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FINAL ORDER SETTING RATES AND c~qGES 

BY THE COMMISSION : 

BACKGROUND 

Prior to 1992, General Development Utilities, Inc. (';DU or· 
utility) was a wholly o wned subsidiary of General Development: 
Corporation (GDC) . In early 1992, GDC reorganized and was renamed 
Atlantic Gulf Com..lUnities Corporation (AGCC ) . GDU is now a wholly 
owned subsidiary of AGCC . On September 29, 1992, GDU filed 
applications for general water ard wastewater rate increases :or 
two of its divisions, Silver Springs Shores ( ~SS) and ?or- LaB'-'~:> 

(PLB) . The applications, as filed, did not meet the minimum rillng 
requirements (MFRs) . On October 19, :992, the utility completed 
the MFRs for both applications and that date was estab:ished as the 
of ficial filing date for each divisiot.. 

By Order No . PSC-92 1 - 01 Pt.:O- W~. issu~· OctoLer .:L, .:~s.~, cr.-­
above-referenced dockets were consolidated for purposes of hearing. 
By Orders Nos . PSC- 92-1165- PCO- WS and PSC- 92-1168- PCO- WS, issued 
October 12, 1992 , the Commission acknowledged the Of fice of Public 
Counsel 's (OPC) intervention. By OrdPr No . PSC-93-0010-fOF-WS, 
issued January 4, 199 3 , this Commission suspended the u ti li Ly' s 
proposed rates and granted interim water and wastewater rate 
increases , subject to refund . By Order No . PSC-93-0257-PCO- WS, 
issued February 18 , 1993, the Commission granted MessE.-·s. Rush ana 
Hoffman's Petition to Intervene . By Order No . PSC-93-0262-PCO-WS, 
issued February 18, 199 3, t:he Commission granted the PotT LciB•:!ll· · 
Homeowners Association's (POA) intervent ion. 

On March 15, 1993, a prehearing conference was held '" 
Tallahassee, Florida. On March 24, .._993 , a P~tition to Int•""rv•:n·· 
was filed by Messers. Fulp, Reec~r, and Ms. Karbo wsk:. AL L!l• 

Ma_ch 31 , 1993, hearing, their Petition to :::ntervene 'liaS grant..ed. 
The administrativ e hearing _or these dockets was held during Ma~ch 
3:, 1993, through April 2, 1993 in Silver Springs Shores, Florida . 
By Order No. PSC-93-0574-PCO-WS, issued Apri: 14, 1993, the por:ion 
or Lhe case involving capital structure was postponed until Jurw 
!0 , 1993, and held in Tallahassee, Florida. 

On April 26, 1993 , the utiliLy, OPC , Ms. Karbowski and Mr. 
Rf"'PCE'r filed briefs o n th•" fir~t p< rrion o( th•~ r;,_,lrinrJ. On ,Jun.• 
1'3, 1•1<11, th•' utility and npr· ltl··d ll!J••t.; •l!l t ll•' c·.1pit.ll ~; t nwt· \11.,. 
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issues . The briefs filed by Ms . Karbowski and M~ . Reecer we re ~oc 
in compliance with Rule 25-22 . 056 , Florida Administrative Code, in 
that issues and positions were not clearly identif ied. 
Ne vertheless, to the e x tent the concern~ of Mr . ReecE:r and M5 . 
Karbowski could be addressed into this Ord er , we have dor.e so 
herein . 

The test year for the interim increase is based on the 
historical t welv e- month period thaL e ndPd Decemb er 31 , 1991. A 
projected t est year ended December 31 , 1992 , was used for 
determining the final rates . For Silver Springs Shores, che 
utility requested final rates designed to generate $881, 921 for 
water and $1,623,032 f o r waste water. For Port LaBelle, che uci~icy 
reqJested final rates designed co generace $4S3,047 for wace~ and 
$314 , 560 for wastewater. 

Silver Spring Shores 

According to the MFRs , the SilvPr Sprjngs Shores waccr sysLem 
had actual o perating revenues of $478 , 9 41 and a r.et operacing 
income of $15,547 f o r the twelve months chat e nded ~ecember 31, 
1991. The wastewater system had actual operating revenues of 
$889,061 a nd a net operating income of $118,734 for che same 
p0riod . Rute base was last e!'l rubli sh,-.d hy Ord•·r No . 1113'/l, is~;tl'·rl 

April 21 , 1983. Silver Springs S hores has had one prior rc.1Le cc1se , 
Docket No . 8 70239- WS, which e nde d prior to the f :.nal hearing 
because the parties si3ned a stipulated agreement . The agreemer.t, 
approved by Order No . 18869, issued February 16, 1n88, did no: 
estab lish rate base for the utility. 

Port LaBelle 

According to the MFRs , the Port LaBelle wa te~ system !':ac 
actual operating revenues of $230 , 811 ar.d a nee loss or. $1'1,6:: t J r 
the Lwel ve months that ended Decembr·r 31 , 1991 . The wast•.::w.1 L·~r· 

system had actual o perat ing revenues or $165 ,764 and a nee loss of 
$65, 0 29 for the same per: ~j. The Commission granted wac e.:- and 
wastewater c ertificates c o Port LaBelle in Fe bruary l990 . This 
Commission has not pre v iously considered Port LaBelle ' s rates 
wi chin a full rate case. The last general rac2 i n crease was 
approved prior to the Commiss ion ' s receiving j urisd1ccion f rem 
Glades and Hendry counties . 
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FINDINGS OF FACT . LAW , AND POLICY 

Having heard the evidence pre sented at the heari~g ~r. this 
proceeding and having reviewed t:he recommendation of the Commission 
Staff (Staff) , as well as the briefs of the parties, we new ente~ 
our findings and conclusions. 

STTPUl./\TlONS 

Prior to the hearing, the utility, OPC, t~e custorre r 
intervenors and Staff agreed upon a number of stipulatio~s. At Lhe 
hearing, we accepted the followi~g St1pulations: 

Cateoory A 

Those stipulations where OPC , the utility, Ray Rush, Thomas T. 
llof fman anci Staff agreed are s1~L f or~h bP.low : 

1. As stated in Audit Disclosure 3 for Silver Springs Shores, 
water land should be increased by $2,331 . As shown in Audit 
Disclosure 2 for Port LaBelle, land should be reduced r, y 
$1,665 for water and $15,908 for wastewater, ~esr ;Ctively. 

2. For Silver Springs Shores , wastewater land should be reduced 
by $22,913 to reflect a sale of a portion of ::he P-3rry 
Property . 

3. Fo r Sil•Jer Springs Shon~.s, dd~us•mr·nLs ore L•.:Cr.;·,:;,Clry .,) 

reflect unrecorded concributions-in -aid-o: -const~uc~ion 

(CIAC) . The rate base amounts are the year-end adjustments as 
of October 31, 1992, ar.-.1 the expenses reflect annual amour.cs. 
The adjustments are as follows : 
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I DESCRIPTION I 
PLANT $ 

WATER 

54,455 

CIAC $(54 ,4 551 

ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION $ 4,175 

ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION $ ( 4' 175) 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE $ 1 , 252 

AMORTIZATION EXPENSE $ ( 1 ' 252 ) 

I WASTEWATER II 

$ 57,186 

$ (57 , 186) 

$ 4,3 84 

$ ( 4 1 384) 

<" 
-.) 1' 315 

$ ( 1' 315) 

4. For Port LaBelle, projected test y~"'ar revenu~s should b•: 
reduced by the amount of ov e r-collert:-"'d mi scr:llLirt'·ous ~;1·1:"'/lC •~ 

charge revenues . 

5. Fo r Silver Springs Shores, actual 1992 numbers should be used 
to determine the appropr iace test year rev~"'nues, purc hased 
power expense, chemical and fuel Pxpe nse for wat r~r and 
wastewater, a nd should also be used for purposes oL the 
billing analy s is. 

6. For Port LaBelle, an adjus ment should be made l~ th~ 

following wa ter and wastewater accounts to r eclassify pl dl1l ~:1 

servicP as cons truct· i o n work in-progn:ss (CWIP) : 

Pla:1t 
Ace . Depreciation 
Depreciation Expense 

WATER 

$(65 , 571) 
..l ,Sl~ 

( 1' 525) 

WA8TEWATER 

( 7 ' 100) 
592 
236 

7 . For Port LaBelle, CIAC should be increased by $880 ~or the 
wa ter system and $1, 648 for the wastewaLer system. 

8 . For Silver Springs Shon:s , adjus cments in t h e amounts o f $1 03 
for wastewater and $708 fo r wa ter are ne cessary to remove 
tax es o n land sold and held for :uture use. These adjustments 
a r e consistent with Staff Audit ExcepLion ~ . part II (AJ D• 
and {E) . 
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Category B 

Those stipulations where the uti 1 i ty, Ray Rush, Thnmas T. 
Hoftman and SLaff agreed, but OPC and POA did not take a fJOSit lOll 

nor participate in the stipulations are set forth below: 

1. The cost of equity should be set using the leverage formula in 
effect a t the Agenda Conference for the final order in this 
case . The range for the cost of equity should be plus or 
minus 100 basis points. 

2. Private fire protection rates should be developed by d~vidir.g 
the approv ed base facility charge for the comparable mete~ 
size by 1/3. 

3. Customer deposits should be increased in accordance w~th Rule 
25-30 . 311, Florida Administrative Code. 

4. The proposed miscellaneous service charges should be approv<=>a. 
The new $10 premises visit charge wh ich applies when a 

customer requests a problem be investigated and tne problem ~s 
within the lines maintained by the customer should be renamed 
a service problem identificat ion charge and approved. 

~- For Silver Springs Shores a11d PorL Lai:l•.:ll~'.:, Uv.: r<::sid•.:nL £,11 
wastewater cap should be sec at 8,000 gallons . 

6 . The appropriate allowance for funds used during r )nscruccion 
(AFUDC ) rate should equal the weighted ra8: o: cap: ::a: a::d · :;.;: 
._L[ectiv e date is Januat.y 1 , l'J93 . 

QUA~ITY OF SE~vrrE 

For Port LaBelle customers, a .:;ervice hear~r.g was h':::·i Jn 

FPbruary 24, 1993, at the ,...ll y of L.ti1•.:.:. 1·· C: ·.~:.~ ···Jji • • 

Ap~:-coximately 250 customer-s aLtended 14 cusLomers testi r: i~d. 'l'h•:: 
customers testified about ::.. . . ::: !:ate inc~ease, GDC' s escrow acce--.:;~:-s 
and the County's restriction on lot development. -=-~~e custom•..:rs 
generally expressed sacisfacti)n with the utility's qualit/ of 
sen;ic·~. 

The Silver Springs Shore.., cusLomer ser..rice hearing w:1s held o n 
March 31, 1993, at the Silver Spn.ng Shores' Corrunun.:.ty Ce!1ter . 
This service hearing was held in c0njuncticn wirh t~e technical 
hParing. Approximately 200 rusLorn•~ts .J t t.=>ndo·d .1nd ,,7 cu~Lom"r~.o 
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provided testimony. Mo s t of the customers resti~ied abo~t th~ s:=e 
of the proposed rate increase , and a few customers provid~d 

tPstimony abm.t the uti::..ity's quality of s8rJlCe . ~hes.::: c :sc cmer.;; 
testified about GDU's meter reading pracc~ces, poor custom~r 

relations, the wat e r' s odor and taste , and sewer line back u~s . 

Utility wit ness Betschart described how GDU reads thP meters. 
HP testified that the mer·~r reader inpu t s t h<: rn(lding i:1Lo 1 ha1:d 
l1t·ld computer. This unJ.t has the t hree- month history of the 
customer 's consumpti.:m and will compare this consumpt ion wir.h t!:e 
number that the meter r ead er has input . If the reading is not 
within 10 percent of the average three- month consumption. t hc.n - !:": 
computer signals an <Llarm and rhe nv::t nr must be-.: rnrr·.td. ~~. 

A• t srh<~rL u:::stitied tha;.. · L•· hand !1el j compuce~ makes it: dif::cu.:.r. 
Lor the meter reader t o merely estimate the cust:omer 's consu.rnpc1on 
sJ.nce the hist'.)rical in::orrnacion is s<ored in tr..e computer . r.e 
testified that a meter r eader wil::.. be fired for fa:s:~ying ~~t~r 

reading~. Mr. Betschart test1.fi"=d th,Jt iwo meter re1ders rlt""· us•~d 

when a new person is being train0d or 1~ lad weather causes t~e 

meter reader to fall behind schedule. In li~ht of Mr. Betschart's 
testimony, it appears c hac GDU ' s mecer read:.:1g procedt..res a ~P 
adequate . 

Wi th J"'gtlrd to Lh·~ od;r- prubl,·ms, M1 . Ek:tschar.L testi:ied t:.lc..tL 
GUU was not able to detect any bad odors or caste at the 
residences. Mr. Betschart also testified that GDU' s water ar:-1 
wastewater operations are in compliance with Department: nt 
Environmental Regulation (0ERJ standards for both di•Ji""i' ns. 

Statf presented four DER witnesses . DER wi t:1esses A.r.sag, 
Dent ice , Cherukara, and Grab did not find any violations :Jr onJoi:;':! 
consent orders o n the uc.1licy' s water a1.d wastewater sysLems . 
According to DER, GDU's water and wastewater operatior.s ~ ~~ :~ : u:~ 

compl1.ance with all applicable DER stanjatds . Further , tne resu::..~s 
o: water and elfluent ana!yses were submi~~ed to ~te ~ER o:~~ces ~~ 
a timel y manner. 

Based o n the e v idence in t:he r<=>cnni, w~> [ind thar GDtJ :~; 1:: 
c mpliance> with DER's t-u:.~s .1nd t•".JUI.l~ton:; .t bl,c:-. ?ot·::. La2•..::>· 
and Silver Spr·i ngs Shores, and we :.ind chat :he util::.ty's qua.:.ir.y 
of service is satisfactory. 
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PROJECTIC'NS 

we have e valuated thre~ sees ol oper.J.tion and mal::t"=:lanc· 
(O&M) expenses for Port LaBelle and Sil V~'-' r Springs Shor<::s. Th,: 
sets of expenses include r.he MFR projections, the acr.~al :~g~res 

reported by GDU, and the Staff audiror's projection :~em lJ monrhs 
>f audited data. GDU requesl·'d rhat w•"' us·• tl1'" MFR p:-':>j<::rr:rms for 
c~ll accounts except. lor t.he Silve1 Spr·ings Shores chemicc.l, tuel, 
and purchased power expenses. and OPC recommended we use actua 1 
expenses with appropriate adjustments . 

In its filing , GDU used a 1992 projected test year. Utllity 
witness Fancher testified that us:~g a projected test year ~ett~r 
reflected the utility's cost of service . In Jctobe r :~ 92, GDU's 
:.argest ui visions, Port ~alaoar and Wef' t Coast, we~= sold to 
munlcipal governments . The closing E ;)r ::~e divis_on sales orcu~~;.r:J 
1n Dr~cr•ttb• •r 1C)92 . Tll•·s•· s.ll··s w ill h.J'J•· <1!1 .lf[•.:cr:. n t: r~rt;·~; 

•.:xpenst:::!S since allocc:1ticns wl ... _ ~har.-.:3-::: anJ sorr':: i::.em::; :nc:t•t :..-•.: 
reduced . The Staff Aud2tor did -:ot aud.:.:: c.h·_ .:::-:a::c:.a.:. :.:-::c~;a::cr. 

for the last t wo months of 1992. ~nstead, an auc:.t o: t~e :c-~on-~ 
data was used to project the remaining t wo months o: 1 "'92 . Jl.s 
rPflecLed in Exhibit No. ·13, St,J[f th•· auditor 's proj·~crion 
onsislt•d nL dividing Lhc 10 nHJI1lh .ttaiit,·t! jdtl Ly :...~:1 t:!~.J t!.,n 

multiplylng the product by 1~. 

GDU has the burden of proving that each expense requested ~s 

tt"asonable and prudent . In insr.anC"t'·s wh~r·~ the utility dirj not 
meet iLs burden, we have individu.:llly •.::xamined -=:ach _.cr..:c...l:!Jt : .:n 
reasonableness and made che appropriate adjust:r.;nts . We be::..:.eve :..:. 
is appropriate to make an independent analys1s oE each ac~o~~c ~o 
find the amount which is r easonable. We have e xamined ::.f:e .covidt:nc·· 
availablo and made findings herei:. li ou· m<::t:Jodr:::.<>Sf' <J::d ::.:!·· 
c~ppropriateness of spec:.:.:.c ic.ems. '1'1": be:i'2ve c'-:a· :;.~c;:u": 

lnformation is better than projection::;, out '"e do nee ~avo::: 1.cces3 
to fully audited test year infor.nation . Therefore, ou!' :i:1di:1gs 
havt= been made on the besc avai~able in!:or.nat:.on :o!" eac ... ac~ou:1t. 

Our calculations of the appropriatt: rate bases :or beth 
dlvisions are depicted on Schedule No . 1 A :or wat er and Schedu:.e 
No. 1 8 for wastewater. Our ddJUSC~~nts ~rg item.:.3ed ~n Sr~~du~~ 
N!l. 1 ('. Tllos•• .tdjustnv:nrs wll t<"h 1r•· .:•·1 t .. :<pl.1l1dt ' Jt'f .Jr· wh. :11 .tr•· 
•.:s::;enll.llly mechan.tc,.d in n..1L ut , Cit··- n~L l·:c· t o::d on t~tose sc':edul·!~ 
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without further discussion in the body of rhis ~rder . 

adJustme nt s are discus s ed below. 

Maroin Reserve 

~h~ :-r.aj or 

ln it:; .1pplicdtion, till' utility I''Cjlll.:st.•"u LhJL .1 llldtgin 
rt·~~tve ~e included 1n the calculations of used and useful plant . 
Because Chapter 367, Florida S tatut es , requires each u tility to 
prov ide service within a reasonable period of time, wr;: n.ll o w a 
mnrgin rese rve to recognize that. a utility needs to .... xoand 
pr·udencly beyond current demands to enable it to meet reas .... nab:y 
projected short t e rm growth. This p ractice allows the utility co 
include a reasonable ccs~ of expansion in its ra te base w::~o~: 
placing an unreasonable burden on current cusco~ers co pay :or long 
term growth. 

Mr. Gudstella test~:.io:..:u Lha~ U.v Conun~ss:on s:r.oL:d t.:s""- :..r:e 
eighteen mo nth period for evaluating margin rese:~e fo~ all 
treatment facilities , water distr1butir:>n li.nes, and wasc-2-wa:er 
collectio n lines because of the rPgulatory l,g and variat.i ns [ 
cons truction projects. Mr . Guastella su::~g•·st~d that th·:: Co~'TilSSl'?n 
us•~ a 2 . 1 percent margin reserve f or Port LaBelle water based o:-: :..:: 
··quivalent residential connec~ions (ERCs) and a 1 . 3 percent marg:n 
reserve for Port LaBelle wastewater based o n 11 ERCs . The uci::.:y 
used the line ar regression method ir. calculating chese proj'=cr i :)r.s. 

StaL( witness Croucl ce~tilied thclt a 12 month margin r eser--Je 
is more appropriate for the water distribution and ... astewater 
collectio n systems . Uti l i ty wicness Fancher t::=stifi e d that :::>ER 
ordinaril y takes approx imately 30 days t::> issue a line Pxt•'::s: r~ 
p·~rmir. Therefore, based on thr> rr•St imony in t h•: r>;:cr.td, w•· : :J!O 

t·llo~t .1 1:~ month period i~ a ~·Htici•-nt. amLun or c.:.me t.o c~v-2-:.- :~1·:o: 

r·_·gulatory lag and the variations of construcr.:C'n . " 
consider ation of the : oregoing, we find it appropriate c o a::~~ a 
:2 mont:h margin reserve : or the wa r:er d~stribution and '"a:.,~-"'wa: .. r· 
collection s ystems, and a:1 18 month marJin resel:"'Je :rr ~ .. •· •,.;t ' "! 

and wasr:.::.water treatment p} .•.,; . TIH::r•·fore , using Uh:: .!.:.::~u:: 

r"•.!gression met:h.Jd, the appropriat:e amounts Ear margi:1 reserve : Jr 
S:Ll ver Springs Shores are 2 . 8 percen t , 1. 7 percent, 2 . 9 perc-:::: c., 
and 1 . 6 percent for the war.er plant, wat>.:r transrn.:.ss ~on il.::cl 
discrjburion system, wastF>WnL•:!l- t.:r•·,ll m• •nt ,I!Jd disprJ~;.1I L1r·:1 : · :-·:: 
d!ld t ll•' wast •'w,,L'""t ·ulJ··c·tion sysL•>rn, t•!::5p• ·ct. i'J•·ly . F<Jt ='lt"L 

L.1B•~l J •· • the appropriar..:: _·espective amouJlLS are 2 . 1 percent, _ . •J 

percent , 1. 3 percent , and . 8 percent. 
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Used and Useful - Water Distribution Svstems 

Port LaBelle 

In Lhc MFRs, the utility c..alculated r-he used and u::>c:ul 
per·centage for the water distribution system by caL::::ulau.ng the 
components of the system separately. The utility calculated the 
water transmission mains to be SC percent used and useful anc the 
water distribution m.:uns to be '15 .14 perc~nt. used and tJS•·ft.l. 

We agree with the utility's used and useful ca:cu:ac:cn = ~ r 

water transmission Iuains . However, the used and useful calculat :on 
for the water distribution mains 1ncluded an allowance for :ir~ 
:low demand and compared ERCs co roLa: 1 )t s on l :.!1*=5 ~or :- : .... 'N.-lt,... .. :­
distrJbution mains . 

Utility witness Guaste::a ~esci:1ed t~a~ the :~re f:~w 

requireme'1t and varyir;g ERC demands jnst!:i·~d -he :.~'::t:sior: r., E :-:: .. 
(low and comparison of t..RC:=; t'1 ror.li rs n n lin··~·- .r~ ,d,J ! · .' .11! , 

Wl t ll' .-;~; C;u.lSI r=>1la t•'SI ! : !•_·•! t !..tl I lt• : <JI ntll: .t b·: U!.>•::<..l _;_!t 'rtl ~ c.; _,::;,.: 

lt t:; b···;n used in othe!:· cas>o!S. 

Staff witness Crouch testi~ied that the comparison ot ERCs c o 
cRCs or lots to lots methods a:-e the met-" prPf<?r!.c::d :nr.:t.horJs 
Cd} ·u},lting USf:!d a !,d US8!..Ul p8r '""'1La<jeS. WitneSS C:·cuc!1 a2.SC 

opined thaL the fire flow r equirement should not be included 1:1 th•.: 
water distribution 1 ines because both the American wa te:r- Works 
Association (AWWA) Manual and the Recommended Standa~ds cr Wac~~ 
Works consider fire flow in the w<t.t"'r storaqt? :.1r-:iliLy d• •s1 1:-:. 

Thi., Commissiun has not pr-::viuusly consider,::d :'i:-e :::cw :.:-: ::.•? 
water distribution systems cr approved the hPCs to :cts ~e:~cd :~ 

calculate used and useful percentages. We f 1.::1d t~at taking t!l•= 
:-at:.o of 2RCs to lots mu.y ur:reasonably increase the used and ,;s- ~ :: :; : 

pa.r--·encage in t!lose i:1St'1nces wh•·re l1L l .J t equa:s -:.•,;c r :nc r·: 

ERCs. :her~fore, based on the evidence in the record, we f::;J :~a~ 
~he c~mparison of ERCs co ~ors or lots to lots prov1des ; 
=easonable calculatio~ of used and use:=ul percentages . A:sc, ~~ 
find it reasonable to elimi:1are the :ir·e CJw ;ll'lwanc•· :r n: ·::-
used <=tnd usc•ful calculdLl )!1 lJt r.h·· wr1 1 ·~t d1~t~-li.Jtlt ! <)!! .,;y~ t ··m 
b•""l ",lUS•' 1 t hd::; b~·::n con:::;ide!.·ed in t:.h• WdLer storage compo1~e-r.c. . 

In support of his 
Guastella testified that 

romparison 
in :::lrd•" l" No. 

r his lommissi o n de t ·~tmi11.-.d t !:at t !1·· 

of ERCs tc lots, w1~n-ss 

1 7 fJl) Q , l :-j S ll t::'d 1":,1 :1 .::I, , J 'J il7 , 
mp.t: :su n •J t l rJ t s w '!1 :;- z·;: , ··· 
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conJwrt ions Lo toLal number of lots is not appropriate. Ho wever, 
o ur review of that Order indicates that the lots to : ots comparison 
was rejected in Order No. 17600 because the u t il i i:J had « mi x 01 

large condomin1.ums and single family res1.de .1L s . :!::1 cont::u::;t I GLU ' s 
Port LaBell<=> system serves mainl y r eslden::.ial cus;:ome rs. 
ThereLore , we find that our decision 1.n Orde:::- No. 17 600 is not 
applicable in this instance. As stated abo v e , witness Guasr ella 
also relied on his previous method of calculntinq us-·rl .trHl tl~ ··l t ll 

percentages in other ::ases, specirir·.11ly u1 Docko-•Ls Nos . Sol1Ci30 and 
91106 7. We nore that ~ n Lhvst.:! cas ·~s th1.s Commission made :10 fina: 
clt t •' z:mindtio n o t used and useful percencages prior to the rate 
proceedings being .. ithdrawn. In our calculation of t h e ;..·at e!"" 
distribution system used and useful percencages , we have us<=>d the 
~ots to lots method . 

Based ")n che record and the :oregoing discussion 1 ·w~ f i~d cf. e 
appropriate used and us e fu l percentage for the water discributio r. 
mains to be 60.13 percent. We ca2.cuLlCed this p>=· rn_!ltd'J·~ LY 
comparing 835 c urrent connections f?lus 14 m.-u:·'J in r~s·~rv·~ 

connections with the totdl 1,·11?. luLS ou l:.nes capacit y. 
Th•.'n~i ore , we find the ctppropria te used and usefu: p e:::-centage of 
thu PorL LaBelle water distributio n system co be 54. 07 percent:. 

Silver Springs Shores 

Thr> utili' y cJlcul a t: e d the Silve r Springs Shores water lines 
Lobe 100 percent used and ~seful. We agree with the ucil :y t hat 
all of the wacer lines are 100 percent: used and t;Seful, '~Xc""-'pr f ll 

the water lines in the Crystal Lakes developm~>nt. Foz : !.· ·rysto~ 

:.,akes lines, GDU did nor r·quirP rho:· uLiltry-t"llt-::d d-::v>::l o po:::r ct 
C'rystol Lai<Ps 10 pdy t ut t. ht:! wa Lt::t" line conf:truction wh icr. cost 
:; 1 0'/ . -~ ·1 'J . 

Witness Guastella test i!:ied that: a used and usr--~lll :.J}r·:,: .: ll)z; 

sf line extensions is appropriat•' wh. r•:: Lll•:: co~·L wiLe!. shm;.:.d be 
the dcvel'1p1:!r' s responsibi l i.Ly can be segregated f:::-om the cost: 
wh ich s llo uld bt: borne by t:h '"· utility and passed onto the 
ratepayers . Utility witness Fancher testified chat some amount r·•r 
the cost of the lines should be included i!l r.-H• .... h.1se ro .. 1 l •)W Lil·· 

util ity to expand and cant inut'' providln:J setvLc·~ t0 t!1e '"JnmlUIHty. 
We find it appt·opriar•' t) tnclude some, but n o t all , or ::.he .:..::1e 
C'SL 111 ra.L·~ b.1se. Tlv":::-c::f.:>re, wr- havo::: made a used and us·::::'u.:.. 
adjustment for the water li~es in C:::-ys ta~ Lakes. 
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The used and useful adjustment was calcula-ed by using the 
r;tpr!r"ity o f Ph.=ts<=> I of rhr• rrys•;-11 I .. tk•s dn•J•l pm.,nr, wh i~ ll i.; r,. , 
l·:l,'<':r W•· . rdtl•·d '/I l<l.:r·.r ! • I 111. 1 1 J ill I• ,;o•J'J• t, tiro· H rr;.l >lll•·r;, 

receiving service and divided Lhat sum 8~, by 96 . This 
calculation resulted in an 84 . 4 percent used and useful percentJge 
for the Cry stal Lakes water lines. We then multip li-o:d Crystal 
Lakes ' wate r lines cost, $107 , 2 ~ 5. hy 84 .~ pe rce nt to Arri v P r1t thn 
us• d .1 nd us••ful cos t (Ot Llll' w,l L•· r liw·::; , wl1ich is ~'JU , Sl'-' H·! 
subtracting the used and useful cost trom the t o t al cost, 'N'' 

determined the appropriate non - used and useful adjustment tor the 
water lines adjustr..ent to be $16,730 . We determi:1ed the adjust.=.d 
usr>d and us ~">ful baldnce by reducinrJ the $l,19G ,4 10 cos r for r~Jl ,. 
til•· w,nor lines at Silv1~1 Springs Sho r··~s by Lhe $li'J , 7..l0 rl'Jlll1S•·d 
and useful adjustment . Finally, we determi:1ed the .;,.ppropr:..ate 1...:St;C 

and usef~l percentage by d i viding the adjusted balance c ~ 
$1,379 , 680 by the original balance of $1 ,396 ,410 . This results ::1 
a 98.8 ·1sed and use:ul per~<=>r:ta(;<=> wh::.ch w<=:. r.:.r:d b·· -~.· · 

· IJ >Pl'l)[ll Lll ,. us•'d o:.~nd IS•·tu l p• t C•'llt 1< 1 i:.lJl t~J·· Si !v .. r Sp : ::.q,; 
Shores water distribution syst~m . 

Used and Useful - Water Land . We lls, Plant a nd Storace Facilic:<=:.s 

Supply Wells 

The utility has t wu supply w,:;Jls , one wir h a 500 gaL:. c,ns [P: 

minuLr- (gpm) capacity and the oth···r wiLh a •1:,0 gpm car .ciLy . l:1 
its MFRs, the utility requested thaL the supply ·.o~e~:.s b12 :;or. s:..d·.::::··.;:d 
100 percent used and useful. I n support o f tnJ..s calculatJ..on, 
utility witness Guastella test ified that in determining the userl 
and useful percentages for supply w~~ls the :.arg<=:.st wel:. :s 
consid•"red out o f ser.1icn bec•usl" LhP tlt il1ty 1s r<=>quJT··ri r j ;n .... : 

!J,. d•"mands o f the systt:m wiLh til t..: L.,I"J•·SL ''•".:!ll <JU t 'J l .·•·r•Ji ···. 
W J..tne~ s Guastella also t es t~fJ..ed t~at JER requires a sec~r.a we:.:. 
We a~ree with the utility's 100 percent used and useful calculaci~n 
for the 500 gprn WPll . nGIJ~Ver I as discussed bt::low. WP !':av··· 
1 !JUSt ·~d t h ' ' us•~d and ust·ful ~al-•t!.ll ~ r. ~ r rh•.:: 3•_·r r: 1, '!!-1:1 

Wt. ll . 

