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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBL IC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Investigation of rates o f ) 
) 
) 

DOCKET NO. 881030-WU 
SUNSHINE UTILITIES i n Marion Coun ty 
for possible overearnings 

ORDER NO. 22969 
ISSUED : 5-23- 90 _____________________________________ ) 

The following Commissioners 
disposition of this matter: 

BETTY EASLEY 
GERALD L . GUNTER 

participated 

FINAL ORDER REQUIRING REFUND 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

I . Background 

in the 

I 

Sunshine Utilities (Sunshine or the Utility), a Class B I 
Utility, provides water service to approximately 2000 customers 
in Mar ion County . The 1988 Annual Report reflected annual 
revenues in the amount of $407,722 and a net o pera ing income 
of $60, 128 . The current rates in effect for the Utility were 
established in its last rate case , in Docket No . 810386-WU, 
culminating in the issua nce of Or der No. 13014 o n February 20, 
1984 . We approved a 1988 price index for the Ut 1 1 i y by Order 
No . 1941 6 , issued June 20, 1988, in Docket No . 880638-WU . 

On August 30, 1988, we initiated this i nves iqa 10 n of 
Sunshine Util ities for possible overearn1ngs for the wel'l e 
mon th period e nded December 31 , 1987 . Subsequently, by Order 
No . 20038 , issued o n September 20 , 1988, we required the 
Utility to file a corporate undertaking in he amount o f 
$27 , 208 with this Commission to guarantee that funds would be 
availab le in the event a refund is required . In addl ion, we 
aut horized t he Utility to continue t o collec its existing 
rates . The Utility, o n October 3 , 1988, filed a corporate 
undert a king in the amount of $30, 000 to guarantee the potential 
refund liability . 

On our o wn motion , this matter was set for an 
a dmini strative hearing. The Pre hearing Conference was held on 
January 26 , 1990. The hearing was held a nd completed o n 
Thursday, February 15, 1990, in Ocala , Florida. 

04 4 9 9 :4~Y 23 135~ 
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II. Stipulatio ns 

The Utility and our Staff submitted the f o llowing 
stipulations at the hearing for our approval. These 
stipulations were listed in Preheating Order No . 22 482, issued 
o n January 31 , 1990 . We find them to be rea s< nable and hereby 
approve t hem. 

1. No adjustment is necessary to reflect the 
original cost of plant additi ons boo ked 
from 1983 to 1987. Based upon the 
i nformation submitted by the Util1ty, the 
amount of plant additions booked during 
that time appear reasonable. 

2. An adjustment should be made to 
amo rtization of contributed 
Accumulated amortizat1on 

remove 
l and . 

of 
contr ibutions-in-aid-of-con~truct1or. 
(CIAC) s hould be reduced by $4,550 
test year amortization of CIAC s hould 
reduced by $1, 108 . 

and 
be 

3 . An adjustment s hould be made to workinq 
ca pital to correct t he test year balance 
of accrued taxes . ~locking capital :s hould 
be reduced by $8,62 6 a nd taxes oth~r than 
income s hou ld be i ncreased by $4,022 . 

4. An adjustment should be made to wor king 
capital to properly reflec t miscellaneous 
assets . Working capital should b~ reduced 
by $1, 455 and owner's equ1ty should be 
increased by $1,455. 

5 . An adjustmen t s hould be made to wor king 
capital to include the average deferred 
balance o f amortized expenses related to a 
ter ritorial dispute . work1ng capital 
s hould be i ncreased by $9 , 85 1. A 
co rresponding adjustment should also be 
made to remove $15,759 in test year 
operat ion and mai ntenance ~xpenses 

associated with the territor1al d1spute 
ove L a rive year per1od. 
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6. The appropriate return on equ 1 ty to use 
for refund purposes is 15.65 percent . 
Consistent with the refund provisions as 
stated in Section 367.082, Florida 
Statutes , the high-end of lhe last 
authorized return o n equity s hould be used . 

7. The appropriate overall cost of capital 
for refund purposes is 15.45 percent. 

8 . The Utility's regulatory assessment fees 
should be reduced by $25 to correctly 
reflect test year expenses. 

9 . The Utility's ra tes should not be reduced 
on a goi ng-forward basis, al thts ltme. 
Pending receipt of the 1989 Annual Report, 
staff will review that information and 
request another audit o( the Utility's 
boo ks and records to determine that the 
Utility is in compliance wtlh the Un1form 
System of Accounts and the Commisston · s 
rules ~nd orders . If, based upo n hat 
a u d i t , t he U t i t i y · s r a e s a 1 e g en'" r .:1 l i n g 
tevenues which rellec h,t the Uttltly 1s 

eatning abov1! i s last au ·hot 1zed rate of 
return, then rates s hould be reduced at 
that time. 

10. Two adjustments ~ te necessary to remove 
from rate base he effec o f he 
unrecovered loss o n t he Turnberry planl. 
The 13-month avera)e of plant should be 
reduced by $38,859 and the 13-month 
average of advances for construct1on 
s hould be decreased by $11,723. 

III. Quality of Service 

Our determinatiOn of the Uttlity's ove rall quality o f 
service is detived Crom our evaluation o l Lhree separa 0 

components : (1) the quality of he Utili y's produc; {2) the 
ope rational conditions of the U ili y· s planl o f facilitie-s; 

I 

I 

and (3) the level o t cuslomet s all .;t~c 1on. We fjnd thal all I 
three o f the 1bove 1 i s ed c r i e r 1 :..~e[\~ adequatel y addressed 
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t hrough testimony delivered at t he Fe bruar} 15, 1990 hearing 1n 
Ocala, Florida. Although thi s Commission received 104 letters 
from customers, which we placed o n the correspondence side of 
the file , there were o nly twelve people who actually testtfied 
o n quality of service. Eleven were customers of the Utility, 
and one was a representative from he Departmen of 
Environmental Regulati o n (DER}. 

Mr. Gary r-Hller of DER testified that the Utility had no 
enforcement action with DER at the time of the hearing. 
Although there may be existing violations that DER 1s no t aware 
o f, t here are no current cttations, vtolaLio ns, o r co rrecti ve 
o rders. He also noted t hat the Ut1l1ty's wate r treatment 
facilities are of ... ufficient size to serve its present 
customers , and that they could maintain the minimum required 
pressure of 20 psi. Also , r-tr. Miller indicated that as o t the 
time of the last sanitary sutveys that were perfo r med by DER , 
it appeared that the overall maintenance o f the plants and 
equipment was satisfactory. 

Of those customers who testified, fi ve complained dbout 
outages ; five complained about billing problems ; F1ve 
complai ned about poor maintenance and poo r o veroll setv1cc .:snd 
line breaks; four complained abo ut l ow pres sure ; two compl.1ined 
about sediment in the water; and o ne cus omer compla 1ned 1bo u t 
too much bleach in the water. There wet e hree cu~ Lome t s \:ho 
cited pro blems with improper looping of their waLeL s y stem. 
They had experienced p r o blems with known c r oss connec 1ons and 
comp lained t hat their s y stem wa s overburdened with oo rany 
connections . Three customers no ed 1mproved se rv1ce , llnd ne 
customer wa s satisfied with t he service he had recctved and th• 
rates . 

Custowers Yeaton, Clarke, Wi sema n, Jnd t'lcGuir k wet e fr om 
t he Oa khurst system . Mr . Yeato n said that for he CirJ four 
o f the si x and a half years hat he has lived a Oakhurs , '' the 
water 5ystem was a joke." The water kept going o tf and he 
Utility respo nded poorly. Mr . Clarke has had me er and b1lling 
problems . He noted a c r oss - connect i o n problem . a nd prob l ems 
with the s y stem not being pro perly looped . He dlso s po k e of 
o utages and pressure problems . He d1d sa y t ha the pressure 
has bee n st J bi l ized. In that respect , Lhett~ hds be •n some 
improvement. He believes that. because t he owner b t o uqh hese 
p r o blems o n himself, t he Utility s hould no t tecc1up he tale 
case charges in his c ase. 

