431 

(7,452) 

16,317 

22,191 

132,194 ' 

(S3,S79) s 

39 ' 
(3,753) 

cz,a76) 

(1,2J2) 
(3M) 

(8,210) ' 

166,713 

58,746 

38, 678 

(10,32al 

15,oa5 
21,80] 

48,043 

0 
0 

0 

594 
(1,452) 

(8~8) 

214,756 

sa, 746 

38,678 

( 10,32a) 

1S,679 

20,351 

123,126 

s 36,139 s 51,959 s 1!4,098 s <45,369> s 42,n9 48,901 91,630 ........... ........... ........... ........... ........... ............ . ......... . 
4.1n 10.21% 4.58X 9.821 - -

' \ 
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ORDER NO. 21322 
DOCKET NO. 880520-WS 
PAGE 33 

SOJTNERM SlATES UTILITIES, INC. 

UPU NATIO!I OF THE ADJUSTMENTS TO 

IIATU OPEitATING STATEII£NT NO . 3 ·A 

(CITRUS PAR(ISAlT SPRINGS) 

AOJUSTIIENT 

1 ( 1) OPERATING IEVU UES 
2 ............... .... . . .. 

3 A. TO UNOV£ THE UTILITT'S REQUESTED 

6 121 OPERATIO!I ' MAINTENANCE EXPENSES 
7 ......... ...... .. ........ ........... . 

8 
9 

10 

A. TO REFLECt AMOIITIZATIO!I or RATE 

EXPENSE OVER FOUR YEARS. 

11 (3) DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 
12 ....... ..... . ....... . ... . 

13 A. TO REMOVE DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 011 
14 PROJECTED SALT SPRINGS IHPROVEHENTS 
15 EXCLUOEO FRON RATE lASE. 

16· 
IT I. TO REMOVE DEPRECIATION EXPENSE ON 

18 MISCLASSIFilO SALT SPRINGS IIATEit 

19' PLANT RENOVED IRON RAT£ lASE . 

20 
21 TOTAL 

22: 
l) 

24 !4) AIOtTIZATION Of CIA: 
2S ........... ... ... ....... . 

26 A. TO REflECT AMORTIZATION Of CIAC 
2T lASED ON THE COIIPOSIIED GU IDELINE 

2S DEPRECIATION RATE . 

29 

30 (5) TAXES OTHEit THAll INtONE 
31 • •••••• • ••• • •••••• ••••••• • •• 

lZ A. TO UMOVE CROSS RECEIPTS TAXES ON THE 

ll 
34 

UTILITY'S REQUESTED R£VI:NUE I NCAEAS.£. 

lS !6) INCOHE TAXES 
36 . . .... . ......... . 

37 A. TO REMOVE THE UTILITY'S ADJUSTHENI 
311 FOR INCONE TAXES. 
39 

40 (7) OPERATI NG REVENUES 
41 ... ........... ........ . 

42 A. TO REflECT THE RECOMII£NOEO 

4:5 REVENUE REQUIREMENT. 

" 45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
so 

( A) 

CC114111SSION 
................. 

s (7,639) ........... 

s TS 

s !l,Hll 

!214) 

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

s (1,687 ) ........... 

134 ........... 

s (141) 

s 1,1141 

s 5,483 

DOCKET NO. 830520·1/S 

SCMEOUlE ] • C 

PAC£ 1 or 4 

,.,,. 

I 

I 

I 

·-
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ORDER NO . 21322 
DOCKET NO . 880520-WS 
PAGE 34 

SOJTHUN STATES UTILIT IES, INC. 

UPiLANATIOII Of THE ADJUSTMENTS TO 

IIATU OPUATINC STAIEHENT NOS. l ·A 

(CITRUS PARCISAll SPR I NCS) 

ADJUSTMENT 

1 (81 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 
2 •••••••• ••••••••••••••..•. • . 

3 A. TO REFLECT CROSS RECEIPTS TAXES 011 

' s 
THE RECOV\ENOED REvtNUE INCREASE. 

6 (9) IIICOHE TAXES 

7 ••••••••••••••••• 
& A. TO REFLECT INCOME TAXES 011 THE 

9 R£vtNUE CHANCE 

' 

' 

(AI 

COHIU SS I 011 

(2,1761 

DOCKET NO. 880520·1/S 

SCHEDULE 3 ·C 

PACE 2 or 4 

149 

: ......... 
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ORDER NO. 21322 
DOCKET NO. 880520- WS 
PAGE 35 

SOUTHERN STATU UTiliTIES, INC. 