In its MFRs, the utllity included wa ter sold to the City cf 
LaBelle in its calculation of , he avP rag <=> fiv~" maximum day dPmand . 
Wt lldV" •'X (']t JdPd tho• W.tt •·'l ~;11ld t tl tl r•• f'ity <JI l..ll' •· ll· :11 

<i•·L•'l lllll llll'.J llldXilllU!Il J-1y do·nl,tlld::; •J• ' ',lll~J·· W" l llld lt dlll.tl t l 

require the ratepayers to bellr the cost of the ext: ra used and 
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useful percentage associate d w1th th8 sal€! of large amoun::s " 
.... ,< t e t Lo Lhe City. We find thaL Lht.? approprjat"": histo ri c tiv•: 
maximum day demands are May 4, 13, 14, 15, and 17, 1992 . Base d on 
the demands for those days, we find the appropriate average flow o: 
t.he five maximum day demands, including an all.Jwance for marg::.n 
reserve , to be 257 , 723 gallons per day (gpd ) . 

The second well has an equiva:ent capacity o f 643 , 000 gpd 
wh ich is t wo and a half time s the average five maximum day de mands 
of 257,723 gpd wi th margin rese::ve. Therefore, wi'"l1 :--o 
adjustments , the 450 gpm well is only 40 pe rcent used and useful. 
ULiliLy witness Gua. cella tPstified thal thP second well should t·~ 

considered 100 percent used and usetul tor Lhe following reaso~s: 
The utility installed a prudently sized wel l which happens to 
produce a larger quantity of wa ter because of the aqui:er; :he cosL 
of installation for a smal le r well would not be v8rf muc~ d::.::erer.~ 
from the cost of installing the second w~ll ; and the desi r aiJiliry 
o L mdLCh~ ng the water :::.!.--=:.::ttmc--nL p~a:1l Cut•aciL; wou : ~ nGt !'!a './ •· 

supported a decision t .J install a smaller well . S:af: w:..:::ess 
Crouch testified that it is cheaper :o dr~l: a smaller s:..~e He:: 
than t.o drill a larger s::.ze well and \...S·· a s m:l ler pump . 

We Lind Lhat it is un!. 1ir.· L J r•·quit•· ""Xi.:;;tir.~ cust.omers • ,> !--<>/ 
f or the entire cost of che supply wells whe r e those wells are net 
100 percent used and useful . However , to r ecognize the prude ncy nf 
the utility's investment in the second well , we have det e ~:..ned th~ 

a ppropriat e used and use ful percent <~ge for Lhn s~r::ond well t ; b•:: ')() 
p••tcenL. Accordingly, LLe combinr·d us··d and us•·Lul !Jerc•:l!L ! J ·~ ': 
the Port LaBelle supply wells is 75 percent . 

Water Treatment Plant 

ln lh'" MFRs, th8 ltiliLy 1-:.'qu• ... .. j · ).,• ~:.•.: .,! C-_;: ·:-···~::. .. :!' 

plant be considered 1 CO percent used and ~setul. Th::.s calcu!a~:0:: 
was based on a maximum single day cemClnd of 350,00 gpd, a!:d 
included fire flow and a 10 percen t a::0wance ~or bac~was~i~g. 

In its C'llculat'On ot w<,~"~ :..r·, .cm••nt: pla r~L usr_·d . nd u::-:;··=~.~. 

the uLili t y used a projected singl~ ma:umum day d.::mar.a o ~ .:'10,0CJ 
gpd. Witness Guastella testified that it is more appropria t:e to 
use the single maximum day demand :han an average o: the :':i·;e 
highest days with r espect to wau•r- plant allocations . Hr: also 
L• ·St if i ~'>d Lh,1L this C'nmmissior. ho~s 'JS•·d L hP :n.1ximurn d,1y J•·mn::r1:-: 
when o=xtr.aordinary eve :1t~ did not O<"::ur on Lhe max~mum J dj' . 
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Staft witness Crouch testiLit:::d thaL th•.; use or: a singl':: p·~o..1i':. 

day makes it mor~ likely that an anomalous occurr ence could result 
in an excessive used and useful level . He also tesc~~~ed tha: the 
average of t h e five peak days in the highest rump~ng ra:e month 
pr•Jv idP~; •. 1 mol"'" acrurare C?llculat inn. Tn <<ddit ion , w:rnr·ss rrotwll 
L~SLl.ti•.::d that he would e x ludt..! W..!L~'r :;;<)lJ t •J Llw ! ' i t. y u ! J.,d · •·ll•· 

from the maximum consumpt ion . 

The utility's calculation of maximum day consumpt ion was based 
on thr-> maximum consumption on May 9 , 1991, a day on wh:~h r-: . .::: 
ut 1l11y sold l'lu , OO gallons Lo t~k •'ity o t l.aB·<l·.:. r:-ur r-v ... •;J 
the 1992 monthly o perating report s shows t~at th~ maximum 
consumption in a si~gle day was 310,000 gallons after exclud~ng 
water sold to the City of :=-aBe.!.le. The.::-efore, we : ~nd tha L ch~ 

proJ.-.>rted :naximum day dema:1d of 350 , 000 gpd does not repr·.,So-:::1: ;:; 
~~asunable projection . 

The utility's wa ter plan::- used ... nd use : -..: .:. ·-a.:.c~.:.,_::._ ... 
included 180 , 000 gallons :or :ire :low requireme:!::. . ~::.a:: ·;J:-:;-:::ss 
:rouch tr~st ified that ~:r"'- :l:)w sho1·.:.d :::.,. -:c..: .s:.-:!e.::-er! -:.e 
c.1lculaLion ot used clnd usetul ~ r· ~u r '9" :<~ci.:.:::.~•·:·. !·r,t :: 
';J ltnesses Crouch and Guastella t.~stit iwd that wa ter p_ant 1 s 
:1ormally designed t o meet maximum day demands. Based on t[ . .:: 
:orPgoing, we have remo ved thn fire flow requirement from t~~ us~d 
:1nd usF?ful dnal ysis f or water tre;:;.tment plant . 

Based on the fore<joing I w•~ calculated the used a::d :...s·:~.:: 

percent:.age of t:.he wac e r t.::-eat:nent. p2.anc usi n g t~e :lv~.::-at:="'" ~- :..v<:: 
maximum day demands including marg:r. rese.::-ve c: 257 1 7~3 gpd. We 
r·>duc.:>o thP plant:. capacity from 5'"~0,000 gpd to 4 501000 JI'~ l~ 

[·•· I c· · ·nt t 1 tllow f ur bo~~)--..,.,1sllin• l. l!rw•·•;•·I, '" '" J !:-;~, r•·rn•·l·•! ::1· 

:. irr:- Llow r~qui rement. Ace rdingJy 1 w· · L-·Li U1.: Jf.J~ ... .z .. .~~~r_ .. , .. •. , . . 
and usetul :or t:.he wa!:e r creatmenc olant. :o be 57 .: 7 po::orc-::r::: I ·;J:.:..::-. 
is 257,723 gpd d i vided b y 4 50,0G). -

Wo~t •;t ~ror IJ•' F(lc:j liti ·"~ 

In tr.e MFRs, the ut:2.ity .::-equestt::d that the w 'lccr sLo:,t-;"'­
:acilities be cor.s~dered 46.3 9 percent used and useful . ~c:.:.:cy 
WltnF?ss Guastella testified ::.hat Lh•:: SL 0ragF? .:L.c:..::.:..c:.-::~ :i~-2 

i•SllJ!1t·rl It' m•·•'L tho> cumbindt i>t1 d l'''"k hour i•mdLls 1::c: .: .. 
dt'llldnds . ro calcuL.H.•:: Ll!e !. ·cik :.dut ·1•;;!1\cl ilds, w i.r :1·.:ss _;I:d .st ·<: , 
ut1.l1.zed an ..::qualizatJ.OL :actor ·;J: ~ :.c:, w,iS 25 perc<::r::. ): :::"" :r.axi:1:um 
day demand. 
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Staff witness Crouch agreed storage is requin:d for 
equalization, fire demands. and '"'laximum d~manJs. Wi ::ness :!:"'JLJC!: 

r·urH>ider f">d tIll' required fire d.:~m.lnd <~nd ··qu<~lLzaL~on volurllt· in 11i::; 

used and useful analysis . However. rather ~han using ~r.e maximum 
day demands , he used 25 percent of the average five maximum day 
demands for equalization storage . This method of calculating used 
and useful percentages for storage facilities is consisce~c w~~r. 

thP guidelines of the AWWA. 

In the calculation of water storage used a~d c:se:=t.:..:, :r.e 
utility adjusted scorage capacity by 10 percent :=or recer::..i on . 
Staft witness Crouch testified chat the 10 perrer.t adjusL:r..:::r:c ·...,as 
.ipproprlttLe. We agree that d. 1 t)e!"'Ct.~nr adJusc:nent c.u s:. ~ t .~ 4 

capacity for retention is appropriate. Therefore. ·...,e f :.nd c:.~ 

appropri~te amount o:= avai:able ~carage capaci~y :o b~ :,350,000 
gallons. 

w,., lind witnr>ss lr')uc!.'s m•·t:h0d vf l!u!y-;is: J!'" . ...,,>·! ~'::: lJ·' 
ust::d and usetul percenLagt;::s L0r Por-L L.,aBelle co co:: a.ppro p:.-_ •' -::. 
Accordingly, we find the appropriate water ~torage used and use:u: 
percentage to be 18 . 11 percent 

ln its MFRs . the utility requested that the land used r:c .. 
water treatment facilities be considered 100 per:::en· ;.;.sed a~a 

useful . We agree. Accordingly, we find the appropria~e used ar.d 
usPful percentage for the Port Lc:t8t'll-=- water rreat:nent fa~ili i·-s 
lJnd to be 100 percent. 

Silver Sorinos Shores 

For the Silver Springs Shores water system, t~-= ut:: .r·; 
.::al~..-ulated the used and use:ul percentages by comtini~s ~:-:e .,...._.:..:. 
and storage caoacities. Spec~r1ca:!y, the ut1:icy ca!cu:a:ed p.:.a~: 
rapacity by adding the capacity of the four wells ( 4,989, 000 gpc ) 
and the two storage tanks 11,20\ , 000 gallons', : or a tctc:2. ':c 

•• ,189,000 gpd. The ldrg~>sr w••ll's C.ip,H· it/ (1 ,·151, )0( u;u ·i:·· 
st.o1d'::Je Lank equali::JLion t~qultt!lll•·llL ('/14 , 000) wet·:: suLL: ll'' ·;;d 
trom the total to obtain tht:: uc.i_ity's requested -l, J :::_, .;Ov :JPO 
water treatment plant capacity. The largest well was r~movo::d to 
comply with DER redundancy requ~r<::me:1ts. Equaliza::.on rep:::-esents 
t.h•" pPCik c-u::;tomer demand::: -Jn Lh·~ syst""m .1nd was -,l,:ul>t:"'C1 by 
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multiplying 25 percent o f the maximum day dem~:1d by ::he marg::.n 
reserve. The maximum system demands w-:re calculated by addi ng the 
maximum day demand and the fire flow requirement. '!'o c'>:~·:lat~ ::i:o 
~.854 , 000 maximum day demand, th~ ucilic.y ust. l Lhe :"lay l6 1 : ~·'3 9. 

his t o rical maximum day (2 1385 1000) multiplied by t.:hP cust:Jmer 
growth since 1989 (1.165 ' plus the ma rgin reserve (1 . 028) . The 
fire flow requirement of 360,000 gallons represents a fire :low o r 
3,000 gpm for t wo hours . 

We Lind that thls is a r•.:asonablt! methoJ tor ca::.culaLir.g •_ !:·~ 

Silver Springs S~ores water treatment plant used and useful 
percentage I except for the maximum system demand calculation . 
Staff witness Crouch t estified that the average of ::~e :iv~ ~~xi~urr. 

day demands , not the s:ngle maxi!num day, ~s appro~t-a:~ : J: 
determining th<: maximum systE:m demand in the used and us'O'!:..ul 
calculation . He further testified that using the average f ive 
maximum day demand reduces the effect of any anomalous occurrences 
o n the single maximum day. As discuss2d in an ear l ier portlon ot 
rhis Order, we find that ~vPraging the ~ivP maximum day dPmar.ds : ~ 

tll•:: appropriaL~ met h()d [ Jr calcuL:H i::•J L!. .. m x.nn:m cus~ Jill•·: ' i•·:11dr:u 

on a system . 

For this system, maximum usage occurred f our yea~s ~~o and ~as 
not been rPpeated since . WP find that t:hi.s d•·mar.c :s ;;r.;p: £,;! -, ~ . . 

IJ•·cause th,. poLential : or Lhe ct.stomers to ·.: :··· 1:.::: :.::~::: ~~c..i/ _.;..; ' · 
demand still exists . Therelorel we have U::>t::d the averag.:: ~lve 

maximum day demands from May 1989 as the maximum customer dt::mand ~n 
the used and useful calculation . 

W•" Cd] 'lll.JLt.c"d th•• l :S• ' d c111d ; :::-;·~l 1: ~·· · ! ., !l' .tj•.:: '""~ ~:>· •,;,· •·: 
t.r ·~a tment plant for r.he Silv~r Spr_:ngs sr.c r··:.s sys~-=:m L.s ... :.g -:.--..: 

average five maximum day demand from May 1::39 of ::::,.3:5, ;0 gpd . 'f'le 
mul tip! ied that dema nd by the margin reserve ( 1. 02 8) and acid·;;d 
;60 1000 gallons f or fire fl o w whi c h ~esulted in a max1mtm sys · ~m 

d·~mand of :2 , 739 1 800 gpd . ' Js 1 nq th·:: a-.n-r•g~ ::-: '·''' ;na.x imum !<t/ d8r..Lu:d 
ins:ead ot the maximum day also decr-:as~::s :::!":e eq·.1al:..:::a:: ~c:: 
requirement from 714, 000 ga~ ~uns to 594 , 9 50 gallons. Thus, we :-:a···~ 

increased the water treatmenL plane capacity from 4 10-21 000 gpd ~c 
4,141 , 000 gpd . We t hen divid"'d the 2,739, 0 00 gpd dem.-,nrl hv · :-:·· 
•1,:41,000 qpd Clp. l ci ty l 1!1,'./• d~ ::1• ·1::-;••d .lll!l JS •·!- •. !'! !. 1 II•. 

h ! ::; , .~u ..Jll t_h,; !.. O tt--!tJOl.IlS , W•· t .!.!~~ · :. ,_ Jpf:.Jr·oyr!.d l•= :.ASr::~ t!~( l "'::5~: ~: ... 

percentage fo r the water crea::me~t p:anc to b8 ~6 .: 5 . 
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Used and Useful - Wasr.ewace:- Trear.:nenr. P:ants anc: ::::::'-1•:::!1\: ~~ :~.r sa: 
Facilir.ie~ 

Port LaB-=11 e 

Wasr.ewar.er Treatment. Pla .. c 

Utility wicne~s Guast0lla t•?Stifi,,d rh.ll t!·· :~~··'i tnrl 1:· · : :1 
p•·tco=nld9•' ot t.he waste:wacer Lreatmenr. p!.ilnL Wd S calcL.J:..c.:c Ly 
dividing the average day demand of the maximum month i!: :99::: 
(mul tiplied by a . . 3 percent. margin reserve by che plant c.:tpac:ty 
tc calculate the used and useful percenr.age. Using r.his m~~~~d. 
the wast e wat er treatment plA-nt. wa::: calculat:..;d t·o b·~ 78 p··n··- :.t ::~···cl 

1!ld l1St•flll. Wt · .!.ind this nH·thud Ol ,...dlCUL1Lill<J tlll· U3•.:rJ cUHl u:;•-:l!J 

percenta:~e Lo be appropriate; however, we t ind r.:-~ar. L.h•-: us-: a : 
August 1992 as the maximum month in the calcu:atlOil :s not 
support~d by the record. 

B,u;•~d on t hr2 actual monthly op'=:ratli~J r~lPJrLS, ;_ ;,._. d'J•;tc•9•::: 

wastewater flows for August. 1992 were 141,0CJ gpd, nor. 193, 000 gpd 
as shown in the MFRs. We find r.hat the maximum month wa.· .Janua:-y 
1992 , wit h an average flow of 169,000 gpd . Therefore, we La·,;-~ used 
t-hp January 1992 flOW Of 169,000 gpd WaSC 0 Wat er fl :JW ( 0 r·,ll ' Ul1 ' ·' 

t. ne usud and useful percenc ..... ge. Eased on the toregoi:1g, '"''~ • _:_r~d 
the appropriate used and useful percentage for the was- -wa • -::r 
treatment. plant to be 68 .47 percent . 

~tJ~~ Q~spos~l Faciliti~~ 

':he uLility made no used and use:u.!. ca.!.cu:ar.:.on - :..::-.: 
,::affluent. disposal facilic :.es in its ::.1::.-:g. At :::ear:.::g, ·.N:. · ::--.;s 

Guas tella cesr.ified that. the effluent d:.sposa: :ac:::.:::-.::::; '"'-.::'=' 
~6 . 67 percenc used and use:ul. Wi r.!less Guastel :!.a a.!.s'l ~~;:::; -:.: c: 
hat the util;ty must. utilize 'l.t. l-?ast t wo :) l 1ts t'.:-·.:·~ [JI·: ~·--: 1'. l~ . 

pond~ to maintain r.he faciliti~s in gooj c o ndition . 

The utility's effluent dlsposal fac:.:i.cies are ccmpr:s~c ~ 

~ hree-acre percolation ponds which have a rornrl:-:-::d "lf1·:·y 
'\ ~, 0011 Jpd. According :: ~ · lh: :'vlF~s, r:1·~ ,lv·'~ 1•J' :: w : >: :.·· 

m.1ximurn month w.<s 169,000 gpd. Sea:: w::::-~ess -..:.::·ouc::: ::o:st:!:.o;;;d ::.::,t<: 
t::1e utility could a:te~::ate c:::e ;.;.sect' :.wo or ::!-:e por.cs : .) -:_­
pffluenr. disposal . 

W•· f J!ld t l!.Jt : C: C'll!: • ' llt j. 1'11::d . • , t h•• ,: • 1 , ' '! .oJ 1:, ! 1 • · !!•:. 
lit• • ttl.tl•· IW > l.', cl<"J'·· ! J< lld:; l ol l l) i J •: JdlJ <)Il 111<1 :ll.l.!.l••!loil!<"". :·..Jc 
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1.5-acre ponds have the same capacity as one 3 ac~e pe~rJlation 
pond. Therefore, based on th0 for~'cJoing, w~ hav~ r~dur·~d tb·· 
uLillLy 's requested pet·entag,_. ot rJ'.J .•J 7 pe:·c~:::.t by OI!e·h<.!l: 
.i\ccordingly, we find the appropriate us~d and u.Je:ul percentag·~ fv::­
the effluen t disposal facilities to be 13.33 percent. 

Sil v er Springs Shor~5 

In its MFRs, the utility requested that the wast ewat~r 

treatment plant be co~sidered 73 . 5 percent used and use:u: and r~at 
the effluent disp,...,sal :acillties be considered 58 . 3 pe~ce!'l~ .. s.:.J 
and useful . Utility witness Guastella testifi~d that rh~ 

WlSt~water treatment plant and e!:::lu~:nr disposal system us· ·d .u:a 
usef Jl percentages should be calculated by dividing the: :naxin1um 
system demand by the appropriate capacity . The wastewarer 
treatment plant capacity is 1,200 , 000 grd and the e:fluent d~sposal 
system capacity is 1 , 500,. 00 gpd. Ir. ::he :-1FRc, thl'; ·:c::.l::.y •:s·:c 
-.lw proJected avei:"age dai:..y ~ lows :or· r. .... i_,ruai:"y 1 •·2 1 (1 57, 'JJ,J <]pC!l 

a.s the maximum system demand . Accol:"dir.s to the .Y!FRs, t!:.e Feb!:'~1ii :·y 
1992 average daily flow projection was based upon r:.he average 
customer consumption during the past five years. 

IJtiliry w itnPSSGUolSt"IJ.l t~>~;tifi•·•l !)Ill, 1!'• ·: :•·'ll''N.Cll !); .. 

I ; LU..ll l'.J~,: CUII!:;;UillptiOn, L.le fJL"Uj'::Ct•·O !. 'J_ WdSL t:: W lt'::L c.Sa<:;-..: ::;hl,U.!.Cl 

not be used as a basis for maximum sysr:.em demands i~ the ·..1sed and 
useful analysis . He opined chat che average daily fle w du:-.1.ng 
January 1989 (684 , 290 Jpd) should be used as the maximum mont.!.. 
WiLnPss Guastella calculnt ed the mdxjmtlm system rlr~ma d iT/·1,'1'•'1 

<Jpd) by multipJ ying 684 , 290 b y Lhc cust <)ltlr•t growth bt~L w•~"o::n l :lf3'' .111d 

1992 a'1d the 1. 029 margin reserve factor. He divided the 7-H, q60 
gpd system demand by the :,200,000 gpd wastewater crear:.me:1c p:ar:t 
capacity and the 1 , 500,000 gpd effluent ~i~: csal system ~apa~:ty-
1rr·ivr> at a used and user•1l calcul'HlOI~ o t .-~.)8 r··:---:•·nt : , : '!!· 

WdSLewater treatment plar.c and 49 . ..., 7 pt:::::-cent :or C~!e e:: :t>--!~L 
d~spcsal system. 

We find that this is , _ -_asonable :net hod for calcula t incJ ::: h··· 
SilvPr Springs Shores wasLPWd'·"!:' tr· .. ,'1t:n•·nr: p~.lf!! .• nd ··~· : :tt•!lt 

....:.:.spos 11 sy::;t~m used and uso::u.l pe.:.-.:r·!lL 1~<.:!::;, exc'=pc. :_)r ;:!;.;::: nlt;;! ::"x.i 
o: calculation of the maximum system demand. 

The 744,960 gpd max1mum system demana includes a growth factor 
b.l::H~d upon Lhe customer 'lrowt h from lni-J'l 1 n 1'1'1:; . :n o~n •·.1r ll"l 
ptll t i<>ll of t lli:; O tdo·r·, w•· lutllld t hIt !.tt'l ••I :tl•j LII•· lll.tXi!l\UIIl l.t'j l _,r 

custome1 growth is not appropribte. 
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Based on the foregoing, we find it C'lppro~c:!.at.-:: ::o dSP t. h·~ 
mo~ximum !l o w (rom CcH1Uar·y 1'"~8<•. ,\lthou<jh th:!~~ :nrlxinn:m t::·.t<J •' 

occurred Lour years ago and has not bt..:~n repeated s:.='c~. w-,: :::1r' 
that the poten tial for the customers to create th1s demand st:~~ 
exists . There f ore we find that January 19 89 is the appropt ia tc: 
m<1ximum month for thr us•rl r1nd ttsr•ft!l r ·.1l<. 11.11 inn. 

We have calculated the used and ;,r::;eful percentage GSi'1g Ltli.: 
average daily flow during January 1989 of 684,290 grd . By 
multiplying 684 , 290 by the 1 . 029 margin reserve factor, w~ 

calculated a maxir '.lm system demand of 704,134 gpd . We the n div:!ded 
th·' maximum system demand by th•-. 1, 200,000 gpd wastewater t reaL!11•·nt 
planr capacity and the 1, 500,000 gpd efflu.::nr. d:!.sposa2. syst.:-::r:: 
capacity. This calcular.ion results in used and use~u: p~~centages 
of 58 . 68 percent for the wastewater treat:nent p::.ant ,1.nd .; 6. 94 
percent for the effluent disposal sy~t·.?m, which we E ind r:o h•• 
i[)pr·opri H•·. 

Reduction ~o Land For 5:lver Sorinos S~ores - ?errv ?rccer~v 

The Perry Property is ~00 acres of land purchased by GDU 1n 

1985 as an alternate site for effltl'·nt disposal ar ,, rose r;t 

$1,812,588. GDU purchased Lhis land Lo satisty a :JER rE:qu.:..r<::m··nL 
co seek an alternate efEl~ent disposal site to avo:!.d po::.luc:.ng < 
nearby s wamp . Onl y 290 acres of th1s land has e~:luent d:sposa_ 
facilities on it . Thirty - six acres of the P•?rry land has be•2n 
purrhased by the City uf OcaL1. Tlw• r•·m~lining 274 acrr-s is b··it.•J 
used for agricultural purposes only and has no ef:lu• 1t d:.sposal 
facilities on it . 

Utility witness Fancher testlfi~d chat th~ ?erry ?rsp~r:y w1s 

s•;l•·cted because it was Lht~ rlos(:St · r<.t.:t Ln GDU's '.YLiSte•..v,,L··: 

n·•·dtment plant thar had suLLicient.: c..:~paciLy Lu meet GDU 's n,_,·~d~; 

tor the foreseeable future and chat :.· was r.he most cost ~f:ec~i~~ 
al te: native available a~ char: r.ime. He :urtr.e!" cesc.:: .:..ed ·.:!a~ 

given the level of chen-current and -::xpected deve:.opm ·:.: .:.:-: ;:,:;; .. 
,n·,~a . as well as t.h·~ relac_. ; scarc-u.y )( sult:abl-=- s1ces. purr::1 .. ;. 
dt t.hJt t inu~ wils nectc>ss,1ry tt) •·llStll'':: Lh.tt EuL Ut•..: S•:::r··;; , · .• 

requirements could be met in a cost--::tt-2ct ive manner . In addic.:.:::r., 
wi tness Fancher testi~ied that ::he entire 600 acres !:ad t:J c..;. 
purchased because the Perrys wou:d not.: sell a smal:er trace. 

lJt tlity witn•·:;:: t;u.t::to·ll.t l•·::ttl i··d ill,tl Ill•· litl!d•·J.< ' •· ,! l!l'' 

1 nvesunent ill the P·=r-ry ldnd should iJ, ... r-:?cogni ~>::d becduse o t t:hL: 
long-term benefits to the cusr.omers Witness Guastella further 
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testified that if sufficienL land ~s not acqu~~ed fer both shorr 
tenn and long tenn growth, and is not read.::_ly ava.::_::.able when 
needed , the cost to find land , acquire land at appreciated pric• s 
and then ext~nd f acilities to reach what wo1ld likely be a more 
distar.t, less desirable locatio"'1 , would ultimately not b·~ i 1 tl1>.: 
customers best interests 

Staff witness Crouch testified that land held for future use 
can be allowed in rate base when the utility submits definite plans 
to use that land within five years for ucility purposes. Wi • n .. ~:s 
Crouch also testified that r""g<lrdl·"SS of Lhe Jong-Lenn lJ,_,n,_:.:.i•.: ~-> 

t ht:> customer, the land should be excluded from ~ace base .:.: :.::--.·2!.'€: 

Jre no plans to use the land in the foreseeable fucure. 

Utility wi:ness Fanch'=r submi~~Pd a dr~wing wh: c::: sL..-w:::; ... :.'.: 
different" phases -J f constn1ction !:Jt LL•· .. u:used :..a:-!d a ·_ t .. e i<:::r.:y 
ProperLy. iJeit.her Mr . ..;uascella r.ot Mr . Fancher, however, cau:d 
sLaLe when the land will be uti:ized, even chough G~U has o wned 
this ptoperty since 1985 . The utility's own ma:-<:;i:-! ~esec:e 

calculation, which attempts to project the cust.omr:.:r growrh v•·!· · r:•~ 

next: 18 months, is less than 2 pet-cent . 

In som~ cases , the cost for land required for future use may 
be recognized . Howe v er, Section 367 . 081(2) (a) , Florida Statut'-"S, 
requires this Commission to consider within a reasonabl•.: ·_i.m·_. ~ :: 
the future , not to exceed, unl·~ss ••xt•'lld•..!d by the Comm1:1sion. _., 
months !rom Lhe end of the historical test period used to se: :ina_ 
tJLes, wheLher the investment of the utility in land ~:qci:-ed or 
facilities constructed or to be constructed is ::..n the publi-: 
interest . 

BasPd on the for""going w•:.. f ir:d LhdL L:.~ utJ.._J..t.y i:as :. ai.:.ed to 
show th.Jt it will have any use for the 274 acres of land withJ..n t:!:e 
nexc five years, if then. Furcher , we find chat alchc--.:gh :!:·-:: 
purchase of the Perry ?ropercy may be ... n the customers' lang ::.:: .:::n 
best interests, it is unreasonaole LO require che ~u!'"r.·.::::t 

wast e water customers co pay for chis extra land which w~ll ~oc b~ 
needed in the foreseeable fut~re . Accordingly, we have :-emoved :~e 
27~ unused acres from r ace base and reduced Account 3S3.4, ~a~c a~d 
Land R~ghts , by $827,749, based or. the pPr ac!:"e acqui.s~.::or. p: · .. 
of $3,020.98. 
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Used and Usetul - Wast e water Collection Sv stems 

Port LaBelle 

ULiliLy witness Guastella testi!:i<::d tl.at the wastewa--er s:·stem 
force mains and lift stations we r e considered 100 pe~cent use1 and 
useful because they were necessary f or the collection and pumpi~s 
of wastewater to the treatment plant . Witnr--ss Guastellc.1 ca 1 c·llar ~~1 
thl? gravity mains to bP 100 P·~r·cr>nt used and useful by cr:mpa:::ing 
ch~ projecLed 869 ERCs to the total 856 lots on l ine . 

As discussed ~n an earlier portion or this Orde~, the ERCs to 
lots method is not appropriate. However, bec3USP this sys • em :s 
very close to build out and serves one hoL-:!1 and a condom~!'1i'Jm. W"::. 

(ind the wasLewater collPc-t.:ion system to be lUO pe:::-cent USPd a:1d 
useful. 

Silver Sorings Shores 

In it.:s MFRs , the ut~lity tPquesced Lhat all uf t~<:: wast~wate~ 

:i:1es at Silver Springs Shores be cons ~dered 100 percent us~d and 
useful . Excep t for tne wastewater :ines in the new C:::-ystal ~ake 

development , we agree . 

As discussed in an ear li·...:t porc.1on or Lhis Order, GDU d:d r.ot 
r~quire the utility-related Crystal Lakes developer to pay for the 
construction o f the wastewat<::r lines which cost $243,167 . 

Witness Guastella test if i"'d that lls•~d 111d useful 1'1 L•·r!ns •'L 

~:n•· extensJons 1s Jppl ..Jpti.c~t,· wher~ you Cdll segregat~ the cost 
wl1~ch should be the developer's responsib1l1ty f:::-om t~e cost wh:c~ 
should be borne by the ut; l1ty and passed onto t~e raLepayers. 
Utilic.y wic.ness Fancher cest1fied that some amount : or th•· lrn•"S 
should be included in rae..~ bA.SP for· tht= ut 1l1.Ly Lo •..:xp.tnd and 
(·ontinue pr·oviding servic~ L..J the commun iLy. We find ~::. 

c.1ppropriate to include some, buc. not all, of c.he lines' c osc. in 
rate base . Accordingly, we have made a used and useful adjusc.ment 
for the wastewac.er lines 1n ~L ysc. a l Lakes. 