')1.7 
' 
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Mr s . Clarke noted equipment and test violatio ns. She 
believes that , when a ttempting to loop t he s y stem , the Utility 
did not use the proper right-of-ways, and also installed the 
wrong size pipe. Mrs. Clar ke has been actively involved in the 
problems of the Oakhurst wa t er supply for the past two years, 
and believes that the Utility has ignored its cLs t omers . She 
believes that the customers have a legal a nd moral nght to 
expect a good, safe, reliable water supply. 

In Exhibit 12 the Utility submitted a combined response t o 
Mr . and Mrs. Clarke's direct testimo ny. That r es po nse 
basically included a service l o g of the Oa khurs t s y stem for the 
past two years. Contained within that log i s information about 
improvements made related to the pressure prob l ems , pump 
replacements and other plan t repairs made, r e:i po nses to 
customer complaints, contact s with the DER and PSC personnel, 
and other information about improvements made t o t he s y stem . 
Also included is a report of a May 4 , 1990, waler pressure 

I 

check conducted by the Utility's consulting e ngineer at the I 
Clarkes ' residence. The pressure r e ading wa s found lo be 50 
pounds per square inch (psi}. 

Customer Wiseman pointed out that, like lhe o hets, she 
too has experienced poor pressure and water o u tagcs without 
no tificalion . She indicated t hat the Ulil ity ts prov1ding poor 
ma in ten a nce , poor custome r service, and an i.nfettor quality 
product. She does not believe that the rale case e xpense 
should be borne by the customer . Finally, she wondered if the 
Ut il i ty wa s violati ng a n i ndividual ' s right to privacy Cor no 
e nclosi ng the customer ' s bill i nside a n envelope. 

In its response , the Utility claimed hal there is no 
record o f Mrs . Wi seman complaining about the waLer btll or 
sediment in the water. Because the Utility recognized that 
there had been six mo nths with no wa ter cons umpl ion by Mr s . 
Wiseman, it sent a service man to her residence who fou nd t ha t 
her meter was not wo rking. The problem wa s corrected . rn 
reference to the Utility ' s billing procedures , its maili ng 
practices are not uncommo n, and are acceptable to the 
Commission . To change this practice wo uld li kel y increase 
mailing costs , which wou l d ult imately be botne by the 
customers . Before changing it s b illing procedu res . it would be 
a ppropriate for the Utility to c onduct a study compari ng 1ts 
presen t billing practice with mailing t he b ills . Th i s \vou ld I 
mo re appro priately be pursued in the Utility' s next general 
r ate proceeding. 
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Witness t-lcGuir k compl a ined about o u tages and low pressure 
at the Oakhurst s y stem . He sta ted t hat he has particles i n his 
ice, the plant site looks terrible , and his rates are too 
high. In t he Utility ' s response, it refe rred to corrective 
steps taken, as stated i n the res po n se made to the Clark es ' 
complaint s . 

Cu stomers S. Blanchard and Larson are from the Carol 
Es t ates s ystem . Mr . Blanchard had a bil li ng problem several 
year s ago , over which he took the Utility to cour . The 
Utility was not found at fault. He has noted t h at in the last 
six months , the Utility has made a concerted ef f ort to clean up 
the sy s tern . Prio r to t hat time, he stated , the sys tern h ad 
numero u s outages and its service was terrible . He indicated 
that numerous line breaks have been left unrepaired for years , 
and t hat the service s hould be bette r. Mr s. Larson comp lained 
about wa te r outages without warning and o verbilling . Also, she 
was upset about the fee charged to become a customer of the 
Utility . In t he Utility ' s response to t-tr. Blanchard ' s 
comment s , it noted t hat since July of 1989, eight different 
repairs have been made at t he Carol Estates s ystem, some of 
which we re emergencies and some of which were scheduled. In 
its respo n se to Mr s . Larson, the Utility ind1cated th~t 

according to its records , s he was billed for wha she had 
used . A l though the Uti lity did not respond to Cu~ omet 
Larson· s complaint abouL the connection fees , it apre1rs that 
t he correct fees, as !Lowed by the Utility ' s approv~d taritfs . 
have been charged . 

Cu stome r K . Blanchard , from the Ocala Heigh s system, 
commended t he Utility o n how good a job it is do1ng . He sauJ 
t hat t he Utility has g1ven s u fficien t nolice when here is o 
be a s hutdown ror service , the qua lity of water is very good, 
and the rates seem to be fair . Customer Ta y lor , from the 
Coventry Subdivi sion, was concerned about billing problen.s and 
water service being s hutdown wi hou t proper no ification. In 
its response , t he Utility addressed Customer Taylor ' s billing 
problem only. Apparen tly, there were problems w1 h con acting 
Mrs . Taylo r by mail conce rning her water bill. Af er seve r al 
months , t he prob lem was finally reso lved. As o he •..tater 
being s hutdown without notification . apparently t he o utages 
•..tere unplanned . In s u c h cases , lack o f notification would be 
u navo idable . 

Custome r Fenclau . lrom t he Bellview Oaks sy stem, 
complai ned about the •..tater being dir y , J depos 1 wh1ch •..tas 

?49 
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never returned to him, and deed restricti ons which prevent him 
from constructing an irr i gatio n well. The Utility respo nded by 
indicating that its reco rd s do not show that r1r. Fenclau had 
eve r complained of dirty water . It also stated that it has 
fl ushed out the main lines of that system . The Jtility did not 
comment on the problems with the deposit or the deed 
restrictio n . When asked i f he ever requested the deposlt back 
from the Utility, Mr . Fenclau said no . Ho weve r, t he record 
indicates that Mr. Fenclau was actually referring to his 
payme nt of a system capacity and mete r i nstallation cha r ges 
which are t a riffed c ha r ges that the Utility requires of all new 
customers. The Utility would have no obligation to return any 
portio n of such c harges . Co ncer ni ng the deed restriction 
problem , t he Commission has no jurisdiclio n 1n Lhis matte r. 
Therefo r e, if Mr. Fenclau wi s hes to pursue Lhis maLLer , he wi 11 
have to do so in the courts. 

Customer Brown, from the Sunray Estal\!s sys t eiTI, complained 
a bout water o u tages , lost or bro ke n isolalion valves, too much 
b l each i n the water which damages fixtures, lime sediment, and 
h igh bil ls . He commented about an open storage tank which was 
left empty a nd unat tended for more than a year. A 1 s o , he was 
concerned about the Utility connecting addi 1o nal . ubd iv1s1ons 
to hi s s y stem , a nd overburdeni ng its pumpinq c apability. lt is 
hi s opinion that the customers have been p.1y1ng f oL some hing 
that Lhey have not been receiving, such as water that s hould be 
reaso nably clea n and not full of bleach. When asked tf he had 
seen a ny recent improvement, Mr. Brown s ated no. In lhe 
Utility ' s respo nse, it noted that the reco rd s indica l e that a 
call ha s never been recei ved from Mr . Brovm indica ing he was 
havi ng excessively high chlorine or that he had s~d1ment in hts 
water. Utility service personnel have been t o hi s house Lwtce 
in 12 years to r epair ga te valves. Also, the Ut1l 1 y indicated 
that s t eps have been taken to det-ect any main line breaks tn 
that area i n a timely ma nner. 