EXPL.IJIA II Cll Of T II£ AD .IUS TM.ENT S TO 

SfiiER OPERATING STATEM.ENT NO. 3 · 1 

(COIII~ED SEllER) 

A:lJUSTM.ENT 

I (I) OPERA Tl NG RfVENUU 
2 ...................... . 

3 A. TO UMOVE TKf Ull liTl'S RfOUUT£D 

4 REV£11\JE DECREASE. 

s 
6 (2) OPEUT I Oil & iiAINTENA~CE EXPENSES 
7 .................................... . 

8 A. TO IE.flECT AIIOIIIIZAIICII Of RATE 

9 CASE EXPENSE OVER fOUR TEARS . 

TO 

Tl (3) DEPRECIAIICII EXPENSE 
12 ........................ . 

13 A. TO REMOVE DfPRECIAIICII EXPENSE Cll 

14 PROJECTED PlA.IIT IIIPROVEM.ENTS REIIOVEO 

IS fROM RATE lAS£ fOR THE SOUTH 40 SYSTEM. 

16 

17 .. TO REflECT DEPRECIATICII £lPfNSE BASED 

18 Cll THE CITRUS PARK SEllER PlANT IN 

19 SERYt CE DATE Of l/7/ 87 AJiD THE SPRAY 

20 fiElD IN SERVICE DATE Of 617/87. 

21 

22 c. TO UIIOVE DEPRECIATION EXPENSE Cll 

23 THE PRE·TREATM.ENT UNIT REMOVED 

24 fROM RATE lASE. 

2S 
26 D. TO REMOVE NCII·USED AJiD USEfUl 

27 DEPUCIATION ON TREATMENT AND 

28 DISPOSAl EQUIPMENT. 

29 
30 TOTAl 

31 

32 
31 

l4 (4) AIIOIITIZAIICII Of CIAC 
3S ........................ . 

36 A. TO UflECT AIIOIITIZATION Of CIAC 

37 BASED Cll THE COHI'USITE GUIDEliNE 

3! DEPIECIAIICII UTE. 

39 

40 

" 42 

43 
44 

45 
46 
47 

48 

s 

s 

s 

(A) 

COMHISSICII 

(53,579) 

39 

(2 ,485) 

4,537 

(1,539) 

(4,266) 

(3, 753) 

s (2,876) 

DOCKET NO. 880520•\/S 

SCM£0UlE l ·C 

PACE 3 Of 4 

I 

I 

I 
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ORDER NO . 21322 
DOCKET NO. 880520-WS 
PAGE 36 

SQJIHERN $TATES UTiliTIES, INC. 

EXPLANAT lOll Of THE AOJUSTIIENTS TO ( COI181 NED SEllER) 

SEIIU OPERATING STATEMENT IIOS. 3· 1 

(A) 

AOJUST~ENT C~ISSION 

....... ... ...... ........ ........ 
I (5) TAXES OTHU THAN IIICOM£ 

2 ............ ........................ ....... 
3 A. TO IEMOVt THE UTilllT'S ClOSS RECEIPTS s (1,232) 

' TAX AOJUSTIIfNT ASSOCIATED IIITH THE ·-·-········· 
5 REOUESTED IEV£11\J£ INCREASE. 

6 

7 (6) INCOHE TAXES 

8 ............... ..... .... 
9 A. TO IEMOVt THE UTiliTT'S TEST TEAR s (388) 

10 IIICOHE TAX ADJUSTMENT. ........... 
II 

12 (7) OPERATINC. REV£11\JES 

13 ........ ..................... 

" A. TO REFlECT TKE IECOIMENOED REV£11\J£ s 48,041 
15 INCREASE. . .......... 
16 
17 (8) TAXES OTHER THAN INCOHE 

18 .................................... . 
19 A. TO REFlECT GRT ASSOCIATED \l iTH THE s 594 
20, REVENUE INCREASE. . .......... 
21 

22 (9) INCOME TAXES 

23 ............. ........... 
24 A. TO REFlECT THE TEST TEAA INCOME TAXIS. s (1,452) 

151 

OOCXET NO. a&0520·11S 

SCHEDUlE 3 • C 

PAC.E 4 Of 4 

,..,. 
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