Tho> \lS(d drld ;lst2t;J~ ,ldJlL; t!11<'!ll WdS L'clL C' l ~d Lt:d oy LlS!:~J :..:1.::: 

cdpdc1..ty oL Ph..1se : or L~<:: Crystal LaKc::S development., wh1ch 1s 96 
ERCs . We added 66 ERCs for marg :..n reserve co the 8 ct.:sc.omers 
receiving service and d1v1deo c.hac. sum , 74, by 36 . This 
calculation rcsulc.ed i:1 . 77 . 1 p~rcenc u:->Pd and usr:-fu 1 perT•-:nt,1g·~ 

for the Crystal Lakes w.::~st:.' W.Jl t2r· l> .,s. We ch,:!n multipLto ·d Cr:ysLal 
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Lake wastewater lines cost, $24 3 ,1 67 , by 77 .1 pe~cent tu a~~ive a: 
the use d and useful cost for the wastewater lir1es . which is 
$187,482 . By subtracting the used and usetul cost from th"' totd l 
cost, <~~e dete rmined the appropriate no n ·used 1nd useful adj ustment:. 
for the water lines to be $55,68~ . We determined the adjusted used 
and useful balance by reducing the $2,175 ,516 cost f or all o f t~e 

wastewater lines at Silver Springs Shores by the $55 , 685 ~on-used 
::~nd useful adjus tment. Finally, we determined the appropriar.·~ us•::d 
and useful percentage by dividing the adjusted ba!a~ce o~ 

$2,119,831 by the original balance of $2,175,515 . ~his r2su~ts ir. 
a 97.44 used and useful percentage whi ch we find to be the 
appropriate used and useful percentage for the Silver Spr1ngs 
Shocos wastewaLcr dis'.ributton syst•'m . 

Used and Useful - Was tewater T~ear~Pnt Plant ~and 

Port LaBelle 

Utility witness ;uastel:a r.o::st_!:.t·;d t~at t!":·-': 7: a~:··..: 

wastewar.e r treatment plant s.te should be 1 0C percer.t used a:;d 
useful because it was a prudent investment held f or :~tu~~ 

expansion of the effluent disposal facilities . Witn~ss Guastella 
also tPs t ifi~d that approximately 35 p•.:n:r.:n t of the 71 ICP" SlV:: i;; 

held lot luture use and that he did not k~ow ·.-~hen t.hr~ ex :.st:..r~g 

facillties would be expanded. S~aff witness Cr ouch t estified that 
only land, facilities, and plant. wh ich are used and useful :...:: 
provide service to ex ~ sting cusc ome rs should be :..:1c luded :.:1 r .... :~ 
base. 

ExhibiL No . 55 is a map pro ff ered by Commiss1.on staf: wh:..c:1 
excludes two major parcels of land wh ich have no faciliti es on them 
and whi ch indicates that 34 acres of th~ total 7:-acre wastewar.e~ 
fac1lities site are non-used a nd useful. Utility w:..:ness ~uast~l:~ 
testified that Exh:.bi t No . 55 did not: include m:.mer ..... us :tc::-=s 0 : 

land in between the wastewater p:ant, percolat :.. on pc:;ds, and ac=es~ 
roads in the non-used and usefu: land whlch shou:d be c~ns:.dered 
used and useful as a buffer -~ne . w:..::1ess ~uaste::a a:so :es -:. ::~~ 

that non usei and useful :=tnd ir. Exhihi• N(. 55 i:1c:u,J·-d 7 . :,. .. c~···~ 
whi c h w.1s ,lt ' '!ll ir·ed for l r·•'llnV~ !lL t. ,h.:il tr t•':-; ··xpans.:.on, 1lthouyr1 ::. 
tt2s titied that he did not know wh~::n t.:he fac_ .:iti•.::s wi.:..l b•.: 
e xpanded . 

Based on t he foreJoing, we flnd it dpprrpr:at~ L~ r~r.:..~ssi~y 
··1 ,H' t•·s o f li!1US•?ri land .1r t h·· Wi':~t .. w.tt •'! • t•· tt:o:•·!:· o:.t t tt ;;_,. ,. 1: 
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plant held for future use . Accordingly, t!:e land account !:as bee:1 
reduced by $18,224. 

rmputdtton ot Contribut!OI1S·!n-Aid-or-Cvnst::r•·c:::.on ;:::.;;.c 

OPC witness Larkin testi E ied tha c: it a mar9 i:: reserve :.s 
included in the used and useful calculations , then, to ach:.ev•.:: 
proper matching, a CIAC amount equival~nt to the number of ERCs 
r·epresented by the margin reserve would also have to be retleccc:d 
as a rate base offset . Otherwise, in Mr. Larkin's opinion, the 
utility would effectively be earning a return on CIAC that will be 
collected in the future. He also testified that the utility has 
f1led for an increas~ in the plant capacity fee and line;ma1:: 
· ·xtens ion fee under a separate do...:ket. Thus, .if chese r:ew :.ees .l!.· 

approved then they should be used co determ:.r.e che a..'Tiou::c o: '"': ;..c 
to be used to offset rate base re2.ated C.J the mar9i:: :-ese:::--,·e. 

Utility witness Guastella test.i!:ie1 U~at CIAC shou::..d r:oc C·: 
imput~'>d on any of th~ marg1n reserv~ ~apdc-i · y. i~e ccntc:nd·. J • ::,,· 
costs associated with margin reserve plant are inc'..lrred by the 
utility on a current basis . Further, as customers connect to the 
system and the utility receives CIAC from newly connected 
customers, the need for yet additional pl1nt to serJc: nr-- w 1rowt :1 

doPs not diminish. Mr G11astella ddd··d Lh .. tt Lh•.:: uLil1t 'I mu~;l 

dl ways have plant in service in order to mE:•2t the demands or oot:1 
future and existing customers prior to the time that it receives 
CIAC related to the margin reserve plant . Further, Mr. Guaste~:a 
believes that the imputation resu2.cs in a mismatch whi~".-: imrr;p•::! :~· 
undPrstates th+_ amount of planL c.b· tt:: ity must. ~)r.:Jv.:.d<:::.., ··!J~;u: .. 
::;••t-v ice to its customers . 

Utility witness S wai.1 testified that i:: che ClAC .:.s imputo2d or: 
the margin reserve, then the Commission she uld mul::::.ply r::.•· ~-;,'\ · 
clhlrt;y• by the numbe:r oL ERCs includL:d ~n t ll•: MFRs. s:.o::: t-::sL.:.~ :··'J 
LhaL the fee to be used should be the fee in e:fec::: dur1ng the 
margin reserve period, not some requested future rate . ~s . Swai~ 

testified that I in the cas<=> of the Silver Springs Shores •,.;a r ~:· 
system , the 1992 CIAC proJection was based o n a Ct.;s:::omer :;rowr:: 
numbPr that never maL~r:rtli::eci. 81''CHJS•' ,1 numbAr of ad~usc:no•nc;-; 

l"~'ldled to actual consumption a:1d t!1t::! numb.::t· c.t t.:.l:..s h.:;·J·· L·· .. :~ 
stipulated, Ms. Swain bel1eves that: there should be a rev:.ew c~ 

what is already included in the CIAC projections :~r 199:. sr.~ 
further testified that only about S 5, 000 of CIAC was ac ·.ta::.. :1 
ro]]Pct<=>ci and sin<e th~r;;,o is qhour ::;r)H, 1JOr) lr! th•.: pr·.J]··c . >r: 
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included in the MFRs, chis amount. should be consid~red bt::f o 1··~ <·1ny 
imputation is ~tde . 

W'= agree with OPC that: the imputation of c:a~C aga_~sr. ::Le 
margin reserve recognizes that f-.1tu=-e cusLomers will ~ook-.rp to tne 
system with contributions in hand . This means that the l:t"l l i;.y 
wi 11 not be rrtrning a t"Pt un1 on planr wh ic·h wi 11 iw r·<Hll r·ii;trt '"! i r: 

Ll1v fuLure. Wv disagro:=c wiLh Lhe uLiliLy thaL a uusmatch occurs, 
~nstead it is proper matching of future plant with those future 
connections that will be collected . We also agree wit~ th~ uci:ity 
that some consideration should be made before an amour.t of rrA'' :s 
1mputed for Si 1 ve._ Springs Shores wat<=>r s~nce thn t::-=:-r r: .)mron•·n::.s 
ptojected basPd on consumption were adJUSted ~n a st:!.pu.:..a::l. n . ·.-te 
do not agree with Mr. Larkin tr.at the plant capacity and main 
extension fees that have been requested in another docket should be 
used to lmp11te CIAC on the margin reservL: for this docket. It is 
inappropriate to use thesP Cees in the imputation since Lhey ar..;;, 
not in ~ he record . Further, these fees ~ave noc yet been a~pr~ved 
by this Commission . 

Since we believe the use of margin res~rve is appropriaL~ :;. 
the used and useful calculations , it is also appropriate to ot[s~c 
margin reserve to reflect the anticipated collection o: CIAC fro~ 
future ratepayers . As a result, we have imputed c:Ac for the Port 
Labelle water treatment plant , distribution system and :ne 
wastewater treatment plant. Since the Port LaBelle wast Pwa'"•?r 
collection system is 100 percent us•"d and useful , it ts '• l 

necessary to impute CIAC. For Sil vet Springs Shorr•s. we lH.V"::: 

imputed CIAC for the was tewater treatment plant and col lecu.on 
system . No CIAC has been imputed for the Silver Springs Shores 
water plant. 

In consider-ation of the torego~ng, wr:: nave ::.cr;;:ased · ·:..A' by 
$48,414 for S~lver Spr ings Shores wast.:>water anc by ~:3,u•~B anc 
$3 ,851 for Port LaBelle water and wastewater, resoectivPlv . 
Amortization of CIAC has been increased by $599 for Silver Springs 
Shores wast e water and by S17q rtnd $58 f o r Port L<~BPll"' wo~ t··: 11:cl 

W.lStt->W,lt.er , I "Sf)t-'Ct:iv,,dy . W• • hdJe r·.:dUC••U llllUll !.~J! l.Jll -:: XE)•·r: .; •· t>j' 

;1 ,198 tor th~ Silver Spr~ngs Shores wac~r sysLem and by $,5o a~c 
$116 ~or Port LaBelle water and was tewater, ~espec= : ve.:..y. 

Advances from Escr0w 

Utility w iLn~ss Fanch~r- Lest.ified Lhat GDC collected amounts 
from lot purchasers and placed :~ese funds in an escrow acccJnt. 
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The escrow fund was e~tablished for tht: purpose or pcy:.n.g ::.:->.:! 
uc.ili ty' s serv_ce a vailabilic.y charges when Lhe ::.ot pu.::-chase::-s 
built on the lots and reques t ed water and wast e water service Er-cm 
GDU . In anticipation of future connections, GDC transfers esc::-Jw 
funds and accumulated interes t to GDU aft.er· plane cCJr.st:-·lC::•Jn c..s 
begun in certain areas. At that time, the fu nds and intc:re~t: are 
called advances from escrow. These amounts becCJme CI AC wher. t:h~ 

re lated plant construction is completed and the pla nt: becomes us~d 
a nd useful . Utility witness Swain testified cha t the adv ances trom 
PSCrow are a mort. izej in a similar fashion Lo CIAC. 

Wit:nes s Swa:.n testified t.ha: the advances :~om esc::-uw ~~la::.e 

to construct:1on work ~n progress (CWIP ) , non-used and useful plant., 
and deferred .:.ncome tax d e bits. Ms. S wain submitted Lat.e- !_:":..:ec 
J·:xhjbit No. ::r; r<?conc:i1inq <1dv.1nc•·s from ··~wt·nw w 1th th•·s•· i~•,m:; 

list~d dir··ctly abovr:: . 

Both the utility's and Staff 's :10n-used and usefc.:~ plant 
amounts exceed the amount. of remaining adva;1ces f::-om escrow a::e.::­
reconc iling the a dvances w i~"h the other- itt=>ms . This reco nci ::. i'<tion 
support:-; witn,....s.c; S w.lin's l··~rimuny tll •l ·: 1•· IJ '.I 1f"!r""~• fr· m ··.· r w 
dre prepaid CIAC relat~d t o non used and ust:tul pldnt. ~o ~v1denc~ 

wa s presented prov ing that used and use:ul plan: was c~r.sc.::-~c:ed 

using advances from escrow a mounts . We find that: i c is :1ot. 
appropriate to include the advances from Pscrcw H-: race base 
becc1 use t hr· .:1mounrs c:trP r-"l.il ··d to no n 11s•·d ~1nd us•:f ,Ji :;iu:lt 
accumulated d eDreciat.ion, dnd de!:e:r r ed cax d e bits . 

Water and wastewat e r utilities are r equired by Ru le :::S-3 C.l:S, 
Flor:da Administrative Cod12 , to mai:1cain accounts 1.:1 ac·::crda:lcs­
with the 198'1 NARUC Unifonn Syst~-;;:m o f /\crou nts (USOAJ . r ;D(J's ·1~ ; .. 

v t the advances from escr--'w acc.:our.t: i~ -:"cons~st·.;:LL w 1. :h ~ L-=: 'J::;CA. 
USOA does not: include an advances from escrow account. We believe 
that: advances from escrow amounts related co CWIP and non-used and 
useful plant: are prepaid CIAC that: shall be r-~co rded as a sub­
ar::count to t he CIAC a ccount. The ut:ili Ly shall a lsc r"::cor·rj any 
advances from escr o w amo,-~~ s ::-elated c o used and user:ul p.:.1:-:c :.. :1 
service as ~IAC. 

Working Capital 

lll lLS .!ppl.LC...tl~Oll , Lll•• ULJ:uy C.I~CUL!L•:d U~ wutY...!.! .•J l ••[•l~d. 

allowance by using thE ::' ormula approach o f or.e- eighth or t:he annual 
O&M expenses. 
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No testimony was presented co dispute c~e method of 
calculating ~orking capital as filed by Lhe utili t y. Upon 
considerati0n, we find it appropriate c o appl y the formula met~od 
1n Cl.lculnt:i ng wo rk ing c.'lpitcil. flas•'<i <J n 01 1" d•·l r·r-:-nin.ll , r,n I l··: ;1 
Y•'d(" O&M t..!X!)t'!l::)t~S disc;uss...:d ~!I d latc::r porL~on or chis o r·d·.;!.' W<'­

tind that, the appropriate amount o f working capital for Pore 
LaBelle is $21,120 and $17,901 for water and wastewater, 
respectively. For Silver Spr i ngs Shores, the appropriate a moun t of 
working capital is $51 , 000 and $63 , 92 '1 for wat~r and wcJst.r-wdt'·r 
respectiv ely . 

Test Year Rate aase 

Based o n our decis ions a~d adjustments discussed abov- , we 
find the appropria t e test y ear rate base [or Silver Springs Shor~s 
to be $1 , S41,410 for water and $3,260,0:1 for wastewat e r. Fo r Port 
LaBelle , the appropriate test yea:::- rate base is $1,288,7 54 for 
water and $1,118,098 for wastewater . Thi s represents a ~eauction 

of $237,799 for water and $1 , 397 ,l76 for wasr<'wat<?r [ r)c Sil•J• : l 

Springs Shoras and a r eduction of S825,b89 tu~ hater and ~2 ~4. ~~0 

for wast e water for Port LaBelle . 

COST OF CAPITAL 

Our c.1lcul 1tio n o t t.lle dppropr-iate co::;t u l capiLc1l , ~ncludin•J 

our adjustments, is depicte d on Schedule No . 2-A, and our 
adjustments are itemized on Schedule No . 2-B . Those adjustments 
which are self-explanatory or whi ch are me c hanical in nature ~re 

reflected o n those schedul~s without fur'=h<'r j isr:uss1on j n : !1•· r/'d'/ 
•> f Lhis 01d•·t . Th<=? muj or .JdjusLm~-"nts tr·~ l. sr:uss ·:d [y·l r;w. 

Appropriate Caoical StrJccure 

It is GDU ' s position that a 07 percent eqLity r:1r i 0 is 
reasonable and appropriate for- rat~making purp0ses becau::;~ 1 L 1::; 

t he actual equity ratio that GDU mair1tains a nd because the ~vents 
~eading to the no debt capital structure were beyond GDU ' s control . 
It is also the utility's position that GDU has been unabl-= to 
recapitalize with debt financing because the s yst ems thn.t romair~ 

t ftt:?r rhP rondenmations and acquisiLi u ns l l t .. • uL~liLy'~ ~ 1:! 
largesL sysL~ms do not hav-= the sufricienc o~erating cash ::~ ws t o 
attrac t bank rinancing. 

Further , the utility 
pdP'll l held not t il""rl f o e 

witnPsses testi[i~d rhat, 
l ), .. )>: (" lJ p l ( " '/ ' tlll • I 1 t ! 1 t l y ' . ; 

.::v.::n i ~ t h"­
. rtcl· : ~·i t r 1.11 



ORDER NO . PSC-93-1113 - FOF-WS 
DOCKETS NOS. 920733- WS, 920734-WS 
PAGE 28 

revenue bonds (IRBs) still would have bee~ ~etired with t~e 

proceeds from the condemnations of the Pore St . Lucie and Port 
Charlotte systems. Utility w1tness Fanchar tasti~~~d ~~ar d rumen: 
provisions relating to the ucil1Ly's IRBs wtulJ hcive t1rst r~qu~red 
the bonds associated with the condenmed systems to be repa1d . 
Excess proceeds would ~ave been deposited in a ~on-interest beari~g 
cash collateral account to bP used as secu1ity to pay the IRBs whPn 
they became due and payabl··· Witn·~ss Fanch•·r L•.::stif i'"'d cl.1t · :.~ 

o nly financially viable alternative at that Lime would b~ for GDU 
to exercise its rights under Section 2 . 3A'cl cf t::e Indenture 
Agreement and use the excess proceeds to pay off the remai:"l:tr:g 
IR9s . 

Staff witness Lester tesci::ted that "1 ~7 perce~t ~a;. io .:.s 
excessive in relation to the equity ratios for water utili t 1es 
outlined in Standard & Poor's financial benchmark and unr·easonable 
compared to the water compani0s used in the Coroo1ission's wat~r and 
wastewater l~"v0rage formu~.:1. Wj tness :...est•·r· 1lso b•·li•::'.l• _; '!1·· J ·; ~;s 

of a $33 . 5 million receivable from its for:ner par~nc, GDC, ::a.::::;n'"'C: 
the utility's liquidity ar:d credit worth1ness, a::d :~ere:ore. G9C's 
bankruptcy has negative:y affected t~e u:i::tcy . ~r . :...ester 
testified that, with the proceeds from th~ condenmacions and 
acquisitions, plus the .:::;.dded liquidi:y from ::-:-::: $33.::: :n.::.~:: 

receivable, GDU would have bc~n in a good po~itiJn t1:1ancl~l:y o 
negotiate with its lenders for a waiver of the provisions t~at :ed 
to the loss of its debt . GDU , in witness Lester's opinion, would 
have been in a good position tc negotiate the r~tirement ~f only 
the bonds a:;;sociated with th•:: systems t.hat wer"' conde:mno"'d :: 
acquired. According to :V:r. L•c-ster, GDU s~ ::.1 ~ . ..., (,·~~d :-:a·.1·.: · :~·.:: _ w 

co~t IRBs associated witt its remaining systems and , =~~~e~ or~. a 
:ower equity ratio . 

Witness Lester also disagrees t.hac th" r1ror or negaLi·_, .. -:1~!": 

tlows of GDU's remaining syst,_•ms ma)(e a •7 p•::r-er.t equ_t.y _ • ~-'­

teasonable . He testified that the utility had notice and could 
adequately project which systems it might lose and which ir '"'oul.:: 
retain . In witness LesL _ · s opinion, GDU had adequate time t C' file 
r:=Jt•" rasPs fnr the rema.ininCJ syst0ms 'lnd :=;~r-·ngrl.-=-n :cs •r•·: lt:::; 
cL;Il Llow po:-3lt:ion b·~for•~ it b··cJm•· uJI 1s~aJ•· 1:) th•_' l.Jank~-;. 

Witness Lester testif1ed that the .:.ev•::: of bus::.ness r:sK. 
determines a company's ~pprot:-r::.ate capi•.al st r"t-:::t.•:::-e. Wit:1ess 
L•""s rPr maint.lin,,d tllilt wdr•'r <tnd wo~~t: PWiH •·r· tit i i ;- i.c-s <1:•· :1o~rut 1~ 

monopoli•"S pt Jvidin<J •·SS•·Ilt tl s•::rvi :· ~; t !:.1: h.t'.l•.: .. ( ·1· :.;·· 
substitutes . Since water ar.u wast t::wacer util~'-'-'=S have--·~~ 1-::vels 
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of business risk, the y can support a rela~iv-::ly lar~r> amou~ t 

dell l in rheir capi ral structures. Evr>n LhOII'Jh C!lU hds snrunk, 
r£mains a Class A utility and has over $3 million :~ revenu• . 

; r 

With regard to the account receivable, Fancher disa~reed w1t~ 
Mr . Lester and testified that if, 1n t~e summ-=:r of :q9~, -=-~e 

expected $48 millio n of proceeds from the sal· · of Por::. Malabar dnd 
North Port could not help GDU negot iate for $5 mill i o n of debt, it 
cannot be expected that $33 .5 million would have he:ped t~~ uci:icy 
keep the $16.8 million of IRBs associated with G:::JU' s r'-'main_:;g 
systems . lrlitness Fancher testified that, in :991, it was 
reasonable for GDU to tllP rate cdse::> Eor Non.h ?or:: rti:c ?cr: 

Malabar rather than Pore LaBrlle and Silver Springs Shcres becaus~ 
it was unclear when or wheeher either o~ those s ystems would be 
acquir~=>d . Given that :act, it was prudent ::::lr- GDU co :::_le :-ate 
cases for No rth Port and Pore Ma:.abar because a rev~nue :.r:crease 
Eo~ either of the t wo systems wou:d be la:-c~r t~dn : r G~c·s ::~= 

remuining systems combined. 

Utility wi tness Elliote testified thar because the uti~i=~~s 
used as proxies i n the water and wastewater levr>rane for:nu.:.a 1.::-.::: 
public-ly trtdr..!d •nd llr'l•·r than GDtJ, ' h•·y r·o~nnrt :o·· ,·r:;ml,.~ : · ·:•J . ,, 
0l.JU . He tesLitied Ll.ut. t-to::Vl.UUS ··<iL..:. ·_y e~UJ~Sl:n··:.:s rr .. , .. ; •. :...:' ·:.· 

Commission have not been near t.he magnl.tude advocaceJ by w~ t~ess 
Lester, and the equity ratio proposed by witness Lester :s 
significantly lowe r t~an equity ratios that have been approved by 
thr., Commission [or other Florida w,n···r· <~ nd w.tst •·wat··r u· :. :t ~-· . ;. 

WtLilvss Elliott tesL:iL~ .. ··d that. J ':17 O>::r ··_r.· ·qu~· y : , .. _ :..; 

reasonable because the Commission· s leve:ag~ :~r::-:ll.::.a cor.:::.-::1p.:.,:;,:..-:s 
the possibility of equity ratios ranging from 40 percent to :.00 
percent. Finally, wit.ness Elliott bPlieves ::~ac GDU accua::y :ac~s 
a high level of business risk ir, light. o f th•~ exposu!"·· co :::-:-:: 
condemnat.ion cr acquisition of operating ass .=:t~> chat c.ws...:d c~e 

loss of 90 percent of GDU's revenue sere~~ -

Our analysis o f the argument.s involvi~g ~api:a: sc~~c::~re ~a~e 
been se'" fon:11 below separately . 

Account Receivable 

If GDU st il l had the $33 . 5 million receivable, we bel~~ve tP.at 
the rec-eivable would incrP~Se rhe amoun o : ~qu~"Y n ~or;•s La.:.~~ce 
sh··••L , .'lnd tller~>lore, 1ncr··'<1s•· th·' ··qu1ty 'tt. W•· d.~,, lJ:•=-· · 

thaL it the $JJ.S mi llio:~ r-ec~ivable was cc...L'al•..!r-:..~r-d t<J suppor: 
debt E inancing , then a nonregulat.ed asset wcu :d be suppor: ~:1g 
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regulAted opf'>rcttions. Wit.nr>ss L·-Sl"•:'r's rrt.··rr·ncr, t'J th·~ 

milliun teceival.Jle, howev•:!r, indic .. H . ..::s that t:.h•:: r·.:!C~::::ivctbl·" 

have been beneficial in obtaining long- term debt rather 
necessary for supporti~g long-ce~ debt. 

~ '3. ~ 
•..,ruu 1 Ll 

t~ar. 

Although witness Fancher believes the ut~ l~ty made Lhe coc~ec: 
decision in filing rate cases f or its two la~ger systems wr ich were 
acquired, it does not c!!ange the f act that GDU cannot ~~c~i.·te !)ank 
financing bee tuse its remaining systems have insuf~~cie~t ~~venues. 
According to GDU , 1990 would have been the first Lest year 
available for Silver Springs Shores and Port Labelle . Even if GDU 
waited until 1991 to file rate cases, rates could have oee~ in 
place by June 1992, the date that the Letter o f C~edit banks did 
not r<=>new the credit facility a nd :'1su:ficienL -per.:u-i:1g ~,ish =:leNS 
of thP remaining systems ly_c.;.~.me an :.ssu~::::. !3y ::. 90::. , ::L- C ::.t.:; c: 
North Port had filed a resolution daLed Decembe r :7 , 19~ 0 . find::.ng 
the acquisition of GDU's system to be in the public interest . On 
August 1, 1989, t!!e City of Palm Bay nociced its intent t o initi.at~ 

litigation to acquire Port Malaba~. and filed~ petitio~ in eminent 
domain in Brevard County o n August 11, 198~. A:though GDU was :1ot 
completely certa1n 1~ t~e respec::1ve C::. t1es wou:d ac::ua: ly acqui~e 
these systems in 1991, t!!ese actions 1ndicacej a strong possib::.~::.::y 
that GDU would be left wi t~ systems that had insufficient ope~ating 
cash flows . 

In 1991, the rates for its five remaining ystems wer·.: 
same as they are today, the~efGre, GDu ~usc have ~~own t hat 
t emaining systems woulJ not have the ~inane ia: •..;f:erow::. ::!!a: 
obtain new debt financing. 

Leveraae F::)rmula 

the 
i:s 
cc 

The leverage :or.nula is used to ca:cu:a:-2 a :..1 - .:.::.:\;'s :--=:~~:: 

on equ ity and not the appropria::e eau ::.:·; :::-ri""' ~;;.--.. -::·::-~~:-:: 

l•:v<>r.tgl' ( o rmula Ot:"dr·t, rJtd•·r No . PSI' L~ 06dn Fr F WS , l.;.;tl"d • .ilily 

::1, 1992, does not address the appropriat~n..::::os oL a u· l..:..!.Ly's 
equity ratio, except co say chat r~tios below 40 pe~cenc wi:: ~oc 
be considered to discourage imprudent: ::nanc~a~ r:sk. 

We 
utility 

agret: with the uti::.lr y chaL. becau:;~ :;Du is a smaller 
than in the past:. GDU ' s business ::-.:.sk !las _;1creased 
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SmallPr compani es ' ~arnings fluctuaL•> mor':? thdn Ln·g-2r c umpanies' 
Witness Le~ter contended that th1s concern is miti ga ted by 
regulation . We do not agree that the change in the amount: o : 
ea-nings caused by the change in the si3e oL the utility 1s an 
indicator of current bus iness risk. GDU does not Px pect arlditicna: 
conde mnatio ns o r acquisitions in t.hL: t11ture, tl1··r~"-:.:.; re ::ht! c,_;r r enL 
business risk should be much l o wer t~an wha :: the uc:l1ty 
experienced in the last five y ears when it. was a ware of 
condemnation and acquisition activitie s of several o f its s ystems. 
Finally, we agr~e with Mr. Lester that in addition to ea rnings 
variability, non-quantitative factors, such as i~p~ndenc0 an :arg~ 
customers , puints of disposal, and sources J( s:..:pp.!.y :nus: O•" 

considered when measuring the business risk of a wate r and 
wastewater utility. 

The utility points out that wicness Lester's resp~nse ::~ ::~e 

hypothetical scenario that there was no bankrJptcy hinges o~ G:G's 
ability to obtain wa i vers uf collateral provisions . Therefore , t0 

accept wi tness Les t e r's tesLimony t hdL GDU woulrj s t:ill h<I'J"' L;1e low 
cost IRBs , we must b e reasonably c•~rLain thaL Lhe util1L y coulJ 
have o btained the wa ivers of c.he restric::ing debt provisi::;ns. 
Witness Lester testified that it is reasonab'e to assum~ t~at S~U 
could have obcained appro val of the letter o: credi:: banKs, bend 
trustees , the issuers, and bondholders. He als'J L.;::s t lfi .. cJ -hdr. i · 
is gene1all y widely accepLed in the ( indncia l world thaL luo..1S can 
be restructured. Witness Lester does admi t th..,t altho ugh che 
parties who would have to agree t o the waivers are che same par:ies 
that agreed to the initial IRBs, the waivers wou:d not be cer:ai n 
and absolute . Utility witnesses elliott and F.Jncher ;1cid ~r.at 

release o ( a collaterc...l accoun t is a .n11ch mor· difficult task ::~an 

the waiver of other types of provisions . Given these facts, we 
cannot be certain that GDU could hav e negotiat e d waivers o f the 
restricting provisions, and there f o re, the IRB~ associated wit~ c~e 
remaining systems should noL be imputPd into ::!1<· r·api :.al s r !'"'H~::·:r·•:. 

We d o agree with witness Lester 's assumption t hat t~.~ -rti .:..:. :.y 
should be able co recapitalize with new debt financing . The 
utility witnesses repeatedly testified that GDU b financ 1ng problem 
is that it currently does not have sufficient cash flow on 1 s::a~d · 

~lone basis tC' e n ter inc') 1 rew, ::;t parAt~ J•·l >t i~!3c..:-un1•..:llt. ~~ .. ·· 

uc1liLy hds also reoeacedly L~Stl~l~d tha:: rae~ r~::.e~ w~:: a.:...:..ow 
GDU to make debt service pa yme nts and inc r ease cash fl o w. GCC 1s 
currently involved in rat e rtoceedings for thP Lour large~t of its 
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:1ve remaining systems, the S1lver Springs Shores, Port Labelle, 
Sebastian and Vero Beach systems. These four systems represent 96 
percent of the total revenues for GDU . The race rel~e: in the fou~ 
systems will alleviate financing problem~ r~lated to insuff~~ie~t 
operating cash flow. 

Summary 

In order to ascertain if a 49 percent equity ratio is 
re2tsonable for GDU , it must h<> d c tPr·mined wll"' h•·r th·=- •F1 p r:n···r.L 
can actually be applied to GDU' s financia2_ posit1cr: o:: a 
prospective b~sis. We have examined the utility's year-end balance 
sheet in reaching the conclusions below. We believe that the year ­
end capital structure, unlik~ the simple average 1992 ce~t yea~ 

capital structure filed by the ·•cill · y, repr•~s<::nts rcnsclid""'::~d ;ru 
"'lft r·r the loss of No::-::h Pur:.. and curt :v1t2_aoar. ~h~ yea!.·-·.:! . .: 
capital structure is more reprPse~cative of the urility's f~r:anc~al 
position at this time. 