The Utility has sat i sfacto rily respo nded to Lhe customers · 
comment s in its Late-Filed Exh ibit 12 . It pp~ars hat, 
altho ugh there may have been problems in the pas , the U tltly 
has improved its service . As for a ny current problems, Lhe 
Utility appears to be making a legitimate JLtemp to rectLfy 
them . Based o n t he evi dence in the record , we ftnd that the 
Utility ' s quality of se rvice is satisfactory. 

I 

I 

I 
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IV. Rate Base for Purposes of Refund 

A. Adj ustment to Contributions-in -Aid-o f-Construe ion 

By Order No . 13014, issued in Docket No . 810386-WU in 
which we processed the Utility ' s first ate cas , whi ch was a 
staff assisted rate case, we made a n adjustment to rate base 
using an original cost s t udy to value the assets o f the 
company. Th is o rig i na 1 cost s tudy was necessa ry because of a 
complete lack of origi na l cost reco rds. The o riginal cost 
s tudy was done to value plant as of December 31 , 1982 , and 
res u lt e d i n a b a 1 a n c e o f $ 6 15 , e 58 . At t h a t t i me , t he U t il i t y 
s howed a book bal a nce of $335,105 . Tt.is res ul ted in a 
difference of $ 280 ,7 53 . The Commission, at that time , 
i ncreased plant-in-service t o reflect the original cost study, 
bu t made no adjustment t o reconc i le the d ifference as to 
whether it was Utility investment. Staff Witness Wood 
testified that an error was made by the Commissi o n in that 
doc ket. I n this hearing, Witness Wood testifietl 'hat because 
the Utility failed in that docket, and in this case , to pro ve 
t hat it had any i nvestment in the $ 280,7 53 difference, that a 
correspo nd i ng adjustment to CIAC s hould hav e been made . 

Thi s issue was complicated at the heatlng t hr ough material 
c h a nges made by t he Utility in Mr. Nixo n' s p t efil~d direct and 
rebut ta 1 testimon ies . Thi s 1 as t second change 1 n est i mon y 
made it very difficult , with1n t he time gtven, o adequately 
cross-exami ne Util ity Witness Ni xo n. There was also confusion 
beca use of Staff ' s incorrect assumpti n that the $280 , 7~3 

amou n t wa s the difference between t he onginal cos ~ udy and 
t he balance of plan t i ncluded in the ta x retutn o f he company. 

Ho";ever , regardless o f t he lasl m1 nute changes tn 
testimony by the Utility a nd the Staff ' s i ncorrect ass umptio n 
as to the o rigin of the $ 280,75 3 adjustment, l he evi d e nce 
adduced i n the record of this proceeding clearly :.upports the 
adj u stment to CIAC pro posed by Staf f Wi t ness ~Jood . The error 
i n Order No . 13 014 was discovered by Staff 1n its revtew of t he 
Ut ility' s 1987 a nnual r epo r t f o r o verea rnings . In i ts annual 
report, t he Utility had r eflected t he ditference as a negat1ve 
acquisition adj u stment. The Utili t y reflected hts tn 1ts 
ca l cula tion of rate base as a reduction. Ut1l 1 y Wttness Ntxon 
test ifi ed t h at the dif ference was i ncluded as 1n acqui sit1on 
adjustment by t he Utility' s o ut side CPA 1 n 1984 . He tes ttf ted 
t hat it was hi s bel i ef that 1t was made because o t a lack )f 

?S l 
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understa nding of regulatory accounting and Statement of 
Financial Accounting Sta ndards No . 71. Mr. Nixo n further 
testified that ( a ) fter investigati o n, the amount is 
mere ly a balancing e n ry made by a former CPA in an attempt to 
compl y with the last rate order. " He states further, 
( t) he amount is the difference between a trial balance started 
by t he company in 1983 , which o nly reflect~ plant a jded in 1981 
and 1982, and the balances established in Order No . 13014." He 
states t hat the $2 80 ,7 53 acquisition adjustment was nothing 
more than a "plug entry" i n an attempt to adjust to the 
original cost study . 

Staff ' s position on this issue is that the Utility, in the 
prior cases and in this overearnings investigation, has falled 
to meet its burden to prove that it had any investment in the 
$280,753 " plug entry" . Staff ' s view is that an error was made 
i n the original case by not offsetting the $ 280,753 increase in 
plant with a matching credit to CIAC. In fact, Mr. Nixo n 
testified that there was no support f o r investment in the 
$280,753 except for the origi nal cost st udy. And as Witness 
Wood testified, the purpose of an original cost study is to 
determine the original cost of the total system, not ~o 

determine the amount o f investment that a Utility has i n thos~ 

costs . The Utility did not produce, in that s .. aff assisted 
ra te case , any records or documentati o n whatsoev •r to supper 
that it had a ny investment r epresented by that ~280,753 

adjustment . Witness Nixo n testified that th1s was, tndeed, he 
case and t h a t the U t i 1 i t y has neve r p r o v ~ n a n y 1 n v e s t men t to 
support the i nclu sion of that $280 , 753 amount in i s ta c 
base . Wit ness Wood believes that it is wrong to continue to 
provide the Utility with a return on s uch a subs ~n ial pottion 
of i ls rate base at t he expense o f the ratepayers, when it is 
clear that the Utility has never met its burden to ptove that 
it is legall y e n titled to that return . 

We believe that the record establishes t hat t he Utili y 

ha s failed to meet its burden of proof. we f1nd Staff's 
position persuasi~e and recognize our legal authority and 
responsibility to correct this error. 

In Reedy Creek Utilities v. Florida Public StHVtcc 
Commission , 418 So . 2d 249 (1982), the Flot ida Supn~r.e Cou r t 
u phe l d our a u thority to modify o ur o rders that derives trom the 

I 

I 

issued an amendatory orde r 2 and L/2 mo nths .:~fter iss inq an 
nature of o ut ra temaking powers . In tha case, t he Comm1SStO n I 
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original order . The Utility appealed o n Lhe ba sis of the 

doctrine of administrative finality. Altho ugh he Cour l noted 

that t h is Commission ' s inherent power t o modi f y its o rders is 

no t witho ut limitatio n, it stated at pag es 253 and 254: 

Th e Commission is c h arged with the sta~uto ry 

duty of regulating and supervtsing t-lUbllc 
utilities with respect to their rates. When 
the Commission dete rmi ned that it had erred t o 
the detriment of the using public, it had he 
inherent power and the stalutory duly lo amend 
it o rder to protect the customer . 

An underlying purpose of the doctr 1ne of 
finality is to protect those who rel y o n a 
judgment o r ruling . We find thal Reedy Creek 
did not change its position during the lapse of 
time between o rder s , and suffered no prejudtce 
as a consequence . 

A change in a tax law should 
" windfall " to a u tility, but in 
customer who paid t he revenue 
into the tax saving . 

not result in a 
a refund o the 
that rans 1 .t -.:d 

i 1 8 .>o .•. d ?. ; 

In another matter, invo lving a reques fo t tncreused rates 

by Miles Grant ~'1/ater and Sewer Company, hi s r·ommb:.iio n issued 

Order No . 20066 o n Sep tember 2o , l )88 , i n Docke No . 

870981-WS. That Order , selt tng f irn l rae., t >r h.1 U iltty, 

1.o1as a ffirmed by the Firs t Dtstrict Cour o r Ap(ll•,.t o n t-1a y 9 , 

1989 . In Order No . 20066 , ~.o1e made an adJIISL '• ~IJI t 1ecogn1ze 

additional accumulated deprecia tio n wh1 ch mod1ned Lhe figure 
recogn ized, i 1 a previously issued o r der , as rhe " ne hook 

value " o f t he Utility's plant . MilC's Grant Wa te r and Sewe r 

Compa ny argued vehemenlly tha t t he Commiss1on was equitably and 

collaterally estopped from modifying its ptev1 o u s determtnatton 

of the " net boo k value " of the water and sewer s y s ems made at 

the time t he Commission approved the appllcal ton t o r transfe r. 