According to the yea1.-end 1992 b<"'lanc~ s:te'='t, G:JU :!ad,.:;: :.. 
mi 11 ion note receivable from the pa n::nt company . w~ tn<::ss ::=1.:.- ~:.. .. 
testified that intercompany receivables are not highly regarded by 
lenders . Therefore, this asset wi ll not help provide the :iq~id::y 
that GDU needs on its balance sheet to convl'":ce the banks ::1 :--!:·; 
funds. wr-. find it aprropri.1L,... r.o 1•·rnov·· tlJ,. :~1L rnill1 o n n•JI• 
lt''JliLlL<>d Jsset (rom the $:21 . r) milL ll) l l equiL y bdlcince on th•= y•·d~· 

end 1992 balance she~c . reducing equity to 59 . 6 ~il:ic~ : o r 
ratemaking purposes . 

Based on the testimony, it appr::ars Lhnt GDU can r•·nsono~b![ 
S\•pport $10 million of 'i.:>bt ~ill.JitC"irhl. Witlt··~s F•ll··=~~~~ :. .. ::;;_: : ! ··~. 
dnd we ag::ee, that a l.!til:.cy with uppr-..Jx:n'~ti.:~2.y SSJ :n.:._:.:.Jt: ·~, 

assets, that has suffic1ent liquidity and opera:ing cash t:cws, ca~ 

support $10 million to $15 million of debt :inar,c::"1g. 1..Vi:r~""!:;;S 

Elliott's interest cov<=>rage r~nalysis, Exh!i: N'"' . -s:. i:·-:: ·,· 
th1L Silv<=>r Springs Sl!ot~s lLJ t r :.trJ'<l·: -t: 1.·· _:__,t: J "'' ·t! 
:;;.1 . . , mill1.on . GDU' s other sys t ems d -counl :: o!:" an add1t.~.::na.:. 4.; 
percent of GDU ' s consol1dat~d revenues. F~nally, wicness ?anch~r 
testified that an inte!:"est coverage ratio o: :wo =~~es is on.:.y a 
"general rule of thumb". Subscit:lL~ng our ap~!."")ved dent: ~ac•=- ::: 
witness Elliott's analysis plu:S <lccc•tnt: incJ fot th·' addiLi_;r.,ll (;:l· 
sys tt:•ms n:lates to ap!;:n-oximaL·'ly $H.4 million ot r)ebt that Lht::: 
utility could suppor t . We conclude that .:.-ve!"! c!".ough :u::::. !:"ace 
relief may not be granted for all of GDU's systems, a S1u :ni:::.::. ::n 
loan 1s reasonable becaus._ ot 11er fi1ctors :c;;urh -'lS n. 1 ·'Jt!l.lt ··d 
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utility's risk, collateral, liquidity, and interest coverage must 
be considered . Debt in an amount or $10 mil.lirm And o:::quity in 1r. 

amount of $9 . 6 m1.llion resu1t:s in -111 •::!quiLy :<~t: o <JI '1'• p•·r'· nL. 

Based on the testimony at the hearing, a 49 percert equity 
ratio is reasonable for GDU . Utility witnesses F~nche~ and Elliott 
testified that a 97 pe r cent equity ratio is not typical or the norm 
for regulated water and wasto'wat:er ut i.liti•=-s. Wttn·-·ss El 1 int • tl.;c , 

tYSt ifiPd !h.!! •.ooJilness LCslt-::t·'s SllCJCjo•::;to·d C~lpi tul SltUCLUlL' is mor~ 

Lypic.:ll ot water and wastewate r utili t:.ies, and w.:. t:.h appropriate 
rate relief a 50 percent capital st~ucture is achievable by GDU. 
In considerat~~n of the foregoing, we find that a 49 percent ~qutty 
ratio is aopropriare : or GDU . 

. 'osc ot Long-Term Debt 

In its application, the util1.t:.y requesr.ed a long-term dPbt 
rate of 10 . 98 percent based on a simple average test year :r;r :•~/.. 
Staff witness Lest~r proposed an alternative debt cost:. rat~ oL ~.4; 
percent based on the IRBs chat were outstanding before GDC' s 
bankruptcy . He used the current index interest races and an 
allowance for amortization of issuance costs, letter o: credit 
fees , and remarketing fees in his calculat1on . In our opinion. th·~ 
bank credit facility requ~=>SL~=>d by th" 1:t:: lt; sLr;u.'J ~:•,t !',·~ 

co11sidc r ed becaus•~ util1ty wiLness Elliott to:=:stifled chat the 
credit tacility no longer ex1.sts and wi ll not prospecr.1.vel.y be 
representat ive of GDU ' s debt strucr.ure . Further, he testified :hat 
the issuance e xpense associaced with the bank cred~: fa cJlit:.y was 
not typical f o r water and wastewater utiliti~s . Th~ par~nt wo: .. ur:(J 
capital facilit y requested by the utiliLy should not be consider~d 
because when the utility is able LO recapitalize, the pare~t loa;. 
which was granted as a :avor by the par•nt's bank wi:l no longe~ be 
necessary. 

As ::-;t.l t •·d .. .Jrli· t in L!li...; Jtd•·J, w.• ..:: l:.r:~' oo:: cer-al!: ~!-.a:: ...;::;c 
ac~ually could have obtained waivers of the collater~ l prov_s~0ns 

~f ~ts indenr.ure agreements. Because cte wa.:.~ers a~e a key e--~P!:t:. 
to witness Lester ' s test~mony, we c.=wnot r~ly '!l'nn :..~e 4. 4° S> :·- .. ·:L 
rose of debt ~ecommended by Mr·. r ·•.;t · r. 

Jnstedd, w~ tind that a 8.7 percent cost of lang-ter.n d-=:bt i.s 
approp riate. The 8 . 7 percent is based on ~-==asonable assumpt:ons 
taken from the record . To tind a suitable r:;st ;1nd t1me perir,r1 ~ c : · 

a bank debr instrumenr: thar Gnu nv1y oi>t. tin, w· · , · ,m:;id••to·d tl1·· . l.•iJt 
whi.-!1 J;-; . lVllltbl ,• L,) t:!Jo• · tt•·t!l l'tJrtl[)dllf' :\r·::o tcilny LlJ :..!11..: 
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utility's filing, the parent company has b e·..,n abl€! t0 r<=>ce1 vr· 

Mandatory Notes with a 4.7S year matutity dt fJ! im•· plw; 1 r;•·rc~nt., 

Ctsh Flow NOL •..!S wiLh a r> . '/', year: maLutity aL !:)!.i:m~ plus 2 perce-::, 
and a Southeast Bank Loan with an 8.75 year ~aturity ~or prime plus 
1 percent . Therefore, in our opinion , a 6. 5 yPar bank 1 0an ar 
prime plus 1 . 5 percent is reasonablt=• to assumr· ~ ;·· r~ r .u . 

For issuance costs , we have relied o n Witness Elliott's 
:estimony that 0 percent to 10 percent is a typical range to 
consider for a wa t e r and wastewater utility. We have used a 5 
percent i ssuance expense as a percentage of the $10 m1ll.ior. ::..oan 
amount discusse ~ earlier . The annual amort i~i'it ion or issuanc•..:­
<osts would be e qual to $500,000 divided by the 6 . 5 year mAtur~ty, 
or $76,923 annually . This is :::uance expense added t:) int.::res:: 
ex~ense produces a n 8 . 7 percent annual cost of debt . 

Accumulated Def~rreg_I~<om0 I~x~~ 

ln ics tiling, c.he utility inc.J.uded a net deb1t baL.mce of 
negative $13 6 ,721 for accumulated deferred income taxes . The 
utility also specifically ident ified accurnulnt•"d deferr.:;d ir.com~=­

taxes in the amount of sr79,346, which <'lJ'r·· n rJ t rr·l <ll"·.:d L' t )~·· 

S1lvPr Spr1ngs Shor"·S 111d Port I,ilb•·lle syst··m:.,;. Ho~s•·d on lL::; 
,-,,lcuLltions , Lhe utility c.1ss.:;r:::.ed Lhd' the a~_Jp:·opr:.at·::: "'mou=~: o: 
deferred taxes to include in the capic.al structure is $542,6:5, 
comprised of $246,872 for Silv er Springs Shores and $295.753 for 
Port Labelle . 

W•-" believe that the ut1lity' s ca~cul.aLion :s reasonab~e 
correct . Therefore, we find that the appropr1ate amount 
accurT".Jlated deferred income taxes wh:.cr: should be J..nc::..ud··d :~ 

capital structure is $..,46, 872 for Si' ver: Sr r-:.~gs SLr;:···s 
$295,753 for Port Labell•·. 

~~vestment Tax Credits !ITCs' 

an~ .. ~ 
o: 

Cl ::d 

In ics filing , the utility included rTr·.s in rr1•· <~nlllllrlt .t 
$3,411,842 in the Ci'I[.>Jt,,l .;r,u:tut·f' ni ·.:-tell ~-;yst.•m . Tl:., .'::>~~·;··!. 

SpliiiiJS Sllor-=::; capital sLructur·:: sp.:cifically identlfled ITCs 1::. 
the amount of $3, 197,455 which are not related to Ll. is syst-:::m, ar:d 
the Pore Labelle capital strucc.ure identif1ed $2,936,218 whic~ i~ 

not related to the Port Labelle system. 3ased o n its ca!-;la - l0r.s, 
th•~ utility <~sserted Lhat L~1e aprropr-iat,., .:nour:c~- o ! I':·-::; '-...l 

include 1.11 the Silver Springs Short-:!S and P'.J!:"L LaB--=1 ~~ cup:ta.!.. 
structures are $475,624 and $2:1\,JB/, respectJ.vely . 
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We b•:!li,.!ve that the uLil1ty's calcultl io:: is r··:osur:dbl·~ dlld 

correct . There Lo r e , we rind that the approp: .at~ a.":lount.. o !_ ITCs 
which should be included in t he capital st~~ct~re "s $475,624 ~ or 

Silver Springs Shores a:1d $214 , 387 : or Port ~ao~:le . 

(JVPral l r·osl o f C.:1oital 

Based on the adjustments discussed above, w~ have calcu:atad 
the appropriate overall cost of capi~al by us~~g th~ proper 
compo nents, amounts , and cost rates assor icJ t .,r) w:- :-: t.l .. - r~1r: 1 1: 
structurPS tor Silver Springs Shores and J·~t · L.d·<l·:. W• : ~ !!:(~ 

that the approp.iate we1ghted cost of capita: ~s 8 . 66 pe~cen~ :or 
Silver Springs Shores and 8 . 0 4 percent f or Port LaBelle . 

We have made spec1fic adjustments to · h~ 1nvestor supp:1~d 
sources of capital in GDU ' s capital str~cLur~ . These adjustments, 
wh ich were discussed earlier in th.is Order , produce a capital 
structure consisting of 49 percent equity ana 51 per~enl debL as a 
percentage of investor capital . Also disc~ssed earl.ier , the 
appropriate cost of a $1 0 million loan is 8 . 7 rercen: bas~~ o n th~ 

costs and maturity dat es o[ the debt that · he rarent has L•--·::n abl~ 
to secure . The cost rate for equity has been adj ~seer! : rom the 
10.48 percent r equest e d by the utility to 1:!. . 83 perc.::nt . This 
return on equity is based on the equity ratio approved earlier in 
this Order and on Order No . PSC-92 -0686 Fr'F WS , th~'"· r-t:n····nc 
I •' veragr• formul a o rder . 

NET OPERATING I~COME 

Our calculatio n o f net operating income ~ o r ~ac~ div~s: ~:: :s 
rjPpi:ted on Schedules Ncs. 3-A a nd 3-3 dr:d 01 ::· 1r:i tJst:>:··:: • s d:· · 
1Lemized o n Schedule No _,-c . Those ari:u::;un~:.~s •.v:-. :...::. 1~-- s· : :­
e xplanatory or which arc essent .ial ly mec!-:ar.:.:::a:. ::.a::.:..::·e ar.o. 
reflected on those schedules without fu~ther discuss~~n 1~ -he body 
of this Order. The ma jor adjustments are disc:..:ssed bel0w: 

Utility witness Swain testified t~a t sa:a~:.es a~d wag~s ~~:e 

based o n 1991 and adjusted for a wage incr~ase 0~ ~. 75 D~r~~~=­

The projPCtPd wagP increJS~=" is the av ... ,r· t'l•' :.-:: .ll<l:"'f in<!·· l.'• ' • 

l l ll:2, ut ~IJ,OfJO tor Por·t Lab~lle 'lnd ;:>•1,3S·- :. .J t S~l'.; • ·r ~ I .t~:HjS 

S ho res. Staff witness PiedrJ tesc~fied thaL Aud~~ Exceyticn ~o . 5, 
for Silver Springs Shores, shows an overstatement o!: $1,~27 and 
$31 ,165 for water and wastew3rer payroll ~xpen.;~ . c""SP•-·ctiv~";ly, 
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when comparing actual 1992 wages t o the f orecastec amour.cs. She 
testified that for Port LaBelle, Audit Excepti Jn No. 3 shows ar. 
understatement of $2 , 080 for water and $3. 72 0 for wast e wate r 
payroll e xpense on the same basis. 

OPC witness Larkin testified that the utility projecte~ i::s 
1992 salary a nd wage e~ense by adjusting its actual 199 1 salary 
and wage expense by the average annual perce ntage increases of 4.7S 
percent, pffective July 1991 and July 1992 . Thus, the uc::iry'~ 
adjus tment s to sala ry and wagf' exp;::nse for •--ach division are r lSf..:d 

on 1991 employee levels . Mr . Larkin testified that the utility has 
experienced a wor · ~ forc e reduction . According t o Ylr. Larkin, ~his 

r eduction occurred someci:ne during 1992 . He testified that. che 
t oti11 booked expenses for 1992 inr:lud·~ se~l.:1ry and wage •.:xp.-::·.s~· for· 
boLn Lhe higher employ•::•.: level and th~ cu r:--·.=nt employ·.:·.:: 1•-:: v• >.!. . 
Therefor e, it would be i:nproper t~ base goi~g-: .:Jrwa~d sa:a~y a~d 

wage expenses on the prior level cf emp: o yees . He further 
testified that he did not have the necessary information t o make 
the adjustmPnt based on the currt":11. :ev·~l of ~::mrlcye~s . L'tll!"C.'f 
wi · ness Swuin Lestifieu chat ::>•~v0r .. ll 1Jjus· :nE:r:ts shculd bo:: :J.c.td•.: ':.":: 
Mr. Larkin's per book numbers. S1lver Sprl~~s Shores was a::::::cated 
only 5 percent of the Miami labor allocation inscead of the correct 
amount of 8 percent . Also , a year -end adjustment co a:locate t he 
t wo managers' salaries is necessary. F.:J r ?ore :..aa~::"", -h·~ 

manag1 r' s salary was nor: allocatdJ LO Lh· · divu,;ion. Ms. ~·..Jal!l 

testified that the work force reductions were r ela ted to the sal~ 
o f certain o ther divisions and did not affect the work : u rce of the 
Port LaBelle and Silve r Springs Shores d.:. visions . Sh-:: .:L.s:J 
testified Lhat the proj ec tions made are r0asor.able as ·videnr0d b'f 
t:lv.: benchmark test tha t. was 3ppli·•d c1nd Lh.lt '-"it~~ :::- p1r,j.::ct··J en 
actua~ would be appropriate . 

Ms . Swain testified that the salar:,· ai•lOunts that we r e given co 
the staff auditors for the Silver Sprinqs Shor es wast e water system 
conta1neo a 'llathematical err':)r. Sh· agr···::d ::.hat. :::.~e 'lf-prox i:-:'J.t·.: 
dlf~erence between the proj e cted and ctctua: amounts was :::, OOC a~c 
$7J ,OOO for water and wastewater , respectively . She t esti fi ed t.hat 
the water system actual wus higher than t~e projection ar.a -he 
wastewater system projeccio~ was higher t~ar. t~e accua: amoL~t. 

Ms. Swd ill t>"Stified t.h.l( Lht-' ditf••t .. I1C•·S OC'lllr ed b • ·Cc1ll!'>•' 't1•· 

prOJt'CLions were based on the pt·ior year and the actual amounLs had 
some differences between wat er and wastewater . Ms. Swain prepared 
a variance report to show the differences bet·,..,eer. ..1ct:..1al ar.d 
projected. 
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We agree with Mr . Larkin that it is not appropr~a:e to Lse :~e 
1991 unadjusted salaries as a basis for the 1992 sa:ary pro-~c:~on. 
HowevPt:, WP uo not agreP with th•"' .1mounrs pr·nv1ded by w ir:v"~~: 

Lc.~rkin . Tlle r·ecord retl~cLs Lhul Lll..: Midnn ' c~Lor allocc~t LJI1 Lo!· 
Silver Springs Shores should be 8 percent and not the S pe-cenc 
testified to by OPC wi:ness Larkin. \.\1e a2.so a3ree tha:- Mr. 
Larkin ' s adjustment was inaccurate since he did net allocate the 
managers ' salaries for both Silver Springs Shores and Pore La9e2.le. 
We believe that t he actual 1992 salary amouncs providt2d by ch•.: 
utility are the most accurate informacion available . 

Salaries should be easily veri f :able ::rom year :o yea:·. 
especiall y given th~ changes c~ac have o~curred w~-~ ch~ 

··on~enmat ions of the oth· r sysc.:ms. How··v'"==r, · !~" ucil:!.· '! h~is :10L 

shown wry there were such subStClntial d::.fterences bet·,..reer: :he 
projected a nd actual salaries. The utility's argum~nt chat 
salaries should not be updated ~s IlOt cor:v: :1cing, nor is :!-:~::: 
supported by che reco rd. 

In its application tor Silver Spn.ngs S!"'.or-:::s, :!:~::: ~c~L.cy 

included a n allocation for Mr. Denmon in its salary proJecc:!.ons. 
Mr. Fanc her testified that Mr. Derunon had been the operat~ons 

manager for Silver Springs Shorr-s and Ju~ i:1'r0r. Cr•"""'Y.. H•­
T•'Stifi•·d that Mr. Derunor, w.1s no lr.;n<J•·r ·~m£ .... >--1· J t-_y r.;Ll.:, .::c :.!:-t · 
Mr. Betshart had taken ave:::- h:s respons:!.bi:~.-::.es . :vlr. Se::.sr.arc 
testified that he was now the division directo r :or che five 
remaining GDU systems. We find chat it ~s not appropriace ::o 
rPmove the Silver Springs Shores alloration of Mr. nenrr1n ' s s1lary , 
::inC•' Ml. B•'tShilrt hilS taY.r·n r)V 1 ·t' Mr. r>· IlilH n' hti•·S. 

In consideration of the forego~ng, we ~ave ~~c:::-eased sa-~:::-y 

expense for Silver Springs Shores by $21 , J51 :or wacer a~d :::-educed 
salary expense by $70,022 for wastewater . For Par:: :..a2ell e , w.::. 
have roduced Salary expP!1S•' by $8,;7r ~:)r· WI-·-"!' ar:d ~;lf':· 1.-"• " J 
:~a!.a:·y l!1CrPaSt:: by $::.3,04•:. ~Ol WCi SL · ·· Wl t..•~t . 

?resident's Salary 

Tilt• utility allocau"d .1 pot-rion ,, f t!1•· p;···~::ddr.:nc's so~l.1t:: t ' 
its Silv·~r Springs Shores ...111J Par:.: L~lB('l.l~ d.1vis~::ms. Ut.:.l.1:..y 
wicness Fancher testified chat he ::.s t:he vice president i:1 c!la:::-::;· · 
of utilities for AGCC and his duti~s are co manage :he ~-~:::y . ~~ 

also cesti~ied that he is pres:dent of che ~tl:ity ana ~~s ducies 
;n··~ Lht" s.lmP. Ht" · r:--'stifi-=:d that t'l··· !····.1son :1•· ll<l1d~~ -_·,..ro ,, f 1 i · ~-s lS 

br:r;.nr~;r• tlll' Ut..l]Jty is d i!l.lJ< JJ ,ISH•· t Ul i\(;('(', lHJt ll•' drlt~::... IlUt 
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receive a paycheck from AGCC . He tes c i r ied c!:ac h~s 

responsibilities as far as managing r.he p lant and facil~tiP~ a r~ 

less since the loss of sam•~ '"lf Lh•' sysLo:::ms I hu~ •!: 
responsibilit~es cowards litigation are ongoinJ . He also cesti:iPd 
that he has directed that 50 percent o f the cost of the Miam' GDU 
operations, including 50 percent of his sal~ry l be allocated b~ low­
the-line. 

IL is OPC' s position chaL a porLion ot Mr. Fancher':> sa~a!"y 

should be allocated to AGCC 1 the ultimate benefaccors or r.he 
condemnation proceedings . It contends that the GDU custc~ers 

remaining after t1.e condemnation procPedl ngs gee an a llora L i <,n o f 
Mr-. F;1ncher Is salary I hut they do noL JeL to shdre ir: Lhe pr Jce.::ds 
ot the condemnations . We do not agree with OPC that part of Mr . 
Fancnerls salary should be eliminated :rom the test year si~ce :~e 
utility nas al r eady remov ed 50 percent of Mr . rancher Is salary . 
The utility only included 8 perc~nt fJr Silver Spr~~gs ShorQs ar.d 
2 perce"lt for Port LaBelle of the ren;lining alloc...tLion. Tt1o: 
PvidPnce does not r-=flect that tilt: t-:mci.:..~::..ns allocat.:.. '-'r. :.s 
unreasonable . Therefore , we do not find it:. appropriate co make an 
adjustment to the presidenc's salary 

Payroll Taxe~ 

The utility calculated payroll taxes for Sil·,;-er Spr::..:1gs s:::;!.·.:::s 
based on 7 . 2 percent of total salaries. The payroll taxes for Port 
LaBelle were calculated based on 7 . 9 percent o f r.he ectal sala ::-::..··s. 
OPC witness Larkin testified that payroll taxes arr:: 7. :> p•.·r·c •. •rn J l 
salary and wage expense for both Silver Spri:1gs Shores a!ld ?""'r: 
LaBelle . His adjustment to decrease payroll taxes was a d1 rect 
result of the adjustments made to salary and wage expense. 

The percentages used by the ut1:.i:y ill p.=.ar roe.asr;r:oi .-·. IJ •• 

ht~v•~ r ·~~llPd upon those percentagPS in 0 Ut payroll tax calc·1lJL~.Jn . 
There tore I for Silver Springs Shores I we have 1~creasec payr"":.: 
taxes by $11516 for water and reduced payro~l :axes by $ 5104: ~~r 

wasc.ewater. For Pore. LaBell.=. we have reduced payrol : cax>::s :::·· 
$653 for water and made an incrPuSP or $1.01; E .., r· •.-Jast ··w lt - ! . 

Wu r k!.:Ys' CompellsaL ion dnd Gr·ouo !!l::nn·c~ nc .... 

The utility projected its worknrs l compensation i:1Stl' tn r~·· •r~d 

,jroup insurancP f o r 1'192 bcrs•·d o n 1'•'•1 .;.JJ.tr 1":; . St t: l w:l : .. ·:.: ; 
l'i"dt .t t ••st 1t it~d L11t1t sl1c comput •.:d in~'llt.tnn· Lv d!·n::;1 ;r: lJy 
.lll~H;.JLlll<J Lht" •.:'Stimac e d premium __ t:.l1•' work'2!:"S 1 compensaLior. ::;.:.1 _ 
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and the actual group insuranre repo rLs by th"· pr.::rcenc o!. t:h-::: 
d1vision and Mia~i payroll co GDU payroll. 

OPC wi tness Larkin testified chat worker3' compe~sa:~o~ a~d 

group insurance would decrease as a direct r esult of the ~~d~c:io~ 
in the utility's employee level. The ut1li y' s D·?cnmb•·r 1 t'J::; o: ll 
for workPrs' compensCJ.tion insu1ance est.lmdt•2d a toea.::. an:.ua: 
~remium , o n a GDU basis, of $219,002. This amount is low~t than 
the amount the utility used when preparing Lhe projecc·~d 1CJ92 
amounts. Mr. Larki:: further testified r hd ~ ac("""ord ins , h· 
workpapers of Milir1n, Swain c1nd Associat.r.::s, L!:--, ut.:::.:!.t.y nllt- ·a· ::::s 
workers ' compensat1on insurance premiums Lo each division based 
upon the percentages of O&M wages of each division co the O&M wag~"'s 

of che utility as a whole. l-ie testifled t!"ac. he appl1ed c.he 
utility's 1991 workers' compensa t i011 insurA.nce premium allocac. ion 
facc.ors to t~e estimac.ed annual insuranre of $219,002 in ordAr co 
es timate che going - forward premium per division . He tnen 
calculatLd the difference between his es:imated premiL~ by div:s:!.~!. 
and c.he annual premium by division contai:1ed i:1 t~e uc.i!.i:y's 
schedules . He also testified that he: us•::c' tn"' ut.i1iry':> 1•• 1 

1llocation "0r work~"'rs' romp••ns<lt :on i>•·r,tt:~;, . t !l·· : ,( •. : :.t c t 1.; w· ·r·· 

not .1v.li l. tbl ·· 

We agree with Ms. Pifdra and M~. ~ar~~n c.hCl.t an adJUSt~Ent 
should be made to the projecc.ed amounts for workers ' C')mper.sa::):-: 
and group insurance. We belie vP that thr-- proj,~r · t·~<i r~motHlt .tpp•·.1? ·~· 

rJverstatPd sine•-- t h"" actt·Jl amount is m • .lt .. rj 1J ly d1tt•::rr.::nL tt..)lll t.!1e 
~tojected amount . We also believe ~c is mar~ apprcpr~-le t o use 
the 1992 allocat~on facc.or since it is the :nest cur~e:;t :ac:c~ 

available . 

We a <J t ..,. '=' w i t h t i. •"' u t • 1 i t y r: c. h o:::: 1 c · ...: 1 ::. • • = -· , r.'l< _ , • 

workers ' cornp•2nsation and group insurance . :-:owever, we are ::ot 
persuaded by c.he ut~lity's argument c.ha t c.he adjustm~nr from 
projected to actual expenses should bo::: made only if L tal :&.M 
expenses are adjusted . We believe c.hat e::1ch ~xpense i tAm shou 1 1 t ·"' 
c.ested for reasonableness or. t11 individual bas1s and r.ot: lurnp·~d 

r..Jgether as on·' total . As e videnced by the MFRs, thP uc.i::. .:.-y 
originally projected its O&M expenses by pri:nary acc'Junt nc;: ::; :-: s. 
tot:.al expense basis. In consideration of th·.: :oregol:19, wr- :-:a•;e 
made the f ollowing adjusrmt•nt.s ;_-:; ·,.;o~J<Pr~· cnmp•--ns.H. 11 11 l !l•ll'J 

! !151. Ll!1Cr": 
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Workers' Comp•:>nsa t ion 

SSS - Water 
SSS - Wast e water 
PL Wn t"Pr 
PL - Wastewater 

Materials and Supplies 

($13,902) 
( 10, 163) 

8 I'> 
( 5 ., 1) 

SSS- Water $1,706 
SSS - 'Iastewat-::: ~."3·) 

l ' ! I W, ! t •. t" I ,,' -~ ' 1 ) 
~L · Wastewarer 'l~2 

Exhibit No . 23 , titled "Sununary o( GDtJ Annu.:ll RepotL AmOI:llts" 
t••ll~cts GDU's reported materials dnd supplies expenses from 1987 
to 1991. Using th_s informacion, che five-year average combined 
water and wast ewater materials and supplies expenses for S·lver 
Springs Shores is $178,648. This nistorical. average exceeds the 
MFR projected amount by $26,757 a·:d is S73,S51J .:..ess t=-:a:: ~!":e 

reported actu~l amount. 

We ~o not believe the Silver Springs Shores reported actual 
materials and supplies expenses are reliablP. Tt~ sale o: tw0 o: 
GDU's largest divisions during t:1'" twn llll.lltd:···d n. ,nrh.~ --nu1d !,.,·J • 
::ii<Jnitic<ultly alfected the .-xrx~ns·· 1 ccount~ . W•.; hd'J•.; uSf.;d Lvt 
Silver Springs Shore the MFR projections from the 1991 base year 
since they appear more reasonable. 

For Port LaBelle, the report~d actun.l amount dor:s nor "J.Jr"'! 

m;J.tPrially (rom the MFR projo..'!C Lio ns tlrtd r~sults in a rH::L decr· ·dS'..: 
of $2,168 . The MFR projections for Port LaBelle appear morE: 
reasonable than the reported act.ual amounts. Therefor· , we L i::ci 
that the MFR projected amounts should be used without any furLher 
adjustment. 

Miscellaneous Expenses 

OPC wi tness Larki:: testified that the utility's :992 pr~j~c t~~ 
amounts for miscellaneous expensF? 1ppo:.ar-ed to br: ~v~rst'l~·-d. ':'' · 
util1ty basPd thP pr-;i"''l••d 1~"•• •• mt.-;c · .. Ji t: ... ol . ~; ··:q•·n:;. 1. ·: ··· 

.tct u.d bookt:!d 1~~1 d.mounL::;. /\ C•"Vi..:w ol Lh, 19~2 general ledgL!.::> 
and variance reports of both Port ~aBelle and Silver Spr:r.gs Sho res 
revealed that actual exper.ditures :or 1992 were we.:..:. be:ow che : ss : 
projected amounts and 1991 projected amounr~ . :vir. :...:n:.:; n t,.:.st: :- i ··c~ 
th."l.t 11P w,1.s unabl·· r:o v.n.llyz•· •'.tCh o t t !J,~ :-:ttlJ .~cr··.Junt.s llJI lJ ' • 1 d!ld 
19ll.~. which made it dilticulL to d•·L~rmirlt: why t::e expendit.ur,Js 
recorded were so much larger in 1991 than :r. 199: . ne cesc~:~ed 
that several factors may account: for the reduced expend iture l~ve: 
in 1992, such as possibl P cost s .. · < nqs pn1<p.1ms, l"rill<'••d •·mp l•lY•' '' 
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levels, and the possibility of non-recurring expenses ~ecorded ~~ 
1991 . 

Uti1ity witness Swain tesLifi0d Lhat Mr. L~~kin sel0ct~J onlv 
those accounts which seemed to be lvwe1· than che projected amounts. 
She suggested that the adjustments made by Mr. Larkin were 
inherently inconsistent . 

We agree with OPC's adjustment. Again, th"- utili::y'::; p0si::ton 
LhilL specific adjustments should noL be singled out fCJr an 
adjustment unless all significant items are updated is not 
supported by the record . Since each expense it~~m should be test--'J 
for reasonablene ss on a~ individual b~sis, th~ actual exp~~ses dS 

! r 'POS• d l>y OPC should lJ•c! us••d . :-1.1s•·d "Jr: L~l·~ ·.:·.;id··:oc•· ··· t~~· 
record, t. or Silver Spri:1gs Shores w·~ have redL.ct:d misct: l.:.aneot.:s 
expense by $2 , 404 for water and by $876 fot wastewater . Fo r Port 
LaBelle, we have reduced miscellaneous expense by 5563 : o r wacer 
and increused miscellaneous expense by $39 :CJr wascewa:: e~ . 