The Commission found that the Utilily was gtvPn adequa e noltce 

that , in the proceeding culminating in Ordet No . 20066, here 

\<~Ould be a n issue regarding accumula ted depteciati o n a nd that 

t he t eco td s upported Lhe adJUStment to accumulat~d depzect~tt on 

.Js ". . necessary to e n sure JUSt a nd teasondble rates, in he 
publ ic tntetest ." 
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Unlike Miles Grant Water and Sewer Company, Sunshine 
Utilities has not specifically argued the defenses of equitable 
a nd collateral estoppel i n th1 s case . However, Sunshine 
Utilities has poin ed o u t in ils brief hat there are no 
c hanged circumstances present in this case thal would j~stify a 
different finding by t he Commission on t hi ~ issue. The 
Utility's position is that the Commission's only oppor unity o 
evalu ate its rate base was when the Utility first came in for a 
ra t e case and the Commiss ion issued the final order in that 
case , Or der No . 13014, i n 1984 . 

However , t hi s is not t he case . This Comm i ss 1 o n received 
j ur isdiction o ver the ut ilities i n Ma tion Cou nty on May 5 , 
1981. Subsequently, Su ns hine Utilities applied to this 
Commission for certificalion o n September 29, 1981, without 
benefit of adequate business records . For Lhis reason, as well 
as the size of the Utility and its level of revenues, this 
Commissio n perfo rmed for the Utility its f1Cst slaff assisted 

I 

rate case. In other words, the Utility d1d not complete its I 
own mini mum filing r equirements. At that. time , the CommlSSlon 
fou nd it necessary , because of the lack of any reltable records 
o r documentation, to order an original cost s udy for the 
Utility to correct its deficiency in baste bustness r~c)rds . 

The following language t r om the r-11 I ~s Granl Order is 
applicable to the circumstances present in Lhis cas~: 

In 1933 , the Florida Supreme Cour held 
that even t hough a r a i 1 road commi s;;; 10n · s order 
deny i ng an application for a bus company's 
cec ificate of convenience was quasi-judicial 
i n cha r acter , il was not res judicata o( a 
s u bsequent application of exac ly the sJme 
nature: 

Every promulgated order of an 
administrative tribunal, such as is 
the railroad commission, may be 
superceded by another o rder. 
Likewise, the commission has he power 
to modify, and, indeed , 1t ts ils duly 
to modify , its prc-ex1 s inq ordecs , 
when new evidence is present >d which 
warrants a c ha nge . Ma tthews v. State, 
14 9 so . 6 4 8 ( F 1 a . 1 9 3 3 ) a L b 4 9 . I 
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The Supreme Court has rec~n ly obse rved 
that any precedent i a 1 Vd lue tha L Lhe ~hews 
case may have is 1 imi ted to orders of the ·· now 
defunct ra i 1 road commission"! Thomson v. 
Department of Environmental Regulation, 511 So. 
2d 989 (Fla . 1987} at 991. Tie Cour 
nonetheless found that where a permit 
application has been denied , res judicata would 
apply only if the second application is not 
supported by " new facts , changed conditions, or 
additional submissions by the applicant." 

The Commission may withdraw or modify its 
appro val of an order o nly: 

after proper notice and hearing, and 
upon a specific finding based on 
adequate proof that such mod ificatio n 
or withdrawal of approval is 
necessary in the public interest 
because of changed c onditio ns o r 
other circumst3nces not present 1n 
the proceedings which led t o the 
order being modified . Peopl~Gcls 

Systems, Inc. v . ~a.§.Q_n, 187 So . 2d 
335 (Fla. 1966) at 339 . 

In a trucking certificate transfer ca!>e, 
while recog nizing the Commi ssion' s li ni r->d 
i n he rent au t ho r i t y to mod i f y i t s p r i o r o r d c r s , 
the Supreme Court noted that a s howing J t 

~ignificant change in circumstances o r great 
public interest would be required to permi a 
rrior Commissio n order to be superceded. 
Austin Tupler Trucking, Inc. v. Hawkins, 377 
So. 2d 679 {Fla. 1979 ) at 681 . 

The Commission has the statuto ry 
obligation to establish rates which are " just , 
reasonable, compensatory and no t unfatcly 
discriminatory" and in every rute proceedina , 
is required to consider vaLlo us facl o t s , 
i ncluding depreciation. Sec. 367 . 061 (2), Fla. 
Stat. . 
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The utility has been given pro per no ice 
t hd t the accumulated depreciatio n i ssue wo uld 
be considered in th i s case . The utility and 
all other parties we r e given a hearing o n this 
issue. There is ad equate proof in the reco rd 
of this he a ring that t he net boo I value 
"recog n i zed " by the Commission was wro ng, and 
t hat modification of the transfer order is 
necessary to e nsure just a nd reasonable rates , 
in the public interest . 

To t he extent t hat prior s taff audits did 
not identify t he accumulated depreciatio n 
adjustment here at issue , s uch audit s were 
simply in erro r. Where fraud, surpr i se, 
mista ke or i nadvertence i s s hown, the 
Commission must have the po we r to a 1 ter 
previously ente red final rate o rders unde r 
e xtraordi nary circumst a nces. Ri c h er v. 
Florida Power Co rporat ion, 36 6 So . 2d 798 ( 2nd 
DCA 1979 ), at 800 Proo f of a mate ri a l mist ake 
o f fact may preven t he appl i c ation oC t he 
doctrine o f res judicata. Ga t o r Shoe 
Co rpo r a tio n v . Mungia, 510 So . 2d 11q 2 (l s --ocA 
1987) 

Gi ven t he stro ng record 
recommende d adjustment to 

basi s t o t the 
accumu lated 

adJUSt ment 
a ppell1 t e 

de precia tio n, we beli eve t h a t the 
s hould withst a nd t he e xpected 
challe nge . 

The determi nat io n o f t he a ppl icabi l i t y 
o r the res judicata doctrine is primarily 
within t he province o f the admini s trati ve 
body consideri ng the matter in ques t ion a nd 
that body ' s determinatio n may only be 
overturned upo n a s howing o r a complete 
absence o f a ny justificati o n t he r e f o r 
o r that t he body has a c ted li-Ji h "ma nifest " 
a nd " flagra n t " abuse o f d i scret1on o r by 
"arbitrary impulse, whi m o r c ap t l ce ." 
Co ra 1 Reef Nu rseries, I nc. v . The Babcoc k 
Compa ny, 410 So . 2d 64 8 (3 r d DCA 1982 ) aL 
655 

I 

I 

I 
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In that case , t he court no ed t hat where 
e xper i ence has s hown t hat a pri o r agency 
deci s i o n was in error, it was within the 
ag e ncy ' s discretion to reject application of 
the principle of res judicata . 

As is c lear from the above language , th1s Commission has 
the a u thor i ty to modify Order No. 13014 because it is in the 
public inte re s t to do so a nd it is being done afte r hea ring o n 
the issue . There is no question Lha t there was a n error made 
in t hat Order in not classifying t he $ 280,753 as CIAC . 
Sunsh i ne Utilities has not changed its position, i n reliance o n 
Order No. 13 0 14, beyo nd the f act t h at it has become accustomed 
to earning a r eturn o n the $ 280.753. It is simply 
i napprop r iate to allow this Utility ' s ratepayers to pay fo r an 
inadvertent mistake made by th1s Commiss1 o n in Order No . 
13014. The fundamental fact that must be remembered is that 
Sunshine Ut il ities had an oppottun ity, 1n ils firsl staff 
assisted rate case, to establi s h i s tnv stment in this 
$280 , 753 amount a nd it has now had a seco nd o ppo r Lun i ly , in 
this full proceeding, to prove that it had any inves tmen in 
the $280,753 t ha t ha s been included 1n i t s rae base 
erroneously . 