In its filing, the utility requested 5516,925 of ra:..e case 
,_xpense consisting of $137,475 in account1ng fe.:::s, 5178,'::00 : :; 
1··q~l f •"'r>s , $66,750 in e nginr··"ring f .... s , $3·1 , 7 JIJ :n ::v:F,w·· · 1:< .!:ll l 

,·u~;L ul cc.tpilc.ll l•.:•·s ctnJ !1:..0,000 1 11 mis...:•.:llct:l•~c. .. Js -.: i.d! 'j •· s . :,~; 

reflected in utility witness Fancher's supplemental tes::~mony, ::~ ~ 

utility estimated that its actual rate case costs will be So32 , 3?.5 . 

In previous rate cases, we havr- analy2ed a :'d sc~u' ;n~::·:=c · l:-· 
supporting documents submitt ed by the utilicy - ... deter:m::e ~= :..!1•· 
rate case expense requested is a justifiable expense :or cha: rate 
case . The only supporting .;.nformation provided by t~e ;..:tility i:1 
this case is invoice support through the month o f February 1993, 
wh ich t o toh>d $303,480 f~r boLh S)lv•~r ~prir~cJ~ Shor···:· u~3 :rn · 
wdB•..:ll •" . Supporting inf:H:ltcH.ion must. tJ•· :.:..~mi:::··'i a::J ._: cum·.:!:L•.:<!. 
In this instance, we do not believe that :he Jt:...:.i:i' has :.s1;ppc!:":-=:c! 
nor JUStified its request f or rote case exp~ns~. 

The burden of proo: i:1 1 Commission proc:•··~rJ::q ·#h·-·r'-' 1 •; ·-:!.~: · ·; 

i:.; s•·•·kin<J cJ. raLe c h.Jnge is llw.J.y::> 011 • lt•· uL ~ 11 LJ' . ':'~ • l!~ :.1 ~:..:_.· !:"~; 
Lailed to meet its burden in that it tail ed to : i:e any suppor:::.~g 
documentation to justify 1ts requested ra~e case expense. 
Therefore, we find it appropriate to disallow some o : che r~te cas~ 
•'xpt?nsr>. ThP rPcorr.l doPs inr.li c-.J.r•"' t h.lt stJbst tnt i;tlly nHH·· wod: 
w.t: ; p•·rf•1llll•'d .1s •'Vid··rH·,., ! !Jv ttl· · ·:!.tiJ<"•' tt Ll!•': l!Ilt.!: I'! J•··· ··dl !l•r:;. 
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exhibits filed , and p reparation of the briefs . Based on th·~ above, 
w-, have made adjustments to the f ollowing c-omporc.r, ··s : 

Cost ot Capital ar.d Income Tax - Arche r ~~ccrsor. 

Of the total requested amount of $193,252 ~or Ar~hur ~1derson. 
only $85 , 307 has actually been supported by 1nvoices. Although th= 
$84,700 orig inally requesL.=od in the MFRs wa s hlgh, w<:c. t i;1d 1t 1s 
r~dsonable for Lotal =ctte case e x pense . As a result, total rate 
:ase expense has been increased by $607 . This adjustment r=sults 
in a total rate case expense reducr~on co Por~ Labe~~~ J: s:,9~5 

3r.d an increase to s~lve= Springs Shores of $2,602. 

The rt::quested $69,042 for engineeri:1:j serv1ces is 52,:::9::: 
larger than the $66 , 750 amount reported by the utility 1n its MFRs. 
The utility has only supporttc'd $3 6 ,142 of irs l'Jtal ·_- r.rJin-::· ·. inr.:J 
charges. We beli~ve tha~ $60,000 1s a rt::asur.ctbl= amount :o al:ow 
the utility to recover ~ts remair.~ng engineer~ng ~xpenses. ~ased 

on the above, we hav e reduced total rate case e xpense by $6,750 t o 
reflect the enginee r ing fees. This results in a race case e:~~ns~ 
acijust!1lent of SG,750 f Jl Silv· r· Spr·1n1s Shorr -:; .:1·! n vl Jl l~; · ;n .. :!' •. 

l'u r ' Ld lJ, · I I • · . 

Leoal Charges - Hopping . Boy d . Green and Sams 

In its !:iling, th.c: utllity requested $~'/S,')OO :~::- L·· '·:. :- -.. ~; . 

In its upd.n~>, 111~> util~ty r··.:qu•2St•?d .;;148, ·31! ::.'o1· legal ·.::qJt::llS•: s, 
but has supported only $27,892 . The invoices :i: ~d by th~ ut1:ity 
support _ega: expenses o nly through c!:e end c f: ::-ebr'-!a:-y. :c :s 
clear chat t~e u:ilicy d~d incur a substa: r :.a.:. a :r.ct.:.::c ~ :-?ga.:. 
e xpenses after this dat e , sine•., the ma jorit y J : riv· d·-pl;s 11 . ; n:; t::ti 

d porti o n nf t h • · h<=>,lr ;ll<J t Oc>Y. pLl C t' d(L t •! F•·l.Hli.J.ty. W·· do t:•Jt 

~g~ee that the t o tal amount ot $148,8:1 r<::.qu-?st~d by th~ uc~li:y 

has been j ustified . However, in reviewing :.. lk rec""Jrd , we t1::d t. :~e;:: 

:..he r2cord does s h o w that a substantial amount: of work was 
perfonned as evidenced by the attendance at t he f o rmal pp)r··~·-di n<:s, 
·:>xhibits fjl,cd dnd prr:-p•ratiun ot ·~:· · bri,.,!:;. 81:~~-::d -::::r: •· !1•· :·""· •· · 

ctnd past ·~xpe:r:i ·=nce 1:1 deto:::r!1lin.J.. :-1g :--2ascnaL- -=- :-a::e -.:asc: :xrJ-?::5-?, ·"-= 
f. ind that the app:ropriat2 amount: of :ega.:. race case -?:<penS':: _s 
$100, 000 . As a result, total rate case exper!se has been redttced by 
$78,000, consisti ng o f $1°.000 t or e1-h di·J~~;:cn. 
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Accoun_Ling_ F"'"=S - Mjl~{!n. Swai:: "l.nd ,'\ss 'JC ' t' -·s 

In its Llling, Lh~ utlllLY requested ~st:mat~d ~~te case costs 
of $137,475 for Milian, Swain, and Associat~s. At the hear1~3. the 
utility requested rate case expe:1se of $:7l, .. d7. The utility 
suppon:.ed only $136,031 of the total amount u~quest.:>d. AlthrJugh 
the utility did not just 1fy t.h~=: amount •;( l"Jt•· ~as•· .-:q,-~•.:n~; .. 
tequested aL h·:::aring, WL do believe tl":at: th·- amou:1t: t:hat was 
originally requested in the M?Rs is reasc!.al;l.::o. :t also c2.use.:..y 
matches the amount supoorted by ~:1vo:.ces. Eased 0:1 ou:-: r:>v'..ew .J:' 
the i:1voices, we ~ind that it is appropr11 t~ [r:l a::ow th~ u-:.:..:-~ 

r0 recovPr arrnunrj . .c1 ~--·s o :- ~~\ 7 ,-:1 '-i . 
~ , .. 1 ·cc)Ufll i i1CJ t, ·-_:s .;,. :-.; n,.:c ' \~::; ...t! v. 

Miscellaneous - Oth-=r 

In its filing, the utility request•'C .;; St; , OGO 1:1 m::.sc'2lld:1-::ous 
.:xpenses . Only $18, 108 of the total amount. r'::questeo has be~::. 

supported by invoices, which inc:udes fili:1g :'ees ~or both 
divisions and costs of the noticing requi!:"emer.ts :or the ser-v:.ce 
hearing , final hearing, and interim rates . ;,n add'..tior.al $4. oor: 
would be moro thi1n adequ'1t.-:> t:o cover u, .. nn t ir;inrJ u .. quir~=:m· n• !:." o r 

the final rclL•'s. Based on Lho: abov":::, we hdv-- t"•·C.!uct::d '-.~!•2 rae~ -.:as,:, 
expense other account by $27,892 . This resulcs i~ a si:ve!:" Spr~ngs 
Shores reduction of $11,566 and a Pore Lab~!le ~eductior. ~ 

$16,326 . 

Sumrncl r·y 

Based on our ~indings above, ~~e apprcp!:":~ :e amou~: o~ ~a=~ 

case exp~nse :.s $230,862 Eor S:!..:.ve!:" Springs Sr~ores a::d s:"7.;,J:3 : :: r 
?ort LaBelle, wh ich is alloc "l. t~d b~cween Wi't. ' · ·::· d:~J w>s::.-=·w'-'-·.::' ~)CiS--:,-; 

'1n relaciv~=> numb .... r ot r.usLumers . ':'!..:.. !--stL-s ::1 11: .1!"!:: •.l~ 

tmortized amount o t $~7,71G tor Si!~er Sp~i::gs Shor~s a::1 S~~.s~~ 
tor Port. LaBelle. 

The ut.tlit.y sh .. lll submit a dera.:..!.~d ::;L.IL·'!Il• IlL ...J t <.1C~Ud- r,-;;:-_:, 
case e xpense incurred within 60 days af"- er c:-:e :.:...,i'l: orde::- is 
1ssued, or i~ applicable, wich'..n s'..x:y days a:c~r t~e l.Ssuar.ce c: 
an o rder Pncered ~n response :o a moe i o n :'0:: ::-·-:rr:>ns i 'i<=-r3:: .:.r:>r. 0 : 
sttch fined c td••t. Tlv· in ! n tm,!L: o n ::;~111: l· : l ;· , 

pr·-~scr1.bed t 0 r· Sch•?dule B .!. u c r r.:1e XFRs. 
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):&::;s on S;1l~ of r.and in P~! r y pr_grH~t·Ly 

In order to comply with DER requirements, GDU pu~c~ased ~c~ 

acres of land adJacent to the utility known as tl ~ ?e~ry prope~~y. 
The land was purchased in 1985 to proviJe f or .::fE~uen:: d.ispr~',ll t"'d 

st oragt> . According to Staff witn~ss Crouc~ . :::-.-:: ut:.l1ty .s 
currently using less than half of the Perry land :or the wastewater 
system. Order No . 18869, issur:::d February 16, 2.:?88, in the 
ut1lity' s last rate case, specifically stated that 310 a cres cf th~ 
Derry land was plant held for future use and w;,s .=.x::>:ded :::-'Jm ::or·-­
hnse. That Order also . ~ xclud•"d rhi:; land lr om the c1llowdnc;..: to1 

"lllds pLudently in\2Sted (AFrl ) calculdt- ...~r:. . ·..;.:.::.~'2SS C~:,·~c:: 

cesLi: 1ed that 274 acres of Perry land was not inc!uded 1n Orier 
No. 18869. The 36 acre difference iJ discLssed be:cw. 

During LhP tF.:St yeur, the City o :. :.c,:.." pur·~: .a s· :i .: ·) -..c:·--s J : 

t h•' P•·r ry land from GDU : or us<.:: as a sp::dy i rrigar. :on s: ::..:: . ':'he 
City of Oc~la paid GDU $86, 000, including 54,770 = ~ ~ a s:~.:.p c~ 

land that serves as a cvmmon ouffer zone between ;::c:e c.:.::y ·s c1nd 
GDU' s spray irrigation sites. w.:..tness Swain tesr..:.::-::d ::~;at r;niJ 
should amortize the $22 . " :J loss on th·· s<1le -v.;-::-r· a lkrl jJ , . :, .... 

Y•"cln;. Witness S wain t•·stili~d thdL il the land so.:.~ to Oc:...i.:..ct :. ::; 
noL ust!d and useful and never was considere:d used a:".d ;.:s-=:~-..:1 - ::~:: 

the loss should not be amortized above the l i :1e Ms Swa J..!:. 
acknowledged that the determination of how the loss is C:)ns: d>=-r-~r: 
is dependent: o n whether che land sold was us•·d ar1d useru:. 

ll. is OPC's position that the land was not: used and use(ul, 
and the remaining $22,000 should be !:"emoved f~8m ::.~e -..:t:.:...:.:.:y's 
filing. We agr ee with OPC . The e vidence clearly sho ws chac tilis 
land was r.ever considered used and u..;e~ul . ':'h•..:r-:.-f.Jr<::, we- :=.::!d ~·: . .1 · 

tht- loss should be included t.::low Lhe line a:.d not tecovered tr ..... n; 

ratepayers . With the removal of land in t~e amoun: o ~ s~:.013 as 
agreed 1n Stipulation No . 2, Category A, nc further adJustm~~t LO 
the utility's filing is necessary . 

Pr0oerL v Taxes 

Ut:ility witness Swain cestifi,..:d that: GUll 's ; , rJ[Y·!l'/ ' .!:<··~; 

r· J 11·• t) l"Jt .11 plant 1!1d :lO t" 'l.:>t 1~ ·, •j t!: , j US • :_;_:_ [.J•o~!.L ... b . 
s w, rrn .tss• •ru.:d that tht: uLiliLy slh)uld be alluwea t( r--cov·=~ 

p~operty taxes on non-used and use(ul plant from ratepayers. Ste 
cesLified that if plant: is a prud~~: i nvPstment:, then the ta xes 
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should be recovered through races . Ms. Swain a:so cesc1.:ied chac 
t~e utility must pay the property taxes on plant : ~ac is prudent 
regardless of whether ~t is used a nd useful . CPC witness Larkin 
agrPPd that the utility must pay th• .... t.1:<Ps r·"'J.tr·dl••ss of r':!qu!c~tory 
Ll""tLmenL . Howe ver , Mr. Larki :l Lt.:SLJ.Liv•j t.1ac it would b·· 
inappropriate to include p roperty taxes on tLe portion of pla.1t 
t hat is non-used and useful. Mr. Larkin furtLer testifJ.ed that LhP 
utility could recover the taxes on no n -used a nd useful plane 
through an AFPI charg~. 

We believe that the utility should recover property taxes pal.d 
for prudently inves ed plant. However, thP amount should not b·' 
recovered from current ratepayers. We agree with OPC chat: it is 
more appropriate to recover amounts for prop~rty taxes on pn.:d~:. 1 y 
utv<=-st-~d , non-used and useful plar!C LhrouJh dn f.FP: chargP. 

GDU's property taxes include amounts for boch personal and 
real property according to the sca:t audl.t r~port . ~he u~llicy did 
not present any e videncr showing the rot.tl property taxes d~vid~d 
into real or personal property tax amounts . In the absence ot such 
evidence , we have reduced the total proptrty t x expenses for each 
system by using the same percentage as that approved for non -used 
and useful plant and plant held f or future use . Using thl.s 
methodology, we have reduce d property taxes for S i 1 ver Springs 
Shores by $10,01 1 for water and $44,620 for wast~water . For PGr · 
L<lBt•lle , we have reduced property taxes by .;;:.:5 , 04 6 for wa··~: a::C.: 
$15 , 839 for wastewater . 

Actual Prooerty Tax Exoense 

Aud4L .:x cepLion No . -, :. or buL!1 hJC .. LaBo::l.:.e auJ :-, __ ·;· ·! 

Springs Shores , indicates that the Utllity proJected ::-eal -::st:.a::.~ 

and personal property taxes for 1992 to b"? :; percent higher than 
1991 . Staff witness Piedra stated in the audit report that ~h~ 

utility e xplained that the proj-::ct~ons f )r prop•::rty ::axes w,:.~-- motd· 
b~fore che tax bills for 19 9~ wer~ r~c~J. vnd . 

Ms. Swain testified tha_ ti;e projectJ..ons w~re based o r: a 
rudgec whi c h was calculated by app:.y:..ng che mi::.lage ::-a::es J r1 :::• 
t h.1t will bP completed al Llv• .=>nd ) ! t 11•-' y••.l:. 

In anal yzing the ut ility's e xplanation [or ::he dramatlc chang~ 
in caxes, we compared the plane addi tions for each of the systems . 
Based o n our r evie w, the c hanges in plant balances fr-om the 
bPginning to e nd of year do no t ac~"'llllt tor t h•: s i Jr11 ~ i -::."lnr ·l1t1!1CJ··~; 
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r rom the prOJ""Cted to actt.:al amounts. We ar·:: n u L cor..vinc•_:d hy ~)..~ 

ut~lity's explanarion.. Further, si:1ce tf:e:·e wa~ a:1 a:.:oca:::.cn 
error between wC~.ter and wa.stewat.er. it is not nppropriCl.t-=: to •ts• · 
the proj~"cted amount. 

Since each expense item should be tested for ~easonable~ess or. 
an individual basis , we bo::lieve that the actual 1992 tax b::.:.s 
should be used as a basis for an adjustment ::o ::-:c. pr·'Jl""c-t :--d 
ptopr·rty t.tx••s. Th•se dmuunts w•·r•· c~udit··cJ by tn•_, r·onml:s.;l,Jll 

Staff , and atter several stipulated adjustments have been made, t:112 
actual amounts appear reasonable . Based on the foregoing. we have 
made an adjustment ~o account for the difference between the ~~R 
projected amount and the actual amounts as adjusted. Fer s::v""r 
Springs Shores, we have reduc•?d prop ~rt y tax '2X[<::ns12 ~J ~2:.;::; _ :: 0~· 

water and increased property tax expense by $27,:19 for wast~wat~r. 
For Port LaBelle, we have decreased property tax expense by 517,32~ 
for water and by $853 for wastewater. 

Rule 25-14 . 004 , Florida Administrative CJde , requlres that a 
parent debt adjustment be made for each parent level abcve the 
c-apital structure used in setting rates. Since we have used GDU's 
capital structure in setting rates, a one-tier Gar~r..: d~rr 

adjustmeot is appropriate to recogniz~ GDU' s i:r.med.:.at--'· :_:;aren· , 
AGCC. 

In its fil i ng, the utility included a parent debt adjustme~t 
1n the amount of $1~, 366 for Silver Springs Shores and , ·, 1·1-1 : r· 
Port Ldbell..:! . Tht:: utility's dUJUSt!nUll .ioc-s I10 L i!~C2..l!d•:: u_:__:_ ;,a~·.::~~ 

debt reflected in the pareLt capital struccure . ;l.cccr~L::g t .) 

uc~lity witness Elliott, mu:h of AGCC's debt does not suppo~t its 
investment in GDU and is properly excluded from the calculation or 
any parent debt adjusr~ent. 

OPC witness Larkin tesci::ed t!'lat c::~ uci:i::.y :::.:.a.ss.:.!:.:.-:s 
seve~al parent debt items as parent equity :cems wher. ca:.c~:ac.:.~g 

the parent's weighted cost or debt: for purposes of decermin.:.ng ti:·.: 
pi"lrent debt adjustment. According to his t.=.st imony, thr' rar·-".lt '.· 
c.1pit.Jl structure consisLo;;d -tlmost ··nt.:.t-::ly t 1dJt rtl cJ C LC.' 1 · ,: 

emergence from bankruptcy. Wic.hout classifyi:1g part o:: che pa~-=:!:.. 

company's debe. as equity, wicness Larkin testified, tne pare~t debL 
adjustment as calculated by thc- utiliry for S1lve~ Spr1ngs SharPs 
should br increased by $8'),365 .111d $88 , :~ 'JtJ for w.tt•·r .1nd 
W.t~;lt'Wdt• ' t, t•'S[)P<' t iv•·ly. ltl .1dc!i• l<l!., witn•·: ::; I..trk:: . r•·(' <Jill!l'•·rlC!··d 
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that the parent debt adjustment as calculated by the utility for 
Port LaBelle should be increased by $47,2 07 and $45,373 for water 
and wastewater, respectively 

Utility witness Elliott t es tified thaL the utility's 
reclassification of debt as equity was done to c haracterize cerca~n 
parent debt instruments tha t do noL support uperat i o ns as Pquity. 
Mt EJlintt t PR t" ifiPci th,n hi~.; [Jrnpo~;··d trr·rtm•·rH i .: ,-,nl:·i.;t·n · 

wiLl! LlltJ inLt=nL ot Llle t)ar·enL d~l>L <-~LijusLmc·nL tul..: l>..:c..tus•· Lll · ~ 1 ul•.: 
itself acknowledges that there may be situations where paren~ detc 
does not support subsidiary operations . Witness El liot t further 
testified that the ~~derlying theory of the parent debt adj~stme~c 
is that the parent ' s invPstment in the subsidiary is deemed to be 
!:unded by the sources o f capital that comprise the pare•.t' s 
capitalization. According to witness Elliott, th~ debt instruments 
that the utility classified as equity , a re the instruments tr.2t de 
not support investments in the subsidiaries ; thus, they :m .. sc. be 
treated a..; parent d ebe. not::. supporting subsidiary operations ,..o 
properly dl•terminP the pL<t-'=11l com[JilllY d• ;b : trljtlstm•·r.:- ~'1 .tC,.. :r:Ll!; >· 
with the rule. 

The parent debt instruments characteri ze d as "enuity," 
totalling $171,375,000 , containPd in witnnss Elliott's testimony, 
dre comprised of cash fl ow notes, nkinda Loty noLes and a [JOrt ion IJL 

a term loan . According to witness Elliott, the cas r. E :ow ar.a 
mandatory notes are clearly not related to the operations of the 
subsidiary as they were issued t o the unsecured creditcrs of GDC in 
t he bankruptcy reorganization, and no cash was r eceive d by thg J1A w 

(l•lr•·nt, 1\.Cc-r·. T·1 rtclcli t ion , w i 1 n•·:; .-.:; 1·:11 .•JI • r •·:;r if j .. ,l t !..tt ': .. 
porLion o L the ternt loan wh1 cll was used to Lund f.taymt::nLs -.:1 

administrative costs, priority, and converuence cl:tss c::.a.:.ms wer:'2 
also included as equic.y bec,us e they are bankruptcy related. E~s 

conclusion is that the debt 1nstruments learly wer:g ~ot par- ~ ~ 
1\.Gf'C's inv·~stmr>nt in CO!J b•'CLliiS'? th•·y r•·l.tt .. ril;.c-r-•>; ~! (" ~; 

bankruptcy. 

We believe that c.he debe. instruments excluded by the ~tili:y 
s hould be included i. n the p,nenr debt.: cal culat 1on. T~Q noLes 
issued to the creditors ol GDC t~pLtc~d dt2bt wl1i riJ was ~r1 lh· 
parent's capital structure prior to the bankrupc.cy proceedi.~gs. 

Based on the evidence in the record, we must conclude that the cash 
flow and mandatory notes replaced GDC debt that could have 
supported subsidiary operations. Upon consid~ration . w~ Eind that 
.tll dnll.lts tr>moved from th•· p.l r•·!H' ~; rl•Lt t l.ll t rH-·· sh" t!ld !J" 
includ t:!d in Lhe parenL debL cal cl'l.tt.l.l 11. Plac ' l!lCJ tl1ose dolLlrs 1.11 
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the debt balance increases the debt percentage of total parent 
capital co 68 . 10 percent. 

In calculating the adjustment to appropr iacely reE::.ect the 
effect of parent debt I we discovered that the utility has t wo 
conflicting debt costs related to parent debe . The paro::nc rlebc 
adjustment reflected in the MFRs uses an ass0•-i<'lC""d d'·ht r:ost )f 
8. 71\ P~'l r·,nt Lu c.JlcuLlt 1~ rhr W•"'iqht·~d r·()~; t 'J ! 1-<~r•·r!t d··l t . 

How,,v,•r, utility witness Elliott testitied chat the cost: o[ par..=-r~t. 

debe is 13.54 percent The utility did not provide an exp:aP.atlor. 
with regard to the conflicting debt cost rates at the parent level. 
We have used the L:J. 54 percent cost: rat<=> in r-1n calr·1rlar ~ 'Jn o ~ L:1e 
parenL debt adjustment because a r8vl~w .~t tht-:: ~~lir!g l:Ja_~<..tt·..:s 

thaL the cost rate of 8.74 percent is an et:ec:1v~ cost '~debt . 

which is based on the i~terest actually paid by the parer.:. 

There are also inconsistencies :.n th~ ca.lcula:. ~on o~ che 
adjustmet.t itself . The parenr: debt sch•2 hrl•: lndi r;at •·s :::~ .• :. Lb.~ 

appropriate parent debt adjustment is $12 , J6o Eor S1lv~r Springs 
Shores and $6,444 for Port Laoelle . However, the income tax 
expense schedules indicate that a parent deot adjustment in the 
amount of $32 I 862 was included in the rt=-qu~st r->d n8r nr;•~ra.r inr; 
i.ncomr for Si1vPt- Springs Shan-'s flncl d!1 o~djlJ:;tm•·ttt in til·· .HrH>t t!lt •; t 

:;; 1 ·;, 1::!-1 w .. 1:.:; included in the request.:d rlt::L op~tJting .:.ncome !.or PrJr::: 

Labelle. In determining which parent debt adjustment to adjust, we 
used the parent debt reflected i:1 the requested net operctt ing 
income for each system . 

In consider.:1tion of the foregoin<J, SllvPr S~rings St:or-::s · 
parent debt adjustment should be increased by $:8,752 compris~c :: 
$14,462 for water and $14 1 290 for wast ewater. T:-:e pa::-~:-::: c.:::c:: 
adjustment for Port Labe_le has beon : :-1r:-cas-~; :::.,y .:;: : •. -, •• 
comprisPd o f $5, QlG for w.1r~r ar.d ~,... fi8 •, ~ n w •. .t ·.; t' • • . 

.:.ncome Tax Exp>,;:ns.:: 

In its filing, the utll~-y included lncome tax e xpens-:: ~:; ::-:~ 

amounr of $325 692 f o r S::.lv<>:- Spr_ngs Shotr~-.. (' lllllf r l::i•·t! ~-1' ,·i ·i 
t n r WdL,·r 1nd $.240,:::-17 L ui. w.JSL·2 Wdt "-=~ •. .IIHJ .;;_•·, ' 'll 1 • !". 

LaBelle, comprised of $23,824 for water and S·, 082 tJl wastewate!:". 
Utility wi tness Elliott testified that income tax expense was 
computed on a stand-alone basis which, in h1s opinion, ronsidPrs 
only thP :income ta.x effecrs o f J'n·i::-;di ·t i•1rt.il t"'J•·rr1r··~; rr 1. ! ··cJ:,t:· in 
d I ' t I' ! !1\ ! 11 i II• I \1 t i I i t y 1- , • vi '!Ill' . l ' 'q ll 1 t I '!!It '!I! ! : . 
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According to OPC witness Larkin , the parent company has palo 
~o income taxes since 1987 and has loss carryforwards to o~fset any 
tax es in the n e ar future . Fo r th e s e reasons, witness Larkin 
recommended that the utility not be allowed income tax expense . 

We believe that it is appropriate to calculate income tax 
e xpense for each d i vi sion ln a stand-alone tas~s . Ut·l~-y wit~oss 

Elliot t tescified, and we agree, that under this approach , lt a 
utility that generates jurisdictional taxable income files a 
consolidated return with affiliates who have t a x losses, t ~e 
utility's income tax e xpe ns e f or d etermining cost o f service would 
reflec t the tax att~ibutable to jurisdictional utility operat1ans . 
In addition, it 1.s Commission policy r.ot to conside:- non· 
jurisdictional o perations in the cost of service of r-2gu Laced 
utillties . 

Based upon our earlier f indinqs and ad j ust:n0nts, t :"le 
.:1pprop r i l.te income tax e xpense for Silver Sprlngs Shor·..:S :.s 
$39,775 , comprised of ~ negative $5,49~ for water and $45.271 for 
wastewater . For Port LaBell e , the appropriate i n come tax expense 
is $22,049, comprised of a negative $ 25 , S36 :-ar wate::- and a 
ll' "F11 iv" ~~~ .'1 87 fn r WdS I 0 W, ll••r·. 

Test Year Operating Income 

Based on the utilicy's app:icacion a nd ou::- decis:.ons ;na~-:: 
herein , we find the appropriate test y ear ope r atin g .1nr:om•:: for 
Sil v er Springs Shores b~fore any provision for 1ncreased re~~nuc~ 
to be a negative $8,3 90 f or wate.r- a nd a pos iti·.,re s- 23 , :..:..6 :or 
wastewater . For Port LaBel le, the appropriat e test y ear operating 
income is a negative $4,949 fo r wa cer and a negacive $39 , 750 : or 
wastewacer . 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

Based on the utility's a pplicatio n, our aJjusc:nents , :i!1d 
caL:ulations discussed abov e, we find t ha t the approprir.te anr:ual 
~evenue requirement for Silv L .Spri ngs Sho t 8S is $700 , 244 for WCl.t·~l 

and $1, 124 , 621 for wastewater . For Port LaBelle , thL appropriaL~ 
annual revenue requirement: is 5422,758 for water a nd $314,560 for 
wastewater. For Silver Springs Shores, thi s r epr e s ents a revenue 
increase of $238 , 236 for water and $267 , 374 for wastewat-::r. ?cr 
Pot-r LaBell·~. Lhis r<=>prPSPnt . 1 r·•"V 1 '1lll" illCT"'.t:-:;c• o f s:o::;,~r· 1 for 
water a nd $148 , 796 f or wastewater . 
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In its filing , the utility requested, for boc!l divisions, a 
base facilit y cnarge race structure, which includes a base facility 
charge and a usage charge Eor both water anc was:ewater, wi:h ~ 

COnSPrvation block Of 6,000 gallons [)••r mon::.'l tor A.il r"':S~ri•·r;· JC1l 
water usage . The utilit~··s proposeu wate_· gal2.ona':Je char·g~ ror 
commercial and mul t i-family customers is equal co the single 
gallonage cha r ge that wo u ld apply to all customers if a residential 
conservation block was not proposed. The parties and St3ff 
stipulated that t!le res idenc ia 1 wast""wa. c nr gall onagc. cap shill:-; b"­
set ll 8,000 g.:lllc 15 per month for l.xth d:..visior~s. We asr-.. •-. W·~ 

find that the utllity's requested rate structure is appropr1at~ :or 
these divisions and such rare structure wiL. enc~urage 

const:rvation . 

Additlonally, the uclllty shall :::;~!l..lmi::. t!".e :nc..n::.=-:.:..y nt.r.\!.;··~ - ­
bills, oallons, and billed reve::ues :. o r wa::.~: ser--vi-:::e :c:: --ac:-: 
customer class beginning Wlth July 198~. up ::.o ::he ~on::=-: :n w:-::c:-: 
the final rates become effective. The uti:ity sha:: also submit 
quarterly reports containing the month2.y numrer of bills , gal1ons, 
.1.nd bill~d revenues for Wdl•~r servic•• for •C,cJCh cusr.omr·r ·la:::;s 
beginning with the first. month in which the water C'Jns· r-v(.lc:or: 
rates are charged and continu1ng until !8 montts' worth c: 
conservation data has been c'Jllected, so that tho::: Cornm:.ssi:;r: ·nay 
monitor the effects of the conserv<'ltion rat"" struc::.'JY'". " 
disrussion of the utilicy ' s r:•·questr-d r ,lt·~ str·ucruu·~ follows . 