Therefo re . we fi nd it appro priat u o inc t c!.'l SP CIAC by a 
credit of $280,753 . In addition. accurnu l.; l--'J amo r i z .J 10 n o f 
CIAC shall be increased by a debit o f ii 3c; , 095 a nd est ye d r 
amortization e xpe nse s hall be increased by a cLedit o f $7,019 . 

B. Adjustme n t for Loss on Turnberry Pl a n~ 

I n 1986, Sunshine Utilities began cons lruc i o n o f wale r 
treatment facilities for the Tur nbe[ty Subd l v1s1 o n. Thi s 
subdivision was not i n the Utility's s ePnce territory. The 
Utility i nstalled wells , a wa ter s t o rage tank , water 
di str ibutio n lines a nd c h lorinalion equipment. The developer 
of t h is Tu r nberry s ubdivision subsequentl y bec;;me inso lve n t, 
which lef t the Utility no opti o n but t o abando n its assets 
worth $4 2,097 . 

The Util ity was able to salvage the water tank fo r $ 8,000 
a nd retain a $12 , 700 develo per' s advance for c o nstruction. 
Ta king accumulated depreciation of $ 526 in o acco unt, Su n ..; h ine 
Ulilities was ab le to recover all bul $20,871 o f i s tnvestment 
in t hi s pro ject . The Utility c harged the l oss in Lo tal t o 1987 
expenses . 
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Staff Witness Wood testified that, since the Turnberry 
subdivis1on was not in the Utility's service area , t he Ulility 
was not r equired to serve the area . She testified that 
pu rsuant to Section 367.1 11 , Florida Statutes , the Utility wa s 
required to serve only within its service territory . S1nce Lhe 
Utility was not requ ired to serve t hi s s ubd vision, Witness 
Wood testified that it was t he Utility's burden to ensure that 
proper financial arrangeme nts were made to protect the Utility 
fro m incurri ng such a loss. Since the Utili t y assumed the ri sk 
of e xtending its territory to i nclude a completely new customer 
base , Witness Wood asserts that this risk should be borne by 
the sole proprietor, not the customers . 

Utility Witness Nixon argues that the customers should 
bear this loss for two reasons . The first is that such 
e xpansio n results, in his opi nion, in economies o f scale 
t hrough reduc t i o n of operating costs per customer. However, 
Witness Wood rebu tted this when asked by a Commissioner whether 

I 

she knew of any ci rcumstance where the cost to he customer had I 
gone down because of a new installation of a s ystem. W1tness 
Wood ' s r esponse was no. Witness Nixon' s second reason is that 
the additional revenue generated by new customers tends to 
dampe n t he need for regular rale increases . He. theref"lre, 
believes that the dec1sion to expand the system to the new 
territory was i n the customers ' interest . However, he also 
agreed under cross examination thal bec ause of the risks 
involved, it may not turn out t o be in the customers' bes 
interest . 

We agree with Witness Wood that the Utility was not 
required to extend service to tnis area. The tesl1mony also 
shows that the Turnberry projec was no in th~ curtent 
customers · interest. Therefo re, we tind ha the lo~.:; should 
not be borne by the customers and s ha 11 not be included as a 
Utility expense . 

Accordingly , using a thirleen-monlh average and our 
adjustments, we find it appropriate to establish an average 
rate base for water of $377, 770 . Our schedule for water rate 
base is attached to t his Order as Schedule l-A. Our sc hedule 
ot adj ustments to rate base is attached as Schedule l-B. 

V. Net Operating Income a nd Revenue Requirement Cot 
Purposes of Refund 

Bas eo 
Utility ' s 

o n 
test 

our 
year 

previous adjustments, 
net operating income 

we 
is 

find tha 
$58, 361. 

he 
Our 

I 
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ope r ati ng statemen t is attached to this Order as Schedule 3-A 
and ou r adj u stmen ts are s hown o n Schedule 3-B . 

Based on our ad jus t men ts , the Utility' s revenue 
requi remen t for refund purposes is $319 , 757 . This represents a 
dec r ease o f $ 34 , 716 , or 9 .79\ i n annual revenues . Our 
ca l c ul a tio n of t he Uti l ity' s revenue requirement for refund 
pu rpose s is s hown on Schedu le 3-A. 

VI. Refund Required; " Customer of Record " Date 

Based upon our review of t h e Utility ' s 1987 annual report 
and the appearance t he r ei n of o verearn1ngs , we required 
Suns h i ne Utilities , by p reposed agenc y act ion Order No . 21629, 
i s sued J uly 31 , 1989 , to refu nd 7 . 68\ of the revenues it had 
collected from Aug ust 30, 1988 , and to reduce its rates by 
16 . 9 7%. Order No . 21629 was subsequently protested by Sunshine 
Uti l ities on August 18 , 1989 . 

Based o n ou r audit and further anal y sis, we increased the 
amoun t o f revenue placed subject to refund to $ 54 ,710, or 
15 . 43% . On September 19, 1989 , we increased the amount placed 
s ubjec t to rerund to 15 . 43%, which is reflecled in Orde r rJo . 
21958 . 

Ba~ed on our findings herein, 9 .79\ of the revenues 
received by Sunshine Utilities from August 30, 1988 , should be 
refunded . However , as mentioned above, only 7. 68\ of revenue 
collections were placed subject to refund from Augusl 30, 1988 , 
to September 18, 1989 . Therefore , we may require the Utility 
to refund o n ly 7 . 68% of its revenue collections for t hat period 
of time . From September 19, 1989 , forward , the amount held 
sub ject to refund is suf ficien t to require the 9.79\ refund. 

The i n f orma tion prov ided frorn the test year utilized i n 
this case , 1987 , is r eadi l y becoming outdated. Utility Witness 
Ni x on test i fied t hat additional expense s had been incurred b y 
t h e comp any to imp r ove q uality of service. These expenses have 
no t been considered i n t hi s proceeding. fl tS for th1s reason 
that we have found it appropriate to approve the stipul<ltton 
that the rates s hould not be redu ced o n a going forward bas1s . 
We find that it would be i napp rop r ia t e to extend Lhe refund 
per i od further than December 31, 1989, due to the uncettainly 
of the Utility ' s c urrent earnings posture resulling from the 
sta le data at hand . Therefore, the peLlOd subJeCt to rerund 
sha ll end o n December 31, 1989 . 

259 
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We also find it appropriate, in accordance w1 h Rul e 
25-30 .360(3} , Florida Adminislrative Code , to es ablts h a 
"Customer of Record'' date . This rule prov1des hal an 
overearn ings refund s h all be made to " Custome r s o f Reco rd" as 
o f a dale specified by this Comrnissi o n. We he reby dcs1gnat;e 
December 31 , 1989 , as t he "Customer of Reco rd" date . 

VII. Rate Case Expense 

The Utility contends , in its brief, that i is enti led to 
rate case expense of $37, 690 . That amount 1s comp rt sed of 
$12,879 of legal e x pe nse for the Law Firm of Rose, Su nd~Lrom & 
Bentley, $2 , 175 of legal expense from M1chael J. Cooper, 
Attorney at Law, $3,550 o f accounting fees from Purv1s, ULay & 
Company and $19 ,086 of accounting fees from Cr on1 n, Jackson, 
Nixon & Wil son for a total request of $3 7 , 690 . The record does 
not ind icate any duplicat ion of activi t y be twee n he legal 
firms o r accounti ng firms. Ho wever, some areas will requ1re 
adj u stmen t . 

We believe that t he cost o f the second notice of hearing 
should be disallowed . The second not ice was required by he 
Prehearing Officer because of the possibility o ( more than one 
illegib le no tice being sent o ul the f i rst tu'le . From Exh1b1 
ll, it appears that o nly 2 . 4 ho ur s , o r $ 300 or legll cos, havr 
been c harged for the seco nd not i ce . No o lher ~hHCJ~!; \·Ieee 
found relating to the second heari ng no ce. We ttnd it 
appro priate to disallow this $ 300 because of Lhe tact ha he 
seco nd not ice w a s due t o t he i 1 1 e g 1 b i li l y d h t? f 1 r s no 1 c e 
issued by t he Utility. 

The Ut ility c l aimed $3, 550 o f expell' .. es tor t!.S loc.d CPA 
firm for work do ne o n the ove rearning ::; uwest1']d 10 n . The 
i nvoice attached to Exhibit ll contains cha rges reldltng to thr 
i nvest1gaLion, the 1988 tax return and the 1988 'lnnual repo r t. 
I n ma ny instances, it is impossible to tell whi ch c harges are 
for what . We reviewed the invoices for c harges tha could be 
iden t i fied as wo rk performed o n the investigation. These 
tota led $2, 925 , which is $ 625 less than requested by the 
Utility. We find it a ppropriate to disallow this $ 625 as 
unsubsta n tiated . 

The Utility has also requested $19,086 tn accounlinq tees 

I 

I 

i nvo ices a ttached to Exhibi t ll, ..,,e found $1, 940 o t ch,Hqcs 
f r om Cronin, Jac kson, Nixo n and Wil son. A(ter revitw ot the I 
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related to Fe bruary billings for which there was no exp l anat1on 
or detailed descripti on of t he work performed. Therefore, we 
find it appropriate to disallow h is amount . 

The total of ou r di sa llowa nces is $ 2,865 . Based o n the 
foregoing, we f ind it appropriate to allow $ 34,825 of rate case 
expense amortized over four years . However, it is i mpo rtant to 
note that the rate case expense allo wed has no ef feet on Lh is 
proceeding . This is a result of the stipulation that rates 
shou ld not be changed o n a going-forward basis. Our practice 
has been to apply rate case e xpe nse only to pros pective rates 
and no t to any refund calculation. 

VII . Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

Based o n the record o f this proceeding , we find it 
appropriate to adopt the Pro posed Findings o f Fact Nos. l, 2 , 
3 , 4, 5 , 8 , 9 , 10, and 13 and Proposed Concl usion of Law No. 2 
submitted by Sunshine Utilities , rnc. we also f1 nd it 
appropriate to re j ect Sun shine Ut i liLies, r nc. · s Proposed 
Finding s of Fac t Nos . 6, 7, 11, 12 , and 14 and Proposed 
Conc l usion s of Law Nos . 1 and 3. 

The Proposed Findings of Fac and Cone 1 us ions o C Law .. hat 
we he r eby adopt are established in the reco rd o f thi s 
p r oceedi ng , a l though t he conclusions t.:ha Suns hine Uttltltes , 
Inc . , might d r aw from t hese are not neces~arily thos e thal th1 s 
would make . The basis for our rejection of certain Propos-.<] 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions o f Law subm1t ed by he 
Utili t y is set fo rth below. 

Proposed Finding of Facl No. 6 - None _Q_f_ he •..tater syster:b_ 
were written off o r otherwise e xpenses on the ownet · s tax 
returns . 

We find it appropriate to reject this Pr oposed Fir.ding ot 
Fact because, althoug h the Utility ta kes the position that this 
is the case , the ax returns of : he owner were not made part o f 
t he r eco rd and t here is no way for t he Commission Lo verify 
t hi s statement . 

Proposed Fi nding o f Fact No . __ 7 __ - _ All CIAC n~ceived by 
Suns hi ne Utili ties has been r ecorded by he Uttl~ 

We find it appropriate to r c)ecl. his Proposed F1nd1nq H 
Filet beca u se •..te have found that. the $260,753 mo unL .; llo u ld he 

?61 



262 

ORDER NO . 22969 
DOCKET NO. 881030-WU 
PAGE 19 

considered CIAC and because the inadequa te records o f the owner 
make it impossible to verify that all CIAC received by the 
Utility ha s been recorded . 

~P~r~o~p~o~s~e~d~~F~i~n~d~i~n~g4-~o~f ___ F~·~a~c~t~~N~o~·~--;l~l~--~~Amortizing an 
abandonment loss over seven years is a n acceptable methodology 
for accou nt i ng fo r such loss. 

We fi nd it appropriate to reject this Proposed Finding o f 
Fact . The record does not establish that seven years is 
necessarily a n acceptable methodology for accounting for an 
abandonment l oss . The record does, however, support that there 
are various acceptable methodologies , and t hal Lhe Utility 
believes that a seven year amort i za tion period is appropriate . 

Proposed Find ing of Fact No . 12 - It is generally i n the 
interest of existing customers to expand the customer base. 

I 

we find it appropriate to reject t hi s Proposed Finding of I 
Fact . The record supports that it may or not be tn the 
interest of existing customers to expa nd the customer ba s e . 

Proposed Fi nding of Fact No. 14 Ra te cast~ exv~ns~...!..!} 

this proceeding o f $37, 69 0 are reasonable . 

we find it appropriate to rej ect thi s Proposed Findt ng H 

Fact because the record supports disallowa nce .H pa r t" ns o t 
the requested rate case expense since he y !.-Je t e tn ther 
inappropriate o r unsubstantiated. 

Proposed Conclusion of Law No . 1 The Sla f f has he 
burden of provi ng that the Les year r t:!venues Ol Suns h1ne 
Utilities result i n it e xceeding the high range o t ltS las t 
authorized rate of return ~Balino v. Department o f Health and 
Rehabilitative Services 1 248 So . 2d 349 ~Fla. lst DCA 1977 ~ . 

We find it appropriate to reject this Proposed Conclusi o n 
of Law because the Uti 1 i ty a lways has the ultima le burden to 
prove that its rates are reasonable. See South Flo rida Na ~ural 

Gas Company v . Florida Public Se rvice Commi s sion, Supreme Courl 
of Florida, No . 71 , 035, December 8, 1988 . 

Proposed Conclusion of Law No. 3 - In o rder t O t th "se_ t_Q 
be a n error in a prior PSC Order, there must be tnf ) t matl o n 1n I 
existence t oday that was not present 111hen the ptt o r Order was 
entered (PSC Otder No. 22605) . 
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We find it appropriate to re ject this Proposed Conclusion 
of Law because it is not true that new info rmati o n must e xist 
for t he re to be an e rror i n a prior PSC Order . The legal 

c riteri a for such correction of a prior Order is discussed in 
t he body of this Order. 

VIII . Closing o f Docket 

Upo n our verification of he refund, there wlll be no 
f urther need for this docket to remain open . Any furt he r 
review of o verearni ngs will be done through our normal 
o verearnings review process at which time the Ulillty ' s 1989 
Annual Repor t will be reviewed. If overearnings arc indicated 
at that time, a new docket will be o pened. 