Conservation Policv 

M·· Fancher testified ac the heari11g t::C.at r.!-:12 t.:::.:l.:cy ·,;a.s 
·~OCOUraged tO implement: a wat .. r COr.S••rvatiOt~ t"i1t·..: :-; · 1:"UCtU'!:•· f,'.' . : ·· 
Water Management District, the DER, 'o~...a.:. county go·.·~r!"-'11<?r:cs 

through their comprehens ive planning process, the State of Florida 
through its stat.e water use plan, and the Deparcment of Commun~:y 
Af:airs through goals and obJecc.ives ser for the Sc.ace cf F:orida 
wit' rP!)nrd to our narura: wntnr r•·scu: · .. :-·. Eow••v· r-, :v! .. rl!.~·L··! 

'••Sl it i••d t.h.lt the UllliLy'_, ull::illni[Jl!V•' U::;•; i)l-LffiiL::; Jo :iUt r.·•:q\:l:··..; 

the utility to implement a conservatl.on ::-ate sc.ruct~re. 

Utility witness Guastella provided testimony 
sp.~ci(ic dec.ails of the wilL.:!t· consr>rv.Hi.on t'lt.-·s. 

to:::stili••d that th~ conservatiLn rate wds deve:oped 
usag~ in e x cess of 6,JOO gallons per mont!l . 
testified that the proposed cons~tv~tion rate is 

concerning rh~ 

Mr . Guasr·-".ll 
:.or r es1dentla: 

!Vlr. '.Juascella 
1.f'p2.ied o n ly co 
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residential customers because he believ•~s the pot..::nLldl f.or 
conservation is greater at the residential level. Mr. Guast..:::lla 
testified that the u~ilicy is trying co avold ~~ars:~g custome~s or 
imposing conservation for the cuscomer's use of wate~ when i~ :s 
not being wasted or there is no potential f >r conser.rat1on. P.e 
L•~stified that he br>liev•~s the larg•·~:;t qu.tnLity of wdt •·! · 

conservation will occur · n watt::r used for .: r1 iga t ion pu:r-poses. Mr . 
Guastella testified chat he believes resid~ncial consumption is 
more sensitive to price than conunercial consumption because 
residential consumption tends to use a larger portion of wat.er for 
outdoor irrigaLion uses, whereas conuner-cia: and l!.dust~ia: 

~ustomers tend ' :> operate a business and use W'iter "it a :no;~ 

C.Jnsistent rate . Additionally, he testifled chat .:c. wou:.d be 
difficult to charge conservation races to multi-family un1ts served 
by a single meter due to the inability co :neasure ea-:h un1.1 · s 
individ1..al usnge. For e xamp le , che cons.-"c.ratior. ra::·= wnt1ld bE­
charged based o n the tOLdl US<l!Jl' [or th·~ whol•' complex , wh rh cculJ 
exceed 6 , 000 gallons per monch even though eact individual unit did 
not exceed the 6,000 gallon level. 

Addicionall y, Mr. Guast~>lla st<I '" ••d tn his r:i1.rect t .. _; · im(J!l'f 

tlldL the proposed conservaLion rate (or resH.h::ntld.:_ usage i:. >?X C!::!SS 

ot 6,000 gallons per month is 50 percent higher than the rate for 
consumption below 6,000 gallons. He also cest.1:ied ~hac the 50 
percent differential is intended co provide a price signal to 
customers to a v oid wasteful USF.JS of water , as well as to maY.:e 
SpPcific Pf f orts co cons~.~rve water . ln c...tlcul1tl !l9 tll•.· 
conservation rates, M1. Guastella stated that he assumed t.haL :...,~r­

a 10 percent increase in races the consumpc:on o: wate~ w:l.:. 
decrease by 1 percent with respect to the usaoe in excess of 6,00C 
gal lens per month. He also seated that the reve1:1.:es had b·::<::r: 
adJus ted to reflect thaL reduction 1.:1 cor.sumpt: ... r:. -- ~·:s::.:_;-.:C: 

that the decisions to use a 50 percent d~Eferenc.:al a~d use 6, 000 
gallons as the break-point was based o n judgment. 

Mr. Guastella testified that he did noL evaluute orht::r mcr"l•·ls 
01 types of rate sLruccurr.:s wiH..:n d···s:Jnin•J Lh·· p1· 1 J::>•·d 
conservation rate structt...L _ . However, he testified ':hat he: had 
reviewed approximately a dozen price elasticity studies that 
spanned 15 to 20 years for various parts of the co~nc ~y. and that 
these studies had a w1de ·.ra riety o E r-..>su l ts. :-'lr. r~t:as r .· .. : , 
t ··sr ifi•"d LhaL he beli .... ves Lh•·r~ will b·.: ~H,m•• l~1rl<J t"L.rl ··co no mt .: 
benefits if th~ reduction it consumptio n Cduses che ne-d for l~ss 
facilities in the long term. He added that •.oJith o r w:.tho ut the 
economi c benefit, he believes rhe reducti on in water ccnsumption 1s 
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1 measure worth taking. ~r. Guastella test iti~d that he b~li~v~s 
there is an overall ef fo:::-t in che State o( F::.orida to pay more 
attention to the need to conserve water. Further, establl.sh.:..ng 
conservation programs is one of these efforts and one compor.~~t of 
those programs is ~stablishing a pric•" ··h.:.t will si Jncll to 
customt::~S Lhdt they shoulJ not use :nor·· WctL• · r L!:ctn 1s n•·c ··ss.lt·y <i!!Ll 

to conserve water . 

Mr. Guastella testified that if the Commission wanted co 
monitor the effects of this rate design it should ::.aok at rri r~ria 
such as the billi:~g analysis, gallons vo::rsus rev~nues, wr~acher 

normal~zation, and the customer mix of year-round versus non year­
round customers . He testified that he believed a study of the rate 
design woula be ver} interesting and might cur:! 'Juc co b-:: ·Jery 
valuable . 

It is Mr. Rush' s position that it 1s impossible co apply the 
conservation rates equally among the commercial and multi-family 
customers. OPC did not pr0vide any tPStimony regardi~g c~:s ~ssue. 

Although the utility must be commended t ur ltS -=:ftori.. 111 this 
endeavor, we must agree with Mr. Rush . A ~onservation block could 
be a hardship on certain customers. However, we also recogr.~ =e the 
need for increased water conservation . Although there 1s no 
conclusive e vidence that a conservation rat.:: structure ·~~~ll resu::.c 
in significant water conservation, there is also no conr!.usi•;o=­
evidence that indicates it will not improve water conservation. It 
would appear that the only way to determine i!: conservat ion r t~s 

will in fact result in increased water conservac.:..on :s t o actua:::.y 
implement conservation races and study the rpsulcs. 

Wi::! bt!lir...:v•.: the imiJlt::mc:llldtion O Ld CO!!::>•·!.V<J.Liu ll r.·ctlc: SL!. lCL.J!.•= 

for these water systems could provide us w1ch va:uable ~nforma::or. 
on the effects of conservation rates in Flori'ia, and hope!:ully 
prov ide us with a more sound basis for making these types of 
derisions in the future . Unlike Port LoBell~. Silver Springs 
Shores currently has a conse rvation block ratP scruct~re, b~cause 

ic has an inclining block ~~llonage charge structure w~ th a ~~aher 
charge appl_ed to the second block of usage. This provides us witr. 
the unique opportunity of evaluating the 0ff~cts of adjust ing an 
•' x is tins incl1ninrJ h1 1l"k 'J. lll o n.J ' J•' ·l!.n·.,,. :;t · ·l ·' , l!·· !J! met·· 

;.ncreJst:d - J!lti• rvatl.on as O!Jf.JOSed to convr...:!."l i :!9 _i ::;~r!g~-:: g .. :: .) ::a~·~ 
charge to an inc:ining b:ock strJcture. 
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Conservation Rate Desian 

Residential customers in general share thL same water needs 
and vary only in the amount of water they use. For example, 
restdential customers need water for dr·inkinrr, bathing, :~ushinJ 

toilets , washing dishes, wash.:.ng clotLes, washing cars, ar.d 
watering lawns . The same cannot necessarily be said for general 
service customers which quite often have very unique water r.ends. 
For instance, the water needs and usage pat ern of a manufarrurin' 
firm wh)ch uses W<lter to cool hi<]h spr>~•d m.tr:hin•::ry m<;st ltk•·ly 

dit Lets sig11itic:anLly from that ot a n::sLaurant. Both businesses, 
however, fall under the same general service classificatio~. 

We believe it would not be appropriate to group all general 
servicP customers together and e.-.pc:>cL each o n•:: o f them t o r··: d'lcr· 
the1r water consumption by 10 percenL, tor example . :t ::.s ~css1b.:..e 
that some general service customers are ;..~sing more water tha:1 .1s 
necessary but it is just as likely that some are using only the 
amount needed to operate their businesses. Wit=:ou L a d<>tailed 
Pxamination of the various typ•~ s o f 1· n•·r.t: S• · rJ .r:,_ rust om• ' ~; .• ;:d 
Lh0ir pdrticular water needs a.Jd usc.t~<;! pdLLerns iL is dit:.1culL LO 
determine an equitab le grouping of these cu~tomers for the purpose 
of pin-pointing areas which can conse~e . 

We also agree with Mr . Guastella's statemenr that it would be 
di ff icul t to charge conservation rates to multi- !:amily u;1i ts SE: rved 
by a single meter due to the inability to measu r e each unit's 
individual usage . Al though we cannot equally apply an inclining 
block rate st r ucture to all classes of customers at this timE:, wP 
c an ensure thaL all classes of cusr omr>rs p.ty th..-.ir L.~ir pt·o r·-.L.l 
shc1re ot Lht.~ cosL of service. In Dock.·~ L Nu . 'OIJO r.) ~ 6 -'tiU, Lh<o: :m1.:. L i 
family and general service customers were assessed the crad~t~onal 
or single gallonage charge that would have been applied t o all 
customers if a residential conservation :-ate st:ructure was not 
approved . In this ~nner, the same revenu e ~s genera~ed :r~m :~e 

multi- family and general service cusLomers regardless oE whet!1er o c 
not an inclinin g block structure is applied to the residential 
customers. GDU' s proposed rate structure has incorporated this 
same philosophy . 

w .. llr·l i••VP l h•' c o ns••tVdt i o n 1.11 ··~; ~;lt< J ltlc..l •J II l y L•: d£i[;l t•·l t , 

r esidential customers, and that Lhe multi-tamily and ~enera l 

service customers should be assessed the traditional gall onage 
charge in order that they may pay their fair pro rata share . This 
does not diminish the need for r o nserv<ll i o n o t, rhe [J<Irt -- f rhl~ 
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multi-family and general service customers, howeve~ . In :ace, che 
overall increase in races should encourage ~onserva t ior. in th•.: 
multi-family and general service area where possible. 

Another point of concern is the lev~l 01.· break-point ac wt:ich 
the conservation rates are inverted . In a proceeding regardi.1g the 
same issue for the Hate Sound docket, Locket No. 900656-WU, che 
Commission approved conservation rates with a break-point at lO,OJO 
gallons per month. Rule 25-30 . 515(8) (d), Florida Adnunlst:raclv•.: 
Code , dc(ines an ERC as 350 gallons pt~r duy. Usage of 3',0 gallor~s 
per day equates to slightly over 10, 000 gallons per month. The 
Commission deternined chat 10 , 000 gallons was a reasonable point at 
which to differentiate between necessary and optional water usage, 
and that charging a higher rate after 10,000 gallons r. usag<:: 
should not interfere wi th customers ' househcld wacer use needs. 

Again, we share Mr. Rush's concern that a co~servacior. o:ock 
could be a hardship on certain customers, especia:ly :am1lies. We 
are concerned that a break poinr l w,-,r· 1h.1n l O,~or ·r .~];nn!" r;•·r 
month m.ty i rllt'rf••rP wi tit ~HJJII•· r·lt~>l.cJlll•·t :;' lH JI I:;• Lr,.!_r~ ·"o~t •·! u~;·: !I•·•.;IJS. 

One characteristic of a conservation rate structure is chat 
the gallonage charge for the first conservation block will be lower 
than the traditional single gallonagP charge that would b•' <ppli··d 
if <1 conservution rate sLructure wu.s noL being us~d. A2.so. th·~ 

gallonage charge ac the second conservation block will be higher 
chan the traditional single gallonage charge . The result is that 
the amount of a bill Cdlculaced with the t wo conservation gallonage 
charges will be v ery close to the amount of a bil:. ca.culat<>li wjrh 
the singl•' CJ<11lonage ch.lJ']P until Lllt." t·u:.:;Lot'•·r: ' s usu<J•· L•.:ctch·.:s .1 

leve 1 higher than che conservation break-point. Using the 
utility 's proposed rates, we have calculated the amount o: a 
residential bill using the conservacicn yallonage charges and the 
single gallonage charge. The amount of che bil::. based ·~ru: ,...h··· 
conserva cion gallonage r:ha rges does noL •·xceed th•:: amounL -.;t ti:·; 
bil: based upon the single gallonage charge unc~l the 9,000 gd:.lon 
per month usage level. In other words, unde::::- tho.:: uci:.:cy' s 
proposed race structure, customers do not have a f1nancia~ 

incentive to conserve until they reach a usage level of at least 
9,000 gallons per month. Therefore, wP brlieve that the impact ot 
Lhe conservation rates on customers • household uses should be 
minimal , and the primary impact will be on usage for irrigation 
purposes . Although the 6,0J0 gallon break-point appears low for 
Silver Springs Shores, we br::lieve that it 1s nor unr>_, 1S1 11abl•=- 111 

t h i s c. 1 H' • oil Hi s h ( u 1 d b I' .! p fl ! ()"' • •1 . 
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Another point of concern is the utility's decision to increase 
the second block conservation gallonage charge by 50 percent O'ler 
the first block gallonage charge. Mr. GuasLPlla _~sti:ied that th~ 
50 percent differential was intended to send a price signal : 0 
cus tomers to avoid wasteful uses of water H~ also testified that 
the decision to use a 50 percent differential was bas~d on 
judgment . There is no evidence to indicate that a 50 pr::rr:':!nr 
differential wi 11 be any mor t' or less eft "ct ivr-- t !1an srm11· o t ll•·:­
p··rcentagt' dit.terential. The different~al that was created in 
Docket No. 900656- WU is in fact higher than 50 percent. w~ believe 
that the 50 percent differential is reasonable in t~~s case, a~d 

should be utilizei in the rate calculation to the extent possible. 

The tinal point or concern is the utility's assumptior' that a 
10 percent increase in rates will result in a decrease of : percent 
wi th r espect to usage in excess or 6 , 000 gallons per month. ror 
the purpose of calculating conservation rates, any gallonage over 
the break-point consol idated factor should b0 adjusLtd t o rafl~rr 

t hP reduced consumpti'>n level wl.ic!1 is exp•.:cL•-ed t J recur t0l.!.owu-:(:: 
Lhe implementation of conservation rates. ':'hl.s :.s necessa:::-y :.1: 
order to calculate rates wh ich will allow ·he utility to achleve 
the approved revenue requirement. Mr. Guastella testified that ht-> 
had reviewed approximately a dozen price •"LlsLicl<'/ stttdl··s, and 
tha.L these studies had J. wi:if' variety o l P·sulLs. A':3 w1Lb musL 
aspects oL conservation rate structures , there is no conclus:.ve 
evidence regarding the appropriate price elast~ci ty rat i.os that 
should be used. We believe that the assumption of a rati0 whereby 
1~ percent incraase in the gallonage ratr· r••sults :n a 1 r ·-r- r; •·:lt 

d··crease in usase is reasonable, and should be app::. ~ed ::.:-: this 
case. 

We agree with Mr . Guastella t~at a study o~ t~e :::-ac~ d~si::~ 

might be very valuable. We believe i '::. ·.yr ttld b·· 'lpprr .. pr , 1 t ·· ' ' 
rnnrtiLor lht• •·f f •-'Ct!:.; o f til•' n•·w Lll'•' !>t:ur;tlli•: n 11 r'tl~;Lum•·t 

<.'UliSUmpL iun lo'VL!l S . 

Therefore , the ucility shall submit historical bL.ing oa--t 
n>flecting thP monthly l1l .. <1J•L of hills, q.>JL•Jns, .1nd lnll·rl 

l''V•"IlUt.'S f <H w.!lPl SPr·vic•; 1 <1 •'dCh CUStOIIlt': ·J-1s:; l;eg:lll1~!1J '.Y:'I; 

~uly 1988 up Lo Lhe mo11th in wh1ch the new r~ces become e~~eccive. 
The ur.ility shall also submit quarcerly reports conta~nl.ng ::he 
monthly number of bills, gallons, and billed revenues for wat er 
service for each customer class beginning with r-h•" first month in 
whi rh th•" w.11 ,.,, c · onserv<~ tlOll !'.lt •':-:> . tr·• · ch.tr 1··d . tnd ,.()llLinttl!l• J •zn1 .l 
ll monLils' wo rth of cuns et"V.'tli(111 C:.dld. has b•~~-m cu~l·:::c:::ed, so t~1at 
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the Commission may monitor the effects of the conservat1on cate 
structure. 

Private Fire Protection Rate 

It is the utility's position that pr.:.vate fire p.roten:.ion 
rates should be approved for lines less L~an 4'' in diam~LPr . The 
utility proposed private fire protection races for a 2" line an~ 
for all line sizes between 4" and 12" in diameter . The utility 
currently provides private fire protection service to one :usc~~e ~ 

with a 6" 1 ine and another with an 8" line . Messers. Rush and 
Hoffman b0li•·vP hrtt pr ivat~> fir"" pror•·r· irm ro1t-~>S ··!tq1Il J l •· 

dp~roved lor serv1c•~ tot lillt..!ti lt:::Sti Lhan 4" ~~~ diameLet, bu:.. L!!e 
tariff should specify the service is limited to sprinkler ~e~J~ce 
versus hydrant service in order to insure ade~uate watet flows. 

Utility witness Guastella testified Lhat he did noc kn0 w if 
anyone 'lad set a minimum fire flow requirement for Marion Cour.Ly . 
However, he testified that he would agree, subject to check, t~ac 

the Insurance Services Office Manual requires a minimum fire ::ow 
of 500 gpm. Exhibit No. 36 provided by the 'Jtiln.y indicates that 
the flow of wat~r through pipes will vary dep<=>nding on m<~n/ 

[o~c·t J t-s, SU<'h a.; lur·dti• 11 J f :; c urr···s, mu l' !pl· .>ourr···s, 'J•·! '. · /. 
tr1ction, elt!vacion , type of pipe, grid of system, age, anJ so 
forth . It further shows that the operating pressure for water 
systems primarily ranges from 60 to 80 pounds per square i::ch 
(psi) . The Pxhibi t includPS rt table showing sampl,~ disch;1r'J•·s ~ Jr 

various lt..!ngLllti ..111<J si::...:s of pipt:s, with a bt:<;jinning pressur~.::: •J ~ -'0 

psi. According to the table, the highest flow that car be o bta:::ec 
through a 2" line is 244 gpm. The table 1ndicates that: -:-:e 
smallest size line that can deliver 500 gpm aL 60 psi is a 3" line, 
but o nly at a length of 200 fe<=>t or less. Th~ gallons per minute 
discharged is less than 500 gpm for li~E: -~ngths ln exc~ss o ~ ~wO 

feet. Also , the table indicates that the gallons per minute 
obtained from a 4" line is even less than 500 gpm for line lengrhs 
in excess of 500 feet . 

We .l<:Jl''" with tlH~ U l~lll y thdt :->prinkl··~ syst•'?m:; <'.Ill IJ<: 

.:..nstalled w1 Lh lines less than 4" in diamt::tt::r. We bel.:.· v-:: t:.~se 

customers are entitled to receive privace f~re protect~on se~J:~e. 
and that they should be charged an appropriate rate for chat 
service. Our concern is not with sprinkler service but r:r1c!"!e.r 
hydrant servlCP. It woulu bt.c ditL1cult LH. t tl·· utllity L' pt v.J~ 
wa ter pressure and flows at an acceptable level it it atLempts to 
provide hydrant: service for l i:Je :.o less than 'l" 1n diamet:.er. 
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BP~i1llS0 th•-' ULillt y d O·"S nor cucrc~ntly pro v:d·" !J :! '/il~·; : :!:'•· 

prou.:clion S•·r·v lc ·~ to any cu::;Lomers wi th ~ l iH::s S:llu.:.l..::r- · i1dll • l : ! 

diameter, the ac..idi tion of the sprinkler provis ::.on to <:. he Lari E: 
should not be detrimenta l co the ~tility or any of its custome~s. 

Therefore , we find that it is appropriate to .p~rove pr::.vat~ ::r~ 

protection rates for line s less than 4" in d1ameter, but t~e tAr1:: 
should spec ify that servi_ce t o lines less than 4" in d1amev:r is 
limited to sprinkler service versus hydrant se!:V'ice 11. order tc 
insure adequate water flows. 

We have approved f::.~al rates : or Silver Sprinss S~ores :~a: 

are designe d to produce revenues of $700,244 : o r water and 
$1,:24,621 for wastewater . For Port LaBelle, the fina l rates ure 
designed co produce revenues of $42-,758 for water and $31 4, 560 :or 
wastewatPr . ThesP. rates dr•::! based 0n the udsr· (acil i t y cha!"'CJ'· t',J.t.·::: 

design with a r e sidential conservation gallonage cha~9e for water . 
The comparison of th~ utility's o ri9in •. il rar.es, inceri:n rates, 
r equested rates, and our :inal approved rar.:;s are ser. :or:~ c.::.:.c·.v. 
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UTILITY: GENERAL DEVELOPMENT UTILITIES . INC. 
PORT LABELLE DIVISION 
COUNTII S GLADES AND HENDRY 
DC CKI I NO 9 207:14 WS 
PI10 JLC IL:D TEST Y[J\R ENDED· DECEMI:3 [ A 31, 1992 

Glades 

Res1dential 

Base F acil1ty .:harge 
Mett•r ·;1:" 
::HB"d/·1" S9 44 

1' S23 58 
i -112" $..l7 ~7 

2" $75 .!7 

GallonaCJc Ct1arge 
Per 1.000 Gallons S2 51 

F•r~t 6.000 Gallons N,A 
Over 6.000 Gallons :-.JA 

GcnPral ~)PIVII. C (Commercial an d Multi r arnily) 

Base Fat.IIIIV Charge 
Meter S1:P 
s,a· .(3/·•· ,. 

,. 

Gallonage C:harge 
F'PI 1 )('(} 1 ,,1Jinn:; 

P nvate F IH~ Protec tion 

l .nr> S zJP 
,, 

·wdrant!> 

!l/11" X :l/4" lllt' ICI 

3.000 G 11lons 
5.000 Gallons 
1 f) :)()1) ' J.tlkl'', 

$9 44 
5:23 5B 
$ .. 1/ ·-,, 
s-s .l/ 

s 150.95 

. .., 
:,, S1 

;,;().1 ri l 
'51 ~HI 'J 

~.,.~ . . 

5ir:3 J7 
S21 39 
;:;.t ::rot 

Current 

lien dry 

$10 7() 

S26 83 
ss3 ;-s 
S86 C-! 

$1 81 
NA 
NA 

SlO 76 
52fi BH 
S~3 -a 
$86 !).~ 

S i 72.08 

'51 !l 1 

5;6 1<J 
51'J dl 
5:'11 , .. ·" 

WATER 

RATE SCI II OlJII 

Mo n thlY Rat~s 

CommiSSIOn 
Approved 

lntc nrn 

Utli1ty 
11equested 

r mal 

Cornmi 5Sion 
Approved 

Fzn;JI 

Glades Hen dry (CornbiiH' tJ) (Cornb1nc tJ) 

s 1/ ,,. 
$4 2 91 
S85 32 

$137 3i 

$4 62 
NA 
NA 

S17 17 
'5·12 ') 

sas a:• 
SiJ: 31 
::.150 55 

S-1 6:' 

.:; I dB.~," 

:. ".11) Jil 

: ·1:! 0. 

518 .~q 

S·.l6 21 

S92 ..l.3 
.5~ .!I 38 

$3 s: 
~.\ 

' ' . ~ 

s;a ~a 
5-lfj 2 1 
s~:· .!:! 

S i ..li 38 
·~o-
)~ .... :) ;-s 

.. , 
;, . ":' 

5:'.1() Ji' 

:.;_: I •I 

I ypu:al n r".ll lr·ntl.ll IIIII·. 

-·j • ,., s:;c :,. i L;,.,. --
S·IIJ .,... 5:.:8 ·~ 
:~, . r; ~· . 

S2:; ·<) 5: '~' ~ 1 

$59 75 Sos ~'8 
s· - ~ 5u :;, ~ o ... s 
s. 9 . .?0 s· -5 aa 

N ,\ !'LA ,.., . ., 
-~ :J~ s::. 
:::::...; .:...: 53:·: 

.. ""'~"" 
~..:_.! ~ 

• n-, 
~~- 11 

~S'• s;-.. s :'8 
~. ~ ' ... d ;i 10 :.,-, 

s · ::· -I ; ; :•5 do 

5256 :;,~ 53~~ :35 

~ ! ~." ·n .. 

.,, I' 

·'' )0 

'J ,\ I"' 

33. .,. 
~.; ,;. 

-· .. , 
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UTILITY· GENERAL DCVELOPMENT UTILITIES, INC. 

SYST[ M PORT LABELLE 
COUNTY GLADr S AND HCNORY COUNTifS 
D O CKET NO . 920734 - WS 
PROJECTED TEST YEAR END ED: DECEMBER 3 1, 1992 

WASTEWA TER 

RATE SCHEDULE 

Monthly Rates 

c;u rren t Ra tes 
Cornrn1 :;:;,on 
~ o ve_QJ.!:Uerl rn 

U tili ty 
fll!q iJW.tl!cl 

h na l 

Co.nm t::::;lon 
Appr ovl! d 

F 111al 

Glades Hen dry Glades Hendry (CO MBINED) (COMBIN[ D) 

U.l$1' f Jt:ihly Cll .. H~JP 

All meter s1zes 

Gallonage Charge (p er 1 ,000 Gallons) 
0-6,000 Gallons 
6.000 8.000 G,JIIon:; 
s.•w!•r C.Jp IGoUons) 

General Service and Mu lti - FamilY 

B.1· " I< tilt 1 Cll.JHJI~ 
Meter ::01.:c 
s,a·x3,.J. 

. ,.,. 
j • 

Gallonage Charge J.; r 1 000 Gallons! 

!>/II" X :I/ ·1· nn •te r 

3.000 Gallons 
5,000 Gallons 

R.OOO G.1!1ons 

lJ.rlhlll.l'}l ' f',!p 

$9.43 

s1 -a 
N/A 

6 000 

S9 ..1J 
$23 59 
$-1 7 . 6 

SIS -16 
$150 91 

S2.1 -l 

~1 -: '. 
SH! .,3 
$~·() 11 

tj l)(.l) 

Si0.75 

$ 1 10 
N//1. 

6.000 

$10.;"5 
$26.88 
S53 77 
$86 01 

$172.05 

S1 32 

. ' n~ 
."T .,-:: 

$) l;;; l 

~ ..... • •r> 

•3 .IJI~t) 

$ 15 ..\3 

$3 77 
N/A 

6 000 

Si:: ..13 
$38 58 
sr i ..t 

5~23 .. \:] 
S2.!6 o5 

S-1 53 

s2n 7.J. 
:0:1•1 :?K 
: :ll! [)') 

•j ullcJ 

$ 16 75 

Sib:-: 
$.1 i 37 
sa3 -s 

;:,267 :l~ 

S., -. 
~.' 

S26 ) 

s:~~ . 'IJ 

~·J( '' j .. ;.J . 

., )C) I 

Si2 32 

.. , 
:.~ " ). 

.,: "I 

~·· 
1), 

·l J(J(; 

s ~: :: 
S3!l dC 

5'::2 -= ·> 
Siil-1 tJC 

5;1·~ J:~ 

5:'0 ;:;-,· 
~- 1 1 .,a 

( 1,(} 

512 22 

5'~ rj j 
• l 
~ . '>' 
d uC;U 

s:.Jo ao .,., .. ... 
:)r; .... ,.. "' 

:.'12 ~') 
s~~-3.: de 

s.1 J 1 

S:''l .': 

~- <0 t I 

: •. 1 1 bli 

I ;oo 
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RA TE SCHEDULE 
WATER 

UTlLITY: General Development Utilities. Inc. 
SYSTE M : SILVER SPRINGS SHORES 
COUNTY: Marion 
TEST YEAn ENDED: December 31, 1992 

Monthly Rates 

CommiSSIOn Utili ty 
Approved Requnsted 

Current Interim Final 
Rates Rates Rates 

Residential 
Base Fac1lity Charge: 
Moler Size: 

S/8' x3/4' $-t 88 $7 24 sa sa 
Gallonage charge: 

Firs t 19/ MG 0 70 1 04 

Over 19/MG 0 16 1 IJ 

1' $12.20 $18.09 $21 ..15 

Gallonage charge: 
First 2 4/MG 0.70 1.04 

Over 24/MG 0 76 1 13 

1 /2' $24 ..12 $36 21 $-12 90 

Gallo nage charge: 
F irst 34/MG n :-o 1 04 

Over 34/MG 0 76 1 13 

7' $39 06 $57 :.)1 $68 6..1 

Gallonage charge . 
First 50/MG 0 70 1 04 

Over 50/MG 0 "'L 1 1:! 

• All Mo tor Si.tos 
G.t tlon<~CJO c 1101 gu 

I 1rs t 6/ MG so 83 

Over 6/ MG . 25 

SCHEDULE NO -4 - A 
P<:~go 1 o f ? 

Commissio n 
Approved 

Final 
Rates 

$7 89 

$1 9 73 

$39-15 

$63 '2 

so 89 
• 3-1 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WATJ;_R 

UTILITY. Gonoral Devetopmont Utllitios, Inc 

SYSTEM : SILVER SPRI NGS SHOALS 

COUNTY. Marson 
TEST YEAR ENDED: December 31, 1992 

Mon1l1ly natu:; 

Commissson Utslity 
Approvod Requested 

Curren t Interim Final 
Rates Rates Rates 

GeQ_eral Servsce all_d Muiii -Famsl_y 

Base Facslity Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" $4.88 $7 24 sa sa ,. $12 20 $ 18 09 $21 45 

1 - 1/2" $24 42 $36:::, $42.90 

2" $39 06 $~); 91 $68 64 

3" $78 13 $11!> 84 s 128 10 

4 " $122.08 $ 181.01 $214.50 

6" $244 15 S362.00 S429 00 

Gallonage Charge por 1 ,000 G so 70 $1 04 so 95 

Private Fire Protection (Annual Ch~ 
Una Size: 

2 " s 108.96 $161 56 $274 56 

4 " $340.50 $504 86 $858.00 

6 " $680.96 $1,009 66 $1,716 00 

a· s 1.088.68 $1,614 .1 9 $2,745.00 

10" $1 ,564 98 $2.320.40 $3,946 80 

12" $2,925.84 $4,338.1 4 s7.378 ao 

Pest Control Spra~cks 

Minimum c harge 
(each time water 
1s o btainod) '<0 :'f) $13 64 $11 10 

Gallonage charge 
per 1,000 Gallons $0.62 so 92 $0.95 

SCHEDUl I NO -4 A 
Puge 2 o t 2 

Commsss1on 
Approved 

Final 
Rates 

$7 89 
$'9 73 
$39 45 
S63 12 

S1~ti 24 
$ 19725 
$394 50 

$1 OS 

$789 00 
$ 1,578 00 
$2,!:>~4 80 
$3.629 40 
$6,785 40 

$10 21 

$1 OS 
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RATE SCHEDULE 
WA~I [WATER 

UTILITY: General Development Ut1lities, Inc. 