Based o n t he foregoing, it is, therefore 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commi ss 10n hat for 
serv ice rendered on or after Augusl 30 , 1988, through Sep ember 
18, 1989, Sunshine Utilities shall refund 7.68\ or it s tcvcnues 
plus interest . For service rendeted o n o r 11 t e , "il:!ptembcr 19, 
1989, t hrough December 31 , 1989, Sunsh1ne Ut tli ies ; hall 
refund 9 .7 9% o f its revenues plus interes t. ThOS 3 c ustomers o f 
record o n December 31, 1989 , shall receive Lh 1s refund. It 1s 
f u rther 

ORDERED that Sunshine Uti 1 it ies sha 11 submi 
to this Commissio n of t h is refund within 30 
accomplishment. It i s fu r ther 

v,rificalion 
days o t. i s 

ORDERED t hat all the matters contained herein and attached 
hereto, whether i n the fo r m of discourse or schedules, a re, by 
this reference, specificall y made integral parts o f this 
Order . It is further 

ORDERED that this docket s hall be closed upon verification 
lhaL t he refund has been performed . 
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By ORDER of the 
this 23 r d day of 

( S E A L ) 

SFS 

Florida 
MAY 

Public Service Commission 
1990 

Repo r 1ng 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL RE~IEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by 
Section 120 . 59(4}, Florida Statutes , to noL1fy parLLes o f 1ny 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission order s 
that is available under Sections 120.57 o r 120.68, Florida 
Statutes, as well as the procedures and time limLts thal 
apply . This notice s hou ld not be construed to mean all 
reques s for an administrative hearing or judicial review wt ... l 
be granted or result in the relief sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission·s fi nal 
action in this matter may requesl: 1) reco nsidera t ton o f the 
decision by filing a motion Cor reconsideraL1on w1Lh the 
Director , Division of Records and Reporting within fitleen (15) 
days of t he issuance o f this order in the form prescClhed by 
Rule 25-22 . 060, Flo rida Administrative Code; or 2 } JUdicial 
review by t he Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electr1c, 
gas br telepho ne ut ility o r t he Firs District Court o t Appeal 
i n t he case o f a water or sewe r utility by fili ng a notice o f 
appea l wit h the Director, Div ision o t Records and Repor inq and 
tili ng a copy of the notice of appeal a nd Lhe f11ing tee wi.lh 
t he appropriate court . This filing mu~t be completed w1th1n 
t h irty ( 30 ) days after the issuance of Lhis o coee , pursuant to 
Rule 9.110 , Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. fhe not1ce 
o f appeal mus t be in the Corm spect Cted tn Rule 'l . 900(a }, 
Florida Rule s of Appellate Procedure. 

I 

I 

I 
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SUNSHINE UTILITIES (REFUND CALCULATION) SCHEDULE HO. 1-A 

SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE DOCJ:£T NO . 881030-W 

TEST YEAR ENDED OECEHBER 31, 1987 

AVERAGE ADJU~THEHTS 

TEST YEAR TO THE ADJUSTED PRO FOIUCA ADJUSTED 

COHPONENT PER UTILITY TESf YEAR TEST YEAR AOJUS T HEHTS TEST YW 

------------------------------- ------------- ---------- ----·------ ----------- -----------
UTILITY (Upd4led schedules not provided) 

---------
I UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s I ,279.537 S 0 s 1.279,537 s 0 s I. 279.537 

2 LAND 71.839 0 71.839 0 71.839 

3 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

4 CWIP 0 0 0 0 0 

5 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (226,486) 0 (226,486) 0 (226. 486) 

6 CIAC (458,389) 0 (458,389) 0 (458,389) 

7 AMORT IZATION OF CIAC 35,842 0 35.842 0 35,842 

8 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION 0 0 0 0 0 

9 \IORKING CAP ITAL ALLO\IAIICE 40,336 0 40.336 12.995 63,331 

10 ------------- ----------- ----------- ------·----- -----------
II RATE BAS( s 742,679 s 0 s 742,679 s 22.995 s 765,614 

I 
12 ...•......... ·····;ll····· •••.•...... ............. . ........... 
13 
14 STAFF 
IS ---------
16 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 1.279.537 s 0 s 1.279,537 s (38.859) s. 1. 240,678 

11 LAND 71, 83!) 0 71,839 0 71.839 

18 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 0 0 0 0 

19 CVIP 0 0 0 0 0 

20 ACC~ULAT(O DEPRECIATION (210, 731) 0 (210,731) 0 ,210,731) 

21 CIAC (458,389) 0 {458,389) (260,753) (139. 1•2) 

22 AMORT IZAT ION OF CIAC 38.241 0 38.241 30,545 68.786 

23 ADVANCES FOR CONSTRUCTION ( 105,719) 0 (lOS, 719) 11.723 (93,996) 

74 \IORKING CAPITAL ALLOIIAIIC[ co. 454 0 40, 454 (118) 40,336 

25 ........ --------- ----------- ·---------- --------·-- -------·---
26 RATE BASE s 655.232 s 0 s 655.232 s (271, 462) s 37/ , 710 

27 ............. . ...•.....• . .......... ...•..•••.•. ........ 

I 
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SUNSHINE UT ILITI ES (REFUND CALCULATION) 
ADJUSTHE~TS TO RATE BAS( 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31 . 1987 

EXPLANATION 

I (1) UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

2 - --------------- -------

SCHEDULE NO 1·8 
PAGE I Of I 
DOCK£ T NO 881 030· \/IJ 

IIAT(R 

3 
4 

To correct 13-month •vg. ~lance for Turnber ry Plant loss (38.859) 

5 
6 (2) COIITRI BUTIONS IN AID or CONSTUCTION 

8 

9 
10 

II 

12 

To reflect the 1n4orrcct book1ng of •n acqUI $1tlon 
adJustment as CIAC. 

13 (3) ACCUH . AHORTIZATION. or CIAC 

14 --------·······-··· · ······- -
IS A) Amort1zat1on rel•ted to the Imputation of CIAC. 

16 

17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 

B) To remove the ut1l 1ty' s 1ncorrec t •~rt ll~tlon of 
contributed land 

TOTAL 

24 (4) ADVANCES fOR CONSIRUCTIOII 

25 -------------------------
26 
27 
28 

To correct 13-month c~vg b4lance for Turnbcrry Plant lou. 

29 (5) VORKING CAPI TAL ALLOVANC[ 

30 --- - --------- -- - -- - - -·---
31 
32 
33 
34 

A) To properly reflect accrued t•xes 

0) To properly reflec t m•scellancous current a~sct~ 

35 C) To 1nclude c1veroge deferred balc~nce of clrnorliH·d 
expenses . 

TOTAL 

(280,153 ) 

s 35.095 

(4. 550) 

s 30. 5-<5 

II. / Z3 

(8.626) 

( 1.3Cl) 

9 , 851 

s ( 118) 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 22969 
DOCKET NO. 881030- WU 
PAGE 24 

SUNSHINE UTILITIES (REfUND CAlCUlATION) 

CAPI TAL STRUCTURE (Sttpulot ~d) 

TEST Y(AA (N0£0 OEC[K8£R 31. 1981 

ADJUST EO 
T(SI YEAR 

OESCR I PTI OH P(R UIILIIY 

------------------------------- -----·-----
I LONG Wlli DEBT s 8.732 

2 
3 SliORT I(Rli D£8f 0 

4 

~ ADVANCES fROH PAR[Nl 0 

6 

1 CUSTOH(R DEPOS ITS 4 ,621 

8 
9 COHHON EOU I T Y 411.368 

10 
II INY(STH( NT lAX CR[OIIS 0 

12 

13 DEfERRED TAXES 0 

14 ...... ..... .... ............. 