SYSTE M : SILVER SPRINGS SHORES 

COUNTY : Marron 
TEST YEAR ENDE:J: December 31 . 1992 

Monthly Rates 

Co mmission Utility 
Approved Requoswd 

Current lntonm Final 

R~ tqs Rates Raws 

Resrdential 
Base Facility Charge: 
All Meter Sizes $11 70 $ 17 88 $ 15 56 

Gallonage Charge 
por 1,000 G. $ 1 37 $2 09 $2 83 

Wastewater Cap >OM 10M 8~ 

Genural Sorvrco and Multi Family 
1:3.J ~.o F ac1lity Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" $ 11 70 $ 17 88 $ 15 56 ,. $29.25 $44 69 $18 90 

1 - 1/2" $58 -19 $13!) 37 $ 11 80 

2 " $93 ~" $ 142 98 s :24 48 

3 " S >87 i S $285 95 $248 96 

4" $292.43 $446.80 $389.00 

6" $584 86 $89 3 61 $778 00 

Gallonage Charge 
por 1,000 G. $; lj!) s:> s2 $3 39 

(N CJ Maxrmum) 

SCHEDULE NO 4- 8 
Page 1 ot 1 

C ommissron 
Approved 

Final 
natos 

s :2 32 

S2 '\J 

8M 

S >2 32 
$30 80 
SGI GO 
$98 56 

S i97 '2 
$308 00 
$6 16 00 

$ ~i ~~~ 
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UTILITY: General Dovolopmonr UtJiitJos. Inc. 
SYSl n .c: SILVER SPRIN GS SH OilES 
COUNl"Y : Manon 
TEST YEAR ENDED: Docombor J 1. 1992 

SCH CDULE N O. S- A 
Page I o f I 

SCHEDULE OF COMMISSION APPROVED RATES 
AND RA 1 F OI""CflEASE IN rOUR YEAIIS 

Monthly Rlltos 

!!c:s•~nt~al 
84"-0 Foctlity Charge: 
Mo tor Size: 
5/0 ' xJ/4' 

1' 

1/2' 
2' 

Gallonage char ge. 
First 6/M G 
Ovor 6/MG 

General Scrvtce and M ulti - Fomt!J 
Busc Facility Charge: 
t.lotor Sizo: 
5/0'x3/4" 

1' 

1 - 112' 
2' 
3 ' 
4' 

6' 

Gallonugo Chorgo por 1,000 G 

Commi&Bion 
Appro vnd 

f 11'\.Uf 

Rates 

$7 69 
1~.73 

39.-15 
63.12 

$0.89 

1.34 

$7.89 
$19 73 
S39 -15 
$.63. 12 
126.2.1 
197 25 
39-1.50 

$1 OS 

Pnvoto Fire Protection (Annual Cho.rg~ 
Ltno Stzo: 

2 ' 
4' 

6 ' 
6 ' 

10' 
12' 

J.ltnlnlllln C' lwrgll 
(ea c h ttmc wot.-r 
•s obtotnod) 

Gullonugo chorgo 
put 1.000 GIIJI, ,n·. 

$709 00 

I 570 00 
~.5:4 .00 

3.629 .l() 
6.785.-lO 

! 10 :;:'1 

!,.1 1'. 

1\uto 
Docroruoc 

$0G-l 
006 

$03-l 

086 
I 71 

2 i -1 
5.18 
650 
7 • 3 

$.34 :'6 
~J ~ 1 

·~ 6:? 
~s' sa 
29-! o1 

\.1) • 
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UTILITY: General Development Uulluos. Inc. 
SYSTEM : S ILVER SPRINGS SHORES 
COUN TY: Ull 1on 
TEST YEAR ENDED: Decombor 31, 1992 

SCH EDULE NO . 5 - 8 
Page 1 o f 1 

SCHEDU LE OF COMMISSIO N APPROVED RATES 
~~D £!t. TEOECR~SE...!!Lf.9UR YEAR_S 

Mon1hly Rates 

Residential 
Basa Fncility Chargo: 
All Motor Sizo10 

Gollon ngo C hurgo 

por 1,000 G. 

G eneral Serv1co and Mu l ti - Fumlly 
Base Fucolily Charge: 
Motor Slzo: 
5/8--x-3/4" 

1" 
1-1/2" 

2" 
3 " ... 
6" 

Gallonage Charge 
per 1,000 G. 

Com miruuon 
Approv od 

Final 
An too 

$ 12 3.2 

$1 2.32 
$.30.80 
$61.60 

$S8.56 
$1 97.1 2 
$308 00 
$616.00 

$3.04 

Rnt.o 
Docreo.ao 

so .13 

$0.07 

$0.33 
0.82 
1.64 
2.63 
5.26 
82:2 

16.-W 

$0.08 
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u ·I ILITY: GEN ERAL DEVELOPMENT Ul iLIT IES, INC. 

SYSTEM : PORT LABELLE 
COUNTY: GLADES AND HEN DRY COUNTIES 

DOCKET NO. 920734 - WS 
PROJICTID TEST YEAR CNDIO: DECEM BER 31. 199/ 

R/,TE SCHEDULE 

Schedule o f Commission Approved Rate Decrease 

After E.xp1ratio1"1 of Amortization Period for Rate Case Expense 

Residential -----
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size. 

5/8"x3/4" 
1" 

1 -1t2" 
211 

Gallonage Charge: 
First 6.000 Gallons 
Over 6.000 Gallons 

General Service and Multi - Family 
Base Fac1ilty Charge: 
Meter S1ze 
5t8"xJ/4" 

1" 
1 - 1 /2" 

2" 
3" 

Gallonage Charge: 
Per 6.000 Gallons 

Water 

Private..fire Protect1on (Ann u~l Charge) 
Meter s,ze 

6 
8' 

Commission 
~pprov~d 

$22.11 
$55.28 

$1 10.55 
$176.88 

$22. i 1 

$55.28 
$110 55 
:!> 1 /G 88 
$331 .GS 

$2 ID 

S3.673 00 
S5.27n oo 

Rate 
Decrease ---

s~ .25 
S3. ·~ 3 
S6 26 

s: 0.01 

s · 25 
$3. 13 
'30 26 

'3'r)!)1 

s1s n 

so 16 
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UTILITY: GENERAL DEVELOPMENT UTILITIES, INC. 
SYSTEM: PORT LABELLE 
COUNTY: GLADES AND HENDRY COUNTIES 
DOCKET NO . 920734 - WS 
PROJECTED TEST YEAR ENDED: DECEMB ER 31, 1992 

Schedule of Comm1ssion Approved Rate Decrease 
After Exp iration of Amortiz ation Period for Rate Case Expense 

Wastewater 

Month [y Rates 

Res1dential ----
Base Fac1lity Charge: 

All meter s1zes 

(J.:ilcnage Charge (p8r 1,000 Gallor.s} 
0-6,000 Gallons 
Over 6,000 Gallons 

Wastewater Cap 

G_§!neraf Service and Multi- Family 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
~ 8"x3/4" 

1" 

• - 1 ; 2" 

2" 
3" 

Gallcnage Charge (per 1.000 Gallons) 

Commission 
Approved 

$12.32 

$3.67 
53.67 
8.000 

:51 ::' 3:' 
:530.80 
~61 60 

Rate 
Decrease 

so 28 

sc 26 
$0.26 
8000 

SO 8B 
$:2 . 9 
5~ .38 

~/ 00 
:;.1 ' I" 

so 31 
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Effective Date 

It wa s the utility's position that ch"= •"? f f•~ctiv..::n..::ss o f th·· 
t.Jl•'S SilOU)d !lOt bl' dr>la.yt:>d p••rHiing l~>Sl!.l!ll'•• •d tll'· Wrlll•!l r;r •J, • : 

dlld thaL Lho.-: t:.inal races sl auld Lake et:ecL ! or· ::;~tv.:..c-:: t·~ nd·-::r~d un 
and after the date of the Commission • s voce establishing : i:1a: 
rates , provided that the utility submit tariff sheets and proposed 
rustomer notices for approval within 5 working days after t~e da.t~ 
n f the votr>. In E:ssence , th•· utility t·""qu•-st .. ,J r:-:e1c 1 h· · : t' .. . ::; <~ ·• 

inLo eff..:cL inunedi tely for J.ll custo mt::rs, wiL:: c1 pro !.ctl io r~ · = ~ · .: 

charges on the first month's b1lls . 

Since the processing of the tariff she~ts is depend~nt upu~ 
wh• 'ther t llr' utility has providPd .111 arl •4 CJ\l,ll•· r·usromr:r· n n rirP .tr:d 
t c.niff shccL::; reflecLing Ll1t> Conunissio n ' s <J•...: cision, ciS w:ll d:::i 

having to possibly meet other requirements ordered by the 
Commission, establishing a turnaround t ::.me is :lOt appropr .:.a::.-::. 
Afcer the utility has mec che requiremencs ::> : ;:::-:e Cc mmiss:.a:;' s 
dr:>cision, th.: tariff sheets w-:.11 be rif"Ply .tr•I t 'J'J<::d by o u! · Scd:r. 

Both of GDU' s syscems in chese dockets, ?art LaB-2 .:. :.:: a~c 

Silver Spring Shores, have at least cwo billing peri::>ds each ~or.ch. 
There f ore, we agree with the utility chat a singl~ e::ecc1ve date 
for all cusromers , along with apptoval to pr·o rate cust.,m•::r i~!. l s 

1s appropriate . The rates will then beconv· · ~ f f'?ct 1v•· : .J !. 11 : 
customers on che same d~te . 

Upon consideration, t~e approved rates w.: 1
: te ef~~cti~e :o ~ 

s•~rvicE r~'>nd~red on or a:t~l thF: stamr.::d lf£ r·r . ..v:;;.: rJ,l:·· .... ~~ ~:: .. 
tolr·if( Sht->t'LS . Th~ utilicy ll\cty pro r..tL•~ Lh•~ C ll:-:ii CAt\1-r iJ t] l :; 3U t! :. t : 
the effective date of che change 1s the stme tor all customers. 
The u ti lity shall file r e v ised tariff sheets that are c o nsisten: 
with the Commission's decision and a sufficient proposed ~usccme:· 

nor.ic'..: . The tariff sheets will be 3ppr-"'Jv,:···d fo ... low~nr! ~~a::' ~ 

v"rification thaL they o.n• con::;isue:nt w.:•~1 -he C >m:n :::; s:u~ ' ::; 

dPcision and the proposed c . L .)mer not.: ice _s <~d~quac~ . 

Incerim Rate Refund 

Hy l rcl•·t Nt l I'S t ' If l) t ) ! ,) F ll F w~; . 1 .' l i• ·• l I t :lU 1! '! ., . : '.. ._.. 

tpproved lllL•·t~m tJL·~ inc t·-·...1 ··~s, .;;ulJJ ·-c L Lu r•·.:..u!.U, - 1 :-:; :..:·.~ .. ~ 

Springs Shores of $229,2.32 or 48.27 percent ( o r water ar.d $465,31: 
or 52 . 79 percent for wast e wacer F::>r Port LaB'?lle , we approved an 
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~nt.er-im t·ac.e increase or: $:..03, 942 cr- 89.30 !J•.:l"Ctc:!1t. Lor waL·.:t and 
$148,282 or 92 . 28 percent for wastewat.er. These inc~eases ~esulted 
1n annual revent.:2S :o~ Si:.ver Springs Shc..r'?s :J: $474,971 and 
$881,513 for water and wastewater, respect1vely. ?o~!:. La3Plle·s 
interim rate increases ~esulted in annual r-• ven•1e~ :::~ s:::2s, -:'?·J a:-:d 
$160,685 for water and wast e water, respect_v~ly. 

Pursuant to Sect.:..on 367 . 082, Florida Scau.:ces, any ::-e:und 
should be calculated to reduce the rate of return o: che util1ty 
during the pendency of che proceeding to th~ samP :-=vg: wi~h!~ :h~ 
tange of the newly authorized r.:.1te o f reLur:1. ,\djusL:ner.t s ·nad·?! u. 
the rate case test per~od that do r.oc relat·':! to the period 111Ler1:11 
races are in effect shot.::.d be removed . The approved i~teri:n ra:~s 
for the interim test year ending December 31, 1991, d1d not include 
any rrovisions for pro forma consiJeration o: i~creased ap8~1~ir.g 
..,xpenses o r increased p.:..ant . The in:erim incr-:J.se was d~"s.:..grH~d L..> 

allow recovery of actual interest costs, and the floor ot the last 
authorized range for equity earnings . 

To <=>stablish the rr"Jp••r- refund amc\lnt~. 'II• · hd'/+-- r:a)r:JJ I ·~rj l 

J••vJ:o;•·d t•'V"Illl•· r•·quit•·m•·lll ! JI tl. .. :nt•·!'l!l' t , · ~- r.1 ... r.l ·:, .. ·,:·· 

provisions tor rate case expense. This t.-ro lor:na chdny•: wd::; 

excluded because it was not an actual expense du~.:..r.g t.h~ 1nLe~i:n 

collect ion period . No other adjustments a r.::: necessa ::-y. w...-
r·omputed the comparable revenue requirPmr::nt us:..ng he r:•.::w:y 
dUthorized cosL ot capical including th-= r"elU~n c:1 -:::qu.:..t:.y -:.r~r, Ly 
sLatute , is the prescribed return to be used to test tor ~·x c.-ssl '.t <::: 

earnings during the ir.t~rim collect1on ~eriod. 

For Silver Springs Shores, we found t h1~ appr-oprL . .:::_, r···v~nu•· 

:· Jlllrr'mto-nt l > b· · ~,,>')<"~,-··!! )! w,JL .. t '1!11 ~::, ··•, • 7 ~ 1 '..Jt."· '"•···:. 

I'h1s reprt:senLs reducLi ·.:>ns OL ;;28, 805 ana :;;2jj, Jd·l : . ..J:: wu.L •·r d:.ci 

wastewater systems, res~ectively . F""'r Per:: LaBelle, t!:e 
appropriate revenue requi=ement is $391,~2~ :or wa~-:r a:-:c SJ5j,37~ 
for wastewater. This reprPsents a reduct:i 011 oE $64 , 590 fsr wnr""r 
111d cl'l incr"il!:>" o[ ~l<i, ·71 [OJ wast ~waL·~~-

~herefore, based on our rlilculac.:on :or Si2.ver Sprin-3s Sho:n::s, 
the ur.~lity st:all re:u:1d 4 . .:: per::ent of the 'Na~er se~..t:.c~ r-~,,~::ur_s 

und 17 . 69 percent: of t.he wastewater service r -:venues eel::_ ·:Ct":d 
under int···r.:..m raL'=s. Fn• [:>c :..aB~::l::..-.:, ~:1 · i.J<.:::.:.- :, shd:: ~···~·!:!<~ 

l·l. "'') perct·nt ol t.he wa to:::r s•::rvice revenues cu::.·ct·:d una•·t :.:H.•.:r-:.m 
rates. No re(und is necessary f0r c.he Por~ I..aBell-: wast.·.:: waL~t· 

system . The difference i:1 tile percentage ::eduction :':Jr :.!1-er.:..rn 
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water revenues and the refund 13 the result or remov~ng the 
m1scellaneous service charge revenues and other revenues. 

ThP utili · y shall mnke th•" refunds with int..,.re~t in ,FTOr'ldll C·· 
wiLh RL.le 25-30 . 360{ 4 ), Florida Administl·ativ~ Code . Th~-: escro"' 
accounts shall be closed upon verificatiun or the refund by our 
Staff . 

Section 367.0811) , Florida Statutes , requires that to~te '""ase 
expense be apportioned for recovery over a period of four years . 
Th~ scatute further requires that che rates o: ::he u::.i:i:y b.:: 
reduced inunediacely by che amount: of rate case expense pt·~vlcus::r 
included in che rates . Therefo:e I in accordance with S.::cc.' on 
367 . 0816, Florida Stat::Jt:eS 1 for Silver Spr.:ngs Shores, the water 
races shall ~e reduced by $30,414 and the ~astewater ra~es sha:: te 
reduced by $30 I 022 . For Port LaBelle, the water rates sha:: be 
reduced by $23,209 and the wastewat.cr r-Hes shall b·- r'-"rlu,..o<J hv 
S2:~, 34~. 

The utility shall file revised tariffs t.o later than one month 
prior to the ac t ual date of the required rate reduc~i m. The 
utility shall also file a proposed customer noc.:..ce sec::.~ng ~ o r::.~ 

the lower rates and the reason for the reduction. IX: th·~ util!r.y 
files this reduction in conjunction with a price index or puss· 
through rate adjustment , separate data shall be filed for ::.he prlc~ 
index and/or pass - through increase or decrease and the reduction ; !: 
thr> rates due to the amortized rae•~ case PX:p~ns~. 

RPfund of Miscellaneous Service Charges 

During our Staff Is 1·ace audic, it was discovered :::ha::: r..~e 

uti: icy was improperly charging mise-:~ l1n-=-ous s~rr:.c:e ,..ha!"''l···:-::. 
lit ility wiLll~'SS Swo~1n t.•·slilt"d Lll.tt· tll•' 1rt iJi-y 11 Hb•·r·· !.' !-; 
coll"CL•-d $~,420 in '::xcess o f iLs aut.hor·lz'::d m.:..::;ce.!.:a~Jecu::; se!.' 'J_ ; •.: 

charges from the Por~ SaBel:e customers . The overages ~c~urrec as 
a result of charging sepa ri'l rP miscellan·::>ous service c!;a!:'ges ;:.c 
cus Lamers tha ~ received both wac.;r and wast. Pwa t'""r ser--.·ice wtv~n o n: y 

!lt• d ( "l l\ rl W.lS tako:.n C diSC.)I111• Cl Lh•• t'USL !ll••!S. 1'!1•· V••! II• S 

b~g,1n <JL the time that the Corruniss1on obcau1t:::d ~ :z. .:.solct:.:..ot: 
March 1990, and continued until December 14, 1992, when the utilit..y 
became a ware that they were collect.:.ng u:1ctuthorized char_3es . ':'he 
utility inunediately bFgan charg.:..ng the cor::-~ct m.:sc"'l:a!"l':: Ol:S 
s•·tvirt• r·hot'CJPS and, in F•>bru,n·y, volunt.lJlly r·• .. !:JrHl• ~c lll•· 
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miscellaneous se:::-vice charge overages w::.ch accn:ec L::::e:-es::., 
:::otalling $10,075 . 38. The utility credited cus:::ome:- acco~~=s ~o::­

$6,289 . 73, issued refund checks t:otall i.nJ 52, 57C, 1:.c ~ad 

adjustments to bad d~bts that had been writte:1 otf pr~viously ~or 
$1, 215. 65 . UtJ.l i ty witness Swain prov:!.ded docume::t:at :o:: su; ru::-: .:_~ ,.... 

the calculation and distribution of the r~funu . 

Although the utility violated its tari[f , it responded qu_ckly 
by immediately discontinuing the unauthori:.:r~d charges . Shure l: 
after becoming aware of the unauthorized charges , :he ~: ~:.:.:.:v 

voluntarily refunded the overages :n accordar.ce w::::h :: ....::..-:? ::5 · 
30.580, Florida Administrative Code . Therefore, we choose ::.::::: :::o 
pursue a show cau3e proceeding against this utility. 

All owanc~ For Funds Prudent 1 y Inv"::sted I AFt ; ) 

The utjlity requested AFPI charges f or its non -used and ~se~ul 
plant for Port LaBelle, based on grcss plA.nt, ra::.her- tha:: nPL 
plant, 1nd excluded any provision t cr pr.Jp•·z·ty ::.ax ·~s. :-1~ ;:·.,a.:. 
testified that AFPI is a o ne t1.me cha~se d•.-signec -:o pro•;_Jt:! tht: 
utility with an opportunity to recover costs associated with p:..ant 
which is prudently constructed to prov id• adequate service to 
customers on a continuous basis, but: exceeds the r.eeds oF rurre::t 
cus t omers. She testified that the plant: hds b1:!'?!1 r•=m-:·/t::d ~:·r. -r-... 
rate base ust:d to set rates lor current: custome:-s , r1s ct r. !. · J.se; 
and useful adjustment . Also, the costs to be recove:-ed from AFPI 
are based on a full cost approach wh ich provides a return on tucure 
plant and unfu nded expenses such as deprec::.~tior. . 

AFPI was p· eviously granted to s::..:.·.;et- Spr-.!.ngs Sl:c_ es 1:!d ::ot:::. 
Labelle based on net plant . It is Ms. S wain's posit::.on thaL the 
Commission should deviate :rom what it had done p:::-evious.:.y b··":ause 
it should consider the accumulated depreciat::.on -!lac ·.,as .:s,.;.:::: :~ 

the past to reduce qualify1ng assets fur t.h...: calc:::_a:::::m ;t ,":..::?:. 

The utility combined its non-used and useful wate:- :..r-::ac'.E:r:c 
and distribution plant for t:he calculation o : A?~: ~t:s 

apfJlication . It also used 1, 863 Eut:.:re ERrs in ::.ts ::):::m:: ,'\ ~ ~ 

Jr->Lermining rh,-. tot:<1l AFf.1. ("!l,tt"ge f o ri:..:-:; wtt •_,!. pJ .r1t. ·• ... 

~ilver SprlrHJS Shores r::1t<2 case ir: Dock·~L No. 870~3 1 WS, ~ll·.: 

Commission granted AFPI by employ::.ng a c .... rnbint:::i charge t ~:: :::he 
water treatment and distribution plane and t:.e was:ewa:.er c:::-o:::a;:::r.e~::: 

and collection plant . In more recent rate cases, however, we ha~e 
awarded AFPI based on SF!P<ll,ll•' ch0r1~s for rr•'~.trm~>nr plo~nt and 
c·clll•·t·t 1011/di~t ril;ut 1 0 11 pl.tllt. I~Hj.ll'll·:!s:;, 111 tllt~; c·c~.~·· .. d,~··Ill d 
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showing in 
system from 
Therefor~, 

cal ·uLJLed 
1,863 ERCs. 

the MFRs, we are unabl e to separate the d1stribut ion 
the water trPatment plant to calcular·.,. th"' l\FPT char1~ 

wr> must d.-.. vi.-n·· fr·om Lh" w<~y Ill•· pr·Jcr·nl.t•J''!; w•·r .. 
L )r· 1 Jn used c11:J usetul i--lant. and use ch- .;:::il1ty' s 

Utility witness Swain teStltied that the current wastew1ce r 
AFPI rates f or Port LaBelle '"'ere approved by OrdPr No. 2 .. 565 issued 
February 15, 1990 . Further, no substantial wastewacer planL 
additions were made since che rate was approved by Hendry Ccu~cy. 
The existing charges d o not 1nclude a recovery of the Ccnmiss~on 
regulatory assessment: fee. Therefore, the utilicy rPq\:esced ar: 
increase to include the 4. 5 percent (.;~. 

Upon consideratio~, we find that it 1s appropriate t:~~ the 
utility to collect AFPI charges for Port LaBelle. For Port La3ell~ 
water, adjustments are necessary tc reflect net plant. For ?o~t 
LaBelle was tr'water, the pr.:.viousl y approv~d Jl.i?P l chn. rJ· · !. ts b• .. .:r. 

increased to Cillow th•:: r•·COV"-'!'Y o' th•~ regulaLory ass<.::~sment. :ees. 
No adjusLments are necessary for the current approved AFPI charges 
for Silver Springs Shores water and wastewater systt>ms. The 

appropriate AFPI charges are reilactad on Schedules Nos. G and 7. 

The parties , with the exception of OPC and POA, and Sci'l.:f 
stipulated that the calculat.ion cf AFUDC should be based on thP 

approved capital structure in chis ci'l.se . A.tSPd on ou1 .tpfJr •;, .r l 

c-ar.tal str•H·tut•"', w-= 'i:1: Lh<it \11 ~nnui'i:. AFUuC r·ac·· J~ .l .- . 

pet ··~nt tor Silver Spri:1gs Shores and 8 . 0-t per:::en• : o r:- ?c.r::: 

LaBelle and a discounted monthly rate of 0 . (::o.n33 p-=-r·cent. :cr 

Silver Springs Shor es and 0 . 646592 percent ror Port LaBelle 1s 
appropriate and is consistent with Rul~ 25 30.1lr;, ~:;_"Jr:d1 

Adnnnistre~ri•Jr> Cod•~. Th•· '"'! +.=.rr1v• d.1L•· ..:;!. .1! b·· J<tllUo~'! • · · ·~. 

2. 

CONC~USIONS CF LAW 

The Commission has jurisa~ct:..or. r~o d•~:.~r:n:r.. ""~Jr< 

wat•":r and wast•• w.lt ..,,. r•t•'S .111d cll-tr<J··~ : ot ~~··Jt••r.!L 

D•.:v.· 1 opmenL Ulll~t :.:::s, lnc., pu.::suar~t to .Sec:..:..ci.S 
367 . 081 and 367 .1 01, Florida Stat.UL 0 S. 

As the applicant in this case, G~n·"ti'l. ~ D<?v•·:_o,.m•..:nt 
Utilit-l"'S, Inc ., t~as Lh•· burden ot pr •;t 'h.tt: :-: 
p.ropost'd r.1tes 111d cl1arg .•s c~re just iiu·d . 
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J- Th•-' t.ltes .:111d charg r..!S ,lppr:ov·~d llL.:t"'J Il 

reasonable, compensatory, not 
discri~inatory and in accorca~c~ 

reqt·irements of Sect~on 367 . 081 ( 2 1 , 

Statutes, and other governing law. 

at·>'; Jl!SL , 

unfai::-ly 
-~~:.. th tl':e 

Flo::-i ::ia 

4. Pursu.:Jnt Lo Chapter 259001(3), Flrn:da 
Administrative Code, no rules and regulations, or 
schedules of rates and charges, or modifications or 
revisions of the same, shall be ~=f~ctive 11r.-:i1 
filed .,.ith and i'lppr·ovcd by t"h· · C mJn:s~·~ . .. 

Based on the foregoing it is, therer ore , 

ORDERED by the Flo rida Public Servic~"' C-;mmission that t h-? 
applica tio n by Ge nera l Dev elopme n t UtiliLi··~; . Irw ., :_r.;r ll1"t"d .··.::d 
raLes and charge s for iLs Por L LaBel l e and Si lv•.1r Springs Shores 
divisions is hereby approved to the e x tent set forth :..n the bodv o : 
this Order. It is further 

ORDERED that each of the findings mctdr· in the hody O l 1 his 
Order is hereby appr o v ed in ev~ry respecL . It lS fu!_.C~h:: r-

ORDERED that all matters contained herein, whetter ir. che :.o~ 
of discourse in the body of t his Order or schedules attached hereto 
are, by r eference , expressly incorporated h'"r"'iiJ. It 1s f unh•·r 

ORDERED that Gener? l Developmen t Ut ilities , Inc . , sha:: sub~~: 
within sixty (60) days of the issuance of this Order a detailed 
statement of the actual rate case expense ir.curr~d T~e 

informatio n shall be submitt~rj in the Eor.n pr>::sc:::-ib-::c !:-:>r· Sc!1-~du~-:: 

8- 10 of the MFRs . In t he e vent a mot: ion ! )r r-~cons:d•..:ra:: :1. r. ! s 
filed , the rate case e xpt::nse i nfonnatior. shall be !: iled wic .1~r. 

sixty ( 60) days of the issuance of an order e ntere d on the ~otion 
for reconsideration . It is further 

ORDERED thaL the n e w final ru.ces slhlll be eft·· :t i v•-· : ,Jr 
services rendered on or af r- ~, the stampeJ approval dat.o. o: :..!-':-? 

tariff shee ts The utillty may prorate che cuscome r bi:ls sc ::~~: 

the rates become e:feccive on the same day for all c~stomers. =~ 

is further 

URDERED Lhcll pr~ot t o 1' s 1rrpl-2ment,1L _-..~n O !.. ::'.e : Lt>2::5 d:1d 

charges approved herein, General Deve:opment UtilJ..ties, :nr ., shal: 
submit and have approved rev ised tar1ff pages . The rev ist=d tar·i:f 
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pages will be approved upon Staff ' s verification that the pages are 
consistent with our decision herein and that the customer notice is 
adequa t e . It is further 

ORDERED that Gener,ll Development Ulilitie::; , 1nc ., s ha l l r-efur,d 
with i nterest and in conformity with Rule 25-30 . 360, Florida 
Administrative Code, 4. 21 percent of the Si 1 ver Springs Snor-es 
water service revenues and 17.69 percent of the wastewater- ser-vice 
revenues collected under interim rates. For- Port LaBelle , Genera~ 
Development Utilities, Inc., shall r-efund with interest 14.56 
percent of the water service revenues. It is further 

ORDERED that General Development Utili ties, Inc . , sha 11 submit 
quarterly reports containing the monthly number of bills, gallons, 
and billed revenues for water ser-vice for- each customer c loss 
beginning with the first month 1n wh ich the water coo:servation 
r-ates are charged and continuing until 18 months worth of 
conservation data has been collected for the purpose of monitoring 
the effects of the conservation rate structure . It is further 

ORDERED that the rates approved her-ein s hal l be reduced at the 
end of the four-year rate case expense amortization period. The 
utility shall file revised tariff sheets no later than o ne month 
prior to the actual date of the reduction . It is further 

OIWERJ-:D that this docket shall be closed upon Staff ' s appr-oval 
ot the revised tariff sheets, proposed customer noti ce and 
verification of the interim rate refund. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public- Service Commissior., this lOth 
d <1 y 0 f J.gly , l 9 () 3 . 

STEVE TRIBBLE , Dir-ector-
Division of Records and Reporting 

(SEAL) 

I.A.J I Cll by: t~~ 
Chief, Bu au of cords 
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Chairman J . Terry Deason dissents an the issue invo~ving th~ used 
and useful percPntages of thl? wA-ter, supply w•>lls , '"dt ··r· st or·ct•]"' 
faciliLies, .tnd the Wdt•·r · treat.ment. !l.lltt :11 SI .'J•· : ~;p?i:: : .. 
Shores . Th-= approved per·cent.ages are based on thr: ctver·ag,:. uE ;:.!-"le 
five maximum day s from May 1989. The utility's bi:!.ll.ng "na:!. ys:s 
indicates that consumption has dropped sisniEicantly sine~ 1935. 
The d isparity between the 1992 consumption l•·vnl .1nd rh·· 1'"•8° 
r·on~umrt inn .lpp•·.1rs l ()I) l.ll v· . surll llloil M.ty 1'•·1 I J.; ftr,: .t 

r··.:!present.c.lt.l. vt.: period t or det.ermining maximum dt:mar:c. 

Commissioner Susan 
capital structure . 

C:!.ark disse:;ted on ::l:e iSSt;eS 
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DOCKETS NOS . 920733- WS, 920734- WS 
P/\GE 75 

NOTICE OF FURTH~R PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

':'he Florida Public Service Commiss:.on i.s requ.:..red by S~cc..:..or. 