IS TOTAL CAPITAL 424.121 
16 ... . ..... 
11 

18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 

2S 

II( IGttl COS I 

l06X 9 86X 

ooox OD<n 

0 oox ooox 

I O'JX aoox 

96 8&~ I:. 6SX 

0 oox 0 oox 

0 oox 0 .00'1 

100 oox 

?67 

stH(OUl[ ~0. 2 A 
DOCI((f HD 881030·11\1 

I SIAff 

UlllllY I II(COiiC AOJ 
1/[IGHI (D I 10 UlllllY AOJUSI£0 lltiGHI(O 

COS I I Ut1181T 8At.AiiC( \/{I {,HI COST COS I 

........ I ------ ........ 
o zox I (1 . 14l)S 1.sn lOIX 9£91 0 191 

I 
o oox I 0 0 0 oox 0 oox 0 001 

I 
0 001 0 0 0 00% 0 001 0 001 

om (60~) 4,016 I O!iX a 001 0 091 

I 16X (4~.203 ) 3&6.16~ 96 931 IS 6~1 IS 111 

0 00% 0 0 0 oox o.oox 0 OOl 

0 oox 0 0 o.oox 0 001 0 oox 
... ........................... ... - ............ ... 

IS.4SX (46 9!ll )S )11,110 1011 oox I~ 4Sl . .. ...... ......... . .......... 
RA~G£ Of R[ASOMA8L(~£SS ll7ol HIGH 

RETURN 0~ £0UIIY 13 6Sl 1~ . 6SX 

OY(RAll RAil or R(TUAN 13 SIX IS. 4SX 
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SUNSHINE UT ILITIES (REFUND CALCUI~TION) 

ADJUSTMENTS TO CAPITAL STRUCTURE 

TEST YEAR ENDED DECEHBER 31. 1987 

ADJUST 
FOR ACCRUCO 

DESCRIPTION TAXES 

---------------------------- -------------
1 LONG TERH DEBT s 0 

2 
3 SHORT TERH DEBT 0 

4 
5 CUSTOHER DEPOSITS 0 

6 
1 PREFERRED STOCK 0 

8 
9 COI'.HON EQUITY 8.626 

10 
11 INVESTHENT TAX CREDITS 0 

IZ 
13 DEFERRED IHCOHE TAXES 0 

14 -------------
15 TOTAL CAPITAL s 8.626 

16 ..... ... ... 

$ 

s 

I 
SCHEDULE NO. 2-8 
DOCKET NO. 881030·\/U 

ADJUST 
FOR 0\IN[R"S PRO RATA N[T 

LOAH R£CONCIL[ ADJUSTM( T 

---·------- ---·------- ---·------· 
0 $ (1.143) $ ( 1. 143) 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 (605) (G05) 

1.343 (55.172) (45.203) 

0 0 0 

I 0 0 0 

----------- ....... -------
1.343 s (56.!1ZO) S (46.951) 

....... ... ........ .. ·······-.. 

I 



I 

I 

I 

ORDER NO. 22969 
DOCKET NO. 881030-WU 
PAGE 26 

SUNSHINE UTI LITIES (REFUND CALCULATION) 
STATEMENT OF VATER OPERATIONS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEHBlR 31, 1987 

AVERAGE 
TEST YEAR 

OESCRI PTION PER UTILITY 

------------------------------------ -----------

AOJUSTHENTS 
TO THE 

TEST YEAR 

-----------
UTILITY (U~ted schedules not pr~vlded) 

----·-----
I OPERAT ING REVENUES s 
2 
3 OPERATING EXPENSES 
4 OPERATION AND HAI HTENANCE s 
5 DEPRECIATION 
6 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

INCOHE TAXES (SOLE PROPRIETOR) 

8 
9 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

10 
11 OPERATING INCOHE 
12 
13 RATE BASE 
14 
IS RATE OF RETURN 
16 
17 
18 

STAFF 

19 OPERATING REVENUES 
20 
21 OPERATING EXPENSES 
22 OPERATION AND HAIIITENANC( 
23 DEPREC IATION 

TAXES OTHER THAN INCOHE 

s 

s 

s 

24 
25 
26 

INCOHE TAXES (SOLE PROPRIETOR) 

27 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 
28 
29 OPERATING INCOME 
30 
31 RATE BASE 
32 
33 RATE OF RETURN 
34 

s 

s 

354,473 s 
-----------

222.153 s 
28,310 
17 ,427 

0 

-----------
267,890 s 

-----------
86,583 s 

.•......•.. 
742.679 

•.......... 
11.66X 

•......•..• 

354 ,473 s 

ZS8, 783 S 
27.202 
14.773 

0 

300, 7S8 s 

53,715 s 
•••........ 

655,232 
•.........• 

8 .20X 
.•.•......• 

0 s 
-----------

14.480 s 
0 
0 
0 

----·------
14.480 s 

-----------
(1< .<80)S 

..•.•...•.. 
s 

0 s 

(36. 630)S 
(5,911) 
4,047 

0 

(38, 494)$ 

38.494 s 
..•••...... 

s 

ADJUSTED 
TEST YEAR 

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

354,473 s 
-----·-----

236.633 s 
28.310 
17.421 

0 

-----------
282.370 s 

-----------
72, 103 s . ••....•.• 

765.674 
.....••.... 

9. 4ZX 
••....•.•.• 

354,473 s 

222, 153 s 
21.291 
18,820 

0 

262,26C $ 

92.209 s 
..•........ 

377,770 . ••••...... 
24. 41X . .......... 

SCHEDULE NO. J•A 
OOCK(T NO . 881030-\/U 

PRO fORM 

AOJUSTH(HTS 

----·---·-

48,702 s 

0 s 
0 

2.S85 
0 

------------
z.sa5 s 

------------
46.117 s 

•.......•... 
s 

(34,716)$ 

(868) 
0 

(868)$ 

(33.848)S . ........... 

ADJUSl(O 
TEST YUJt 

-----------

403, 175 

------·----

236,633 
28,310 
20,012 

0 

-----------
284.955 

---------·-
118.220 . .......... 
765.674 

•.....•.... 
15.UX 

..•.••.•... 

319 . 757 

2<'2 .153 
21 .291 
17,952 

0 

261.3 6 

S8.361 
.....•... . 

377,770 
•.....•.... 

IS.c5X 
........... 

2G 9 
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SUNSHI NE UTI LITIES (REFUND CALCULATION) 
ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEHBER 31, 19B7 

EXPLANATION 

I (I) OPERATION & HAINTENAHCE EXPENSE 

2 -------------------------------

SCH£DULE NO. 3-B 
PAGE I OF I 
DOCKf.T NO. 881030-W\J 

\lATER 

3 

4 

5 

A) To remove expenses rel ated to the loss on the Turnberry 
project . (20.811) 

6 B) To amort ize expenses associated wi th a terri torial dl$pute 
7 
8 

9 

10 

11 

over 5 )'e4rs. 

TOTAL 

12 (2) DEPRECI ATION EXPEIISE 

13 ------------ --------
14 A) To amort1ze Imputed CIAC. 
IS 
16 

17 
18 
19 
20 

B) To remove amortizat ion on contributed land. 

TOTAL 

21 (3 ) TAXES OTHER THAN INCOHE 

22 --------- --------------
23 A) To refl ect correct balance of accrued taxes . 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

B) To correct test year reg. assess . fees. 

TOTAL 

30 (4) OPERATING REVENUES 

31 ------------------
32 To adJus t to reflect t he l evel generated using the 
JJ 
34 
35 

high end of lhe l u t authori zed return on equity. 

36 (5) TAXES OTHER TtiAN INCOHE 
37 
38 
39 
40 

To remove regulatory assess. fees (RAFs) on t he 
revenue adjustment above . 

( IS. 759) 

(36,63(1) 

{7 ,019) 

1.108 
-------v·-· 

(5,911) 

s 4.02Z 

25 

4,047 
............ 

s 48.702 
•..•.•...•• 

s z.sss 
._ . ..••....• 

I 

I 

I 
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