120 . 59(4) , Florida Statutes, to noti:y ~arties Gf any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120 . 57 or 120.68, Plorida Stat'.t-'='S, a. 
well as the procPdures and time limiLs tl..lt. dPt--ly. Thi.; noLi.~._-. 

::;hould noL be construed Lo mean all requesLs for an ad.minisc.::-at.lv<:: 
hearing or judicial r eview will be granted or result ~n che reltef 
sought. . 

Any par-ty adversely af :"'-?cLed by the Conun iss1 ~~' s :._ ~!!c~. ~.:· : ;. 

in this matter may r equest : 1) reconsideration of the dec1s1on by 
filing a motion f0r reconsideration with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting within fifteen •15) days of the i.ssuance o: 
this order in the form prescrited by Rule 25-22 . 060, :=-.or,da 
Administratjve Code ; or 2) judicia] reviPw by th•~ Florid" Suprromr~ 

Court in LhC' c...ts" of dll elec:Lric, g . .1::> or '.•l•·phOil•...! uLil it y or the 
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a wate.::- cr sewer 
utility by filing a notice of appeal wi:h the u~rector. =:.v.:..s1o~ a: 
Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the notice of appeal ar.d 
Lh•o.: filing ft""e with the approrriate courL. This filinrJ musL br.: 

·ompleted within thircy (30) days after che :ssuance a: cr.:.s order, 
pursuant to Rule 9 . 110, Florida Rules o~ Civil Procedu:--e. T~e 

notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rule 9 . ~00 !a :. 
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 



0Rl)C:R :JO . ?SC-93 - 1113-FOF- WS 
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' 2 J 7; 1 · WS , :? ;: ') 7 ?. ·I 'tiS 

C OU (SILV t H SPRINGS S HORES) 

SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE 8ASE 
OECEYBER 31. 1992 

COMPO N EN T 

I UTIL T'f PLAN T IN SERVIC E 

:1 l ,\NO 

J ·~ON-USCO & USE:FUL COMPON E'ITS 

4 ACCUMU..ATED DE?RECIA TION 

5 ACOUISrTION ADJUSTMENT - NC'T 

~~ C!AC 

• :.MORTIZA TICN O F CIAC 

8 DEBIT DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 

' I Nt Hk.JtH.,t APifAl All~JWANlf 

IIAIL RA S L 

s 

s 

TES T YEAil 
P ER 

UTILITY 

J.:• 5.058 s 

77.~·H\ 

() 

!155.590) 

( 10,661l) 

( : ::70.44')) 

354.809 

0 

• tl '1!J 

~.090,64 1 s 
:=z- ... .:.o= .... a. ... 

A OJU !>TEO 
UTILITY TEST YEAR 

A OJUSTYEN TS PER UTILITY 

0 s J .: • 5.058 s 

0 l'l ~· li 

(:12/ Jill (J27 I ;JI 

0 1855.!>90) 

lO,UbU ll 

0 '}/Q -44 '}\ 

0 J5.4 ,809 

0 0 

-4 rl/1 . .,.,. ,,on 

(:111, . :1:>)$ 1./19.:>0g $ 

:::a::Z-~ ..:;_,...,:~, :a:o..:.:._ __ M.-.-:.. 

SCittOUl E NO. 1- A 
9207JJ - W S 

COYYIS!>IO N 
COMYISUION AOJU S r E O 

AOJU STY E NTS TEST YEAR 

5• • 55 s l. ·gg ~ tJ 

2.JJ I ijt) .'/; 

::Jb • 22) 56J 69!Jl 

< ,I :5) 8~J - 551 

u 

!:,.-4 " ~'}) 1. J:'• JO•l 

. . :5 J58 •II• 

··1 t)Oil) .,, )tjl) 

(;>:17. /99)$ 1,!) ... 1 4 10 

-- ...;.~-= 
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DOCK2TS NOS . 92 0733- WS, 9 2 ~ 73 4 - WS 

?AG E 77 

vDU (l'ORT LAii81..E D IVISION) 
SCHEDULE OF WATER RA": ~ BASE 
IT:.ST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31 . !991 

SC.:!IEDULE NO.1 - A 
9"...073-4 - WS 

-----------
TEST YEAR ADJUSTED COMMISSION 

PER UTILITY TEST YEAR COMMISSION ADJUSTED 
COMPONENT UTILITY ADJUSTMENTS PEA UTILITY AD ... USTMENTS TEST YEAR 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE S ~ .093 ,723 s 0 $ .1.093.723 s •65.57 ' )$ ~.cal. :~2 

2 lAND 5,547 0 5.6-17 (1.6651 3.98:2 

3 NON-USeD & USEFUL COMPONENT::: 0 (5-15.525) \545,525) 745.808) 1 291 .3-33) 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (1,005,917) 0 (1.085.917) 3.812 (1 :l82 .. 05) 

5 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS - NET ') 0 ') ::J J 

6 ClAC (513.9 16) 0 (51 3.9 16) (13 3-.U:l\ 5~7 .9&: ) 

7 .WORTlZATION OF C:AC i 36.6.23 0 136,6.23 :79 136.SC:: 

8 DEF6'1RED TAXES 0 0 0 ') 0 

J .VCf.;~JNG CAPITAL AUOWANC!o ·-.,,u70 3 ::J::D 2J.LOO 2. ::>1:131 ~ · · ..... " ... 

RATE BASE 2.656.030$ (5-I 1,587}$ 2, 1\J,.w::l$ (825. 63.9)$ 1 .268 .75-1 

27 - Jul - .l3 
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?AGE "'8 

--------

COU (SILVER SPRIN GS S HOll[$ ) 

SCHEDULE OF WASTEWA TER !lATE UASl 

DEC EMBER 3 1 . 1992 

A DJU S TED TEST Y[AR 
PEl! 

u nLITY 
u n uTY T ES l YEAil 

COM PON EN T A OJUSTI.I EN T SPER U TILITY 

• J TILITY PLAN T IN SERVICE s ' 542.033 s 0 s 7 542.033 s 

A N D 'II:J :9J ~ 
, 'H'l :·u 

J NON-USED & U!:EFU L COMPONENTS 0 ( 1 4 1::! 81!2) 11 4 12.88?) 

4 ACC:.JM ULATEO DEPRECIATION I 1 ~67.J70) 0 ,I ~67 4701 

5 ACQUISITION ADJUSTM ENT - NCT 16.J02 ( 16.J07) 0 

'• , .. lAC ' b8,!l09) 1) r·" 1hH.:IO'JI 

:AMORTIZATION OF CIAC !>95.299 0 !>95.299 

a Of BIT DEFERRED INCOM E '~'AXES 0 0 0 

I oi/0 11KING .; API TAl All OWANC! ,.,, J.\;' J , .,, ,.. ~ d I 

RA TE !:lA SE 6.08 2.890 s (1 . 425,693)$ 4 .6!>/,1 9 7 s 

SC H EOUL r NO. 1 - B 

9207 3:1 - W S 

COIAIAISSIO N 
CO IAIA ISSION ADJUSTED 

A DJU S TIA ENTS TES T Y EAR 

57 186 s • ~99 2 '9 

li . : : "' J/ ... ~I 

,:;,o:, 70Jl 1 )' 6 ~8!>) 

4 36~) ; ··· .354 1 

1 

',rJ~>.oUO) ~ :!l ..\ ~QCJ\ 

• 983 500.282 

,., I(;'J) ,j ;;' I 

( 1,39 7,176)$ 3.260.021 



Ohl:.ER :--1('. PSC-'l3-lll3-f·'OF-\·.1S 
~OCK~~S ~OS . 9:0733- ~S. 5:0734-~S 
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GDU ( PORT LAII J;.U.E D fVI S ION) 
:\CllEDUl...E O F W ASTEW \·n : R RATI: BASE 
!'EST YEAR FNDED DEC:FMIIER 3 1, 1•m 

SCI!EDULE NO 1 - B 
')'W7J.4 - WS 

ADJUSTED COMMISSION TEST YEAR 
PER 

UTILITY 
UTIUTY TEST YEAR COMMISSION ADJUSTED 

COMPONENT ADJUSTMENTS PER UnUTY ADJUSn.tE.NTS TEST YEAR 

-------- ------------------
1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE s 2.7~.J7J s OS 2,-;:£ -l7-l S ;;-, '00)$ z :" 1 9 J7J 

:? LAND 53.964 0 53.~ (:>-1,132) \9,832 

3 NON -USE::l & USEr\JL COMPONENT' 0 (l 77,258) t77::58' ;99.5-11 376.ilC5! 

-1 ACCUMUL-\ rL::J OE?HLC!A riOt~ : .-11..1-1~1 0 1/f",.ll}-l' I •:.,,;• ;r,....l • •,,:•J 

5 ACQUISITION ADJUSTME~T - NET 0 0 0 0 

o3 C!AC 7::.5 . .:87) 0 ,-;35.-18~ !;~) --'C.~!;j 

'.V.IORTl;J\TION OF c:AC 1~.976 0 \ 02.97() <;() •n.::L.ri-1 

6 DEBIT DEFERRED INCOM E TAXES 0 :) 0 I) 

9 N ORI<JNG CAPITAL AllOWANCE • 3.383 3 -.:o 1] !23 (8 •;- 3::\1 

- -------- ---------- --------
RAT( BA SE $ 1,5:16, 465 $ (173.510)$ \ ,362, 9-4/ $ (244,850)$ 1,118,0913 

27-Ju1-93 

---- -
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JOCK~~S ~OS . 920733- NS, 
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GDU (SILVER SPRINGS SHORES) 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 
OCCEM IJCR 31. 1992 

EXPLANATION 

SCHEDULE NO 1 - C 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
92D/33 - W:> 

WATER WASTEWATER 

L_ -------------------------------------------------------

1) PLANT IN SCRVICE 

Stipulated adjustment for unrecorded plan t s 

2) LAND 

a) Ponion of Perry land removed from ra te base S 

b) Stipulated adjustm ent for land not recorded 

c) Stipulated adjustment remov1ng ponion of Perry land sold 

3) NON - USED AND USEFUL COMPONENTS 

Used and useful adjustment for treatment plant facilities s 

4) ACCUMULATED DEPRCCIATION 

St ipulated adjustment related to unrecorded plant s 

~) CONTRIBUTIONS IN AID OF CONS rrlUCTION 

a) Imputation of C IAC on margin reserve s 
b) Stipu lated adjustment for unrecorded CIAC 

s 

ti) ACCUMUIA reo AMOH II./ A TION UN CIAC 

a) Imputation o f CIAC on margm reserve 
b) Stipulated adjustment related to unrecn~d~H r iAC 

/) WO nKING CAPITAL 

Calculat ion usmg formula approach 

5.: .:ss s 57 ' 86 

=:========= =========== 

OS 
2.331 

0 
--233 ' 

=~==:;;==-=== 

(236,522)$ 

'827 / 49) 
0 

_j22,913) 
(827 749) 

(5Ll5.703) 

=========== =========== 

(4 , 175)S 

=========== =========== 

:l s (48 41.!)$ 

15.! .!55) - ___157 :36) 
·5:1 .:ssls · os 600\ 

0 s 
: '75 

· .• :)tilS 

========~== ==~=~=~~=== 
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GDU (PORT LADELLE OfVlS ION) 
ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE fl;\SE 
rEST YEAR ENDEU DECEMBER 31, 199:! 

SCHEDULE NO 1- r 
?:!0734 - w s 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

WATER WASTEWATER 

L; 
EXPLANAT ION 

-------------------------------------
1 ( 1) P!.AIII}IN SEnVICE 

AdJustmem 10 recla:;srfy as CWlP (strp 5) 

(2)LAND 
a Adjuslment to reclassrfy wastewater unused la~d 
b. Adjustment to roduce lor ac:cage (Strp 1) 

Adjustmem 10 refleel recommended used and useful provrsron 

(4) ACCUMULA T[f) OfPnFCIA TION 
AdiU»Imt:nt uuo 10 roductron on .iCr<>age (St.p tl) 

(S)CIAC 
A lmputallon of CIAC to orfsel pro111sron for rrargn reserve 
8 Ad1u:;1mon1 10 rodJco lor unroco rdod connnr :oon ;h;trge~ 

(6)AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 
Adjustment due 10 Imputation of CIAC 

T) 't!'_O_l~KING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 
AOJUSiment 10 Cvrrespono wrlh recommendeo :~sl yt~ar o p.;!rat.ng ~x:;..3r.ses 

based on formula aooroacn 

$ 

$ 

s 

s 

s 

_ (60,571) ~7,'~J 

0 '8.2':·l) 
IUXh) . 5 f.Al 
( 1 of>~) s ).1 1 ~::) 

---

~-•7ol.5~808)S '99 5-l~ 

J d12 s ~.:.~ 

:3.068)S 3.~~";) 

~880lS .,.AI 

~ _j 1 :J 9-l<l) ,. ~sa) 

'7'3 s '0?. 

--c 
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3: 

-r 
r'l 
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- 0 ._:. r , 
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0 
C.:., U) 
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' o 
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~0\ 
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Cl. o 

z 
0 
Z {/) ('I 

E-<m 
P:! lil 
(1.1 ~ C:l 
Cl u '~ 
~O<t 
0 D n, 

GDU (SILVfll SPf11NG S SIIOf1f S) 
CAPI fi\L S1 llUClllllE 
DI:CEMi lEil 31 . 1992 

ADJUST EO 
TEST YEIIJ1 

- ·--- ~ - - ~·- -·-·- --

OESCniPTION 
i 

PEn UTILI ry WEIGHT COST 

Urllll Y 
WEIGHTED 

COST 

l.-- ~ ·-· -·. - ·-· . ... 

1 LONG TEilM DEOf 

2 SHOf1f TEilM DEOT 

3 CUSTO M En DEPOSITS 

4 PREFEf11lED STOCK 

5 COMMON EQUITY 

i S INVESTM ENT TAX Cf1EDIT S 

I i DHERRED 11\XES 

I 
6 TOT 1\l CI\PIT 1\l 

$ 

$ 

1 73.25~ 2 69% 

Q 000"1. 

63.5?9 0 99 .... 

0 000"<. 

5,477.1?'5 8510% 

4 75.624 7 )Q~ 

246,872 3 64% 
- -- - - -

6 ,436.406 100.00% 
=~~-=~~-~- ~-=~=~· 

1098% 0 10"" 

OOO'b 0 00'(, 

BOO% 008'\, 

0 GO"<. 0 00"(, 

10 48% 8 92% 

000"4 ooo-.:. 

000"<, 0 ,00'(, 
- - ·-- - -- - -

9.29% 
==:=r-= =...,=· 

I $ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

COMMISSIO N 
RECONG. ADJ. 

-

TO UTILilY 
EXHIBIT 

1 978.50 1 $ 

(I 

0 

0 

(3.5 1 3.~76) 

0 

0 

BALANCE 

SCH EDI..; .- ,, . ;> fl 
9:>o: _ _, ·,-,s 

PEil 
COMMISSION WE:C,: ~ J~T 

20'i1.757 4;> - r.J -: ..... 

0 c.:·. - c c_W";.. 

r,3,5/9 1 "':, 3 X"-

0 0- '· 0 J0"-

1 063.6•19 40 l .t lJ 11 83"'-

475,624 9 ;, '\, ;:,oo;. 

246.872 5 ~ · .. l)('C~ 

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

I$ (1 ,63'1,975)$ ... 60 1,-131 100.00'\. 

I ==--~---~~3 ~-~~~-==~= =-~- ~~ -

llANGE OF f1Efi<;ONIIBLENESS LOW lliGII 
----- -

f1ETUilN ON EQUITY 10.83% 12.83% 
=- .......... =-

OVEMLL nfl fE OF f1EfUnN 8 .25% 9 .07% 
~ ..... ,.....,.....,.-=-

I 

WEIGilfE O 
COS r PER 
COMMISSidN 

3 <2ot. I 

000'\, 

0 11"1-

000% 

4 84'>; 

OOO"i. 

000"1, 1 

8.66% 
--------



fj) 
~ 

~~t 

f") 

Cfl~'­
:;:o 

I f'l 
~ 0\ 

0 
[.:.. 
I U) 
M ~ 
-l 
...-i ,..., 
-l , ..., 

1~'­
....... o 
~( J 

10\ 

u 
:.n u; 
!1.0 
. z 

0 
ZU)f'1 

E-oro 
C'GW 
w ~ (11 

ClUCJ 
~0,-t, 
on n, 

( ;!Ill ( I'OR I I /\ 111'11 I' I>IVI S IO N ) 
I ,\I'll 1\1 SIIUH't IJRI 

1 I~ I Y t /\ It l'N III'II l l i 'C"I' MIII"Il ' ' · 111'1} 

I 

I_ DESCniPTION 

I 

I I L"''· 11Frl.l OEOf 

2Sr•.nf-TEnM DEBT 

3 rncremED stocK 

4 CO'." ·'Otl EOUilY 

5 CuSTOMEn ClFPOSI IS 

I 
16 lTC S 

17 DE~ERnED 1 AXE'S 

6 10; Al CAPil Al 

s 

$ 

ADJUSt FD 
lEST YFAn 
PEn UTILI IY 

Q(),?n1 

0 

0 

? .0'54,1?3 

2?.f14<1 

2' 1,307 

295,/53 

:1.477,1~ 

WEIGl IT COST 

c "-J"" 10 qn.,., 

l' :·:r~ 0 "')\, 

D CO"<, 000'\., 

"2 ~A"<, 10 46.., 

- ~'3"<, 600'\, 

6 17% 0 00'\, 

8 ,,~ o oo--. 
- - - -- -
I IX' :>J"', 

~~--,~~ -~ p~~~~~ 

c \M.4 1SSION 
UTILITY I nECONC. /\OJ. BALANCE 

WEIGIIfE( I 10 UTILITY PEn 
COST EXIIIBil COMMISSION 

0 29'\. I s n"-l.?m ~ 9';7 ·19? 

I 
000'-o I 0 0 

I 
000"', I " :J 

660"'. I (1.!'37.7MH '116.375 

I 
005'1{, I 0 ?2.644 

I 
000% I 0 21 4,367 

I 
000% I 0 ?9'5.753 

- . I . - -
e Q4"i. I s (1.070. <;)Q)~ 2.40S.f15 1 

-------· I ---~~------ -~ ----=--

JV\IIGE or nEACQUABLENESS 

nErunr< ON EOUil Y 

OVEM LL nAT E O r n ETUnN 

S!"III'I>I JI l ' Nl> 
QlOH~ W <; 

WEIO · I '·· j :, T 

1Q ]()';, :· . ""' 

0 ('() "' ~ :·"' '"' 

0 00\ .•; " 

'\A 07"' 3} ~ 

oc:~, . ~ ~ ...... "\.., 

6 91 II, :·~'-

12 2~. .-. 
100(.' ... 

-----
LO\', 
.. -· 

IC 1.. •, It: 0 ' 
"':'-"':' 

7.t.IC~ ~ ~.<"~ 

" 

WEIO II l ED 
cos r PEn 
COMMISSION 

1 ·~~ ""-. 

c ~. , ..... 

0 r_''"-

-1 ~~. -..... 

o en-. 

ooo-., 

0 00'-, 

fl 0.1'-
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GOU (SILVER SPRINGS SHORES) 
ADJUSTMENTS TO CAPITAL STRUCTURE 
DECEMBER 3 1. 1992 

SPECIFIC 
ADJUSTMENT 

DESCRIPTION (EXPLAIN) 

' LONG TERM DE3T s 2.713926$ 

2 SHORT TERM DEoT 0 

3 CUSTOMER CE?OSITS 0 

4 PREFE==lREC) STOCK 0 

5 COMMON EQUITY (2.7 13,526) 

6 INVESTMENT TAX CREDITS 0 

7 OEFERREDINCOME TAXES 0 

-----·----
8 TOTAL CAPITA L $ 0 $ 

SCHEDULE NO 2 - B 
920733-WS 

SPECIFIC 
ADJUSTMENT PRO RATA NET 

(EXPLAIN) RECONCILE ADJUSTMENT 

0 s (835 . .:25)S . ;J78,:,01 

0 0 J 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 '799 550) 3 5 . 3 .!761 

0 0 0 

0 0 Q 

---------- ----------- -----------
0 $ (1.634 ,975)$ (1 ,634 ,975) 

========== ========== =========== =========== 

NOTE - Adju:;:mr>nts m Column : (!;pedrc .lCJUS:I11ents) are ac.;re:;.!tl 
rn lssuo il l 5 



PSC-Ol-111'-fUF-~S 

L·c1CKETS ='lOS . :!~0733-''S, 9::;0734 '.vS 
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GDU (PORT LABELL!:: DIVISION) 
ADJUSTMENTS TO CAPITAL STRUCTURE 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31 , 1992 

SPI::CII IC 
ADJUSTMENT 

DESCRIPTlON (1) 

1 LONG TERM DEBT s 1,414.224 s 

.' SHOA I - 1 CRM DCfH 0 

3 PREFERRED STOCK 0 

4 COMMON EQUITY (1 ,4 1..\ 224) 

5 CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 0 

o ACCUM. DEFERRED INCOME T A:J.. 0 

7 OTHER (Explam) 0 

tl TOTAL CAP IT AI.. s OS 

SPECIFIC 
ADJUSTMENT 

(2) 

0 s 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 s 

SCHEDULE NO. 2-B 
920734-WS 

PRO RATA NET 
RECONCILE ADJUSTMENT 

--a672o9· r547.0151S 

0 0 

0 0 

(523 524) 1 :J37 7'·18) 

'J 0 

0 0 

I) ') 

( 1,070.539) s r1.070.539l 

========;= ========== =;....======== =========: 
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Gl)lJ {SILVEil SPniNGS SltOnl :>) 

I 
STATEMENT or Will Ell OPEil/1 liONS 
DCCEMOEil 3!, 1992 

DESCiliPTION 

I 1 ( :OERATING llF.VENI ES 

C ;:-;:RATING EXPEIISES 

2 ::JPERAT10N AND MAINTENANCE 

3 OEPRECI/\ TION 

~ ·\'.10RTIZATI011 

5 TAXES OnH=Il THAN INCOME 

6 1' /COME TAXES 

7 TO~ALOPEMIIt/'3 EXPHJSES 

8 OPERATING INCOME 

9 fl..h IE BASE 

flA TE OF n ETUnN 

- ~ ·-··~·---

TEST YEAn 
PCn UTILITY 

$ 572,687 $ 
-----

$ 3'l7,A78 $ 

79,437 

0 

113,15\ 

0 

$ 590,466 $ 
---------

$ ( 17,779)$ 
-.----.~~te:-="":t 

$ 2.090,641 
.---~-~===-

- 0.85% 
e--.,.-~===,.--

lJ fiLITY 
U TILl TY ADJUST EO 

A DJUSTM ENTS TEST YEAn 

309,?34 ~ 88\ 'l21 $ 
-

38.985 .. 436,863 $ 

{\2,49\) 66.946 

0 0 

\4, 172 !27,323 

85.·14 5 85,445 
--- ----

126.111 s 716.517 $ 
- ' ------- --- ----- ·-

\83,123 $ 165,344 s 
----~~~-~~ r--~-~e'=~-= 

$ 1 779,209 
--====----

9.29% 
-=-...,.,=--..,..--

s~. ~L- · ~ ·. o 3 A 
9~u/ ..... 

COMMISSION 
COMMISSION AD JUS l ED llEVf::"ivC.. n EVf'NliT' 
ADJUS TM EN TS TEST YEAn IN Crt':A!:f nEaUillEM EN r I 

(41Q,9 \31$ 46? rc~> ;. . _ .. :~ .. . 700.24·1 
----

(?.8,B6'i)$ 407,99~ $ s 4Ui,O 18 

8.993 75 019 ~ 75.0l9 

0 'J 0 

(49,75?) 77 ~71 ~ C .. - Afl,?Q2 

{ 1 76,55~) {'l\,1 ~ ~I . f ' .'! I ), •196) 

(246. 17'l)$ 470,30!1 $ ~·6 3:5 s 566,7 J? 
- -------

(173,734)$ {8.390)$ 141 ,0~ s 133,5 \7 
-= -----.,...,,.,. ---------- -~~~------ ----------

$ 1,541 ~ 10 s I ,';-1 1 410 
-==-~----- -----------

- 0 .54'l(, 6 .06% 
====="""--=,...,. 



{/) 

3: 

o;j' 

tf) f") 

·.· [ 
-~a 

1 01 
t'Lm 
0 
CL. -
IV) 

,.., 3: 
.-! , 
.-!C') 
.-!C') 
Ir­
Ma 
0'101 
1 m u 

Ul . 
o. Ul 

0 . z 
0 
Z(f)r--

[-< co 
~ r~1 
U.l :V: [J.I 
ClUl'J 
~0.-:f. 
0 Cl o. 

(;I)IJ (l'Oil r I ,\1\1'1 1.1 ' I>IVI~ IONI 
Sri\TFMFNI 01 Wi\II'ROI'I'Ri\IIONS 
I ES"I YEi\ll I'NilJIIl lli1CI'MIII'Il .I I, 1?97 

UTILITY 
UTILITY ADJUST ED 

S<"lll I H I I· NO. ~ r, 
•1!(11\1 WS 

DESCniPTION 
1 EST YFI\n 
PEn UTII.IIY 1\DJUS TMENTS TEST YEJ\n 

COMMISSION 
COMMISSION 'DJUSTED 
1\DJUSl MEN TS TEST YEAn 

n EVENUE 
INCflEJ\SE 

nE\ ~r<UE 
FlEOu lilf.MENT 

1 OPEf\1\ fiUG 11E . :ONUE~ $ 2 H ,';O? $ ?00.~65 $ -\51047 $ · ~I 2.5N~$ 2-10 46," s ·~:>. ?QI S .. ;??_;•so 

OPEf\1\TING E • "'ENSES '5 ~ ~ ~ 

2 OPERATIQrJ '·:10 MAl II I Ew,· . : t: s 1';(),962 s 31 ~5$ 1"0.·167 $ !21 .510)1> . ~9.957 s $ "-'J1957 

3 DEPflECIA 1 ,~ •J 90 f'PO (15 869) 02.621 111 330) 51 <1{\:l s· .1111 

.\ AMORTI7A' ~ 11 [) 0 0 0 0 0 

5 TI\XES 01l1Ef1 THNI INCOI.IE '10,4~7 9,5ll2 I 00.029 (:35,000) 6•1 ,9-19 ~ .?03 -; 15? 

6 INCOME TA\ES 0 23,024 23,624 (<;3,797) (39,973) ?s.m 25,5.16 

- ·-------- ---------- ---------- -

7 TOTAL OPEI\AWIO EXPENSES s 340,099 $ -19,().12 $ 397,141$ ( I 51,725)$ 2·15,41 6 s 71.7 12 $ .,.- '7 .• 29 
-- ---- - - -- -- ---- --- --

6 OPERATING lriCOME s (103.5 17)$ 159,423 $ 55.006$ ("0,055)$ ·~ 9-1">)$ . Y1.579 s . :3 630 

9 RATE BASE $ 2,656.0~ $ 2,1 14,443 $ , £00.754 $ 1, (;1\<3,75-1 

RATE OF RETVP.rJ -3 9()~ 2 64% -0 30% 6 04"-

L_ ___ -
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GllU (SILVEn SPniNGS SIIOnES) 
Sf /dEMENT o r WI\STEWfiiEn Of'Fill\fl(lNS 
DFCEM OEn 31 . 1992 

--- - ------· -----

DESCniPTION 

I' orEMTING f1EVENU£:s 

· OPERAl ·• 3 EXPENSES 

1: 
OPEr·A- 1)1·1 AND MAitJT i"llll :cF. 

OEPflECII\ fiON 

4 1\l.tiOW LA liON 

5 TAXES Of liEn THAN IIJCOME 

6 INCOI!E TAXES 

7 IOTI\LO"EMTING EXPENSES 

8 OPERATIIJG II'ICOME 

9 llATE BASE 

M TE OF flETUnN 

s 

s 

!-

s 

TFST YFI\fl 
PEn UTit In' 

1 , O I B.::>ll~ ~ 

610.i,i;S 

I AI,050 

') 

161 , 105 

0 

952,Qt)1 s 
-- .... --

65.3134 $ 
":""---?'11-~1"'" -

6.00?,800 
....... - ........... ----~ 

1.07'l(, 
-- ......... -=!'·-~=..., 

UTILITY 
UTI Lin' ADJUSTED 

1\DJUSTM EN IS TEST YEAn 

-----

60·1 7~·1 $ 1,623032$ 

2i ?t:. ~ s SJR,.;,.;.1 S 

('3~ ~~,:t) 127 407 

r; 0 

27 '='31 188.7 39 

240.~<7 2~0 427 
------ --

237,3Jj $ 1,190731 $ 

-- - ------ - -

367 4\\$ 432 795 $ 

..-- ....... -===--- --~~.,. ... ---~ 

~ 4,!\57 0197 
"=l'"""'"""'.,....,!"r!%- .... --

9.29'l(, 

--~===~---

COMMISSIO N 
AOJUS IMEN TS 

(ir.S. 7115)$ 

117' 1159)~ 

1Q ';I I 

0 

(57, 106) 

(291,24:?) 
~ -

( 151;, 106)S 

(309 679)$ 
~-: ,.~---~r 

$ 

SCHECc.Lr NO 3 n 
9?07:5:3 l't S 

COMMISSION 
1\0JUSl EO REVC~: _ ~ flEVfN UF 
lEST YEAn INC ''O:·,~E flEOUifl[O 

~57,?·17 $ ~' ~ : 1;'·1,f;?1 

-- --
"-

~1, 1Q5 s OS ~. : 1~·, 

• \; q 111 0 \I I ,Q \IJ 

0 . r 

, 11 633 : ... ·:.,! '·13665 

en 'liS, ::.~.01'.::> , ... 27 1 

- --0 

7}1,1:_1' s •"'t! '7 $ ~ :) 2·1Fl 

- . - -- - · -- 0 -
123.1 16 $ \59 257 $ ?1'12 173 

--------~- -------~-- -~~ ~~----~ 

3 ;''\0,02 \ $ 3 2"0,021 

--~----~-- ----------

3 76% 8 6G% .... ---~----, ~~-------~ 

I 

I 
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.-~...., 
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I 0' u 
c.Jl . 
0.. (.{J 

0 .z 
0 
Z c.Jl: 

E-< (0 
cY. W 
ul ~ r.:: 
~g:2 
0 C) G 

(;l)l l (I'OR I I Ali i I I I' 1>1\'IS IO N ) 
! s 1/\ II' MI '.NT OF W/\S'II'W A I "R 01'1'1\ A liONS 

YI'.AI( I 'N IJI'. IJ I)I: ('I' MIII ~R 3 1, l'I'J.l ITI\SI 

r-· --
UTILITY 

UTILITY ADJUSl ED 

S< 1111 1>111 I' N<• 
'1?11"11 ~ WS 

flEVENUE: 

l ........ DESCniPTION 
TEST YEJ\11 

PEfl UTILITY AD.JUSTMENTS lEST YEJ\11 

COMMISSION 
COMMISSION 1\0 . JSIED 
ADJUST MEN I S TEST YEI\11 INCnEI\SE 

RE i9Ji.JE 
RE:.. .'<EMENT 

• 1 O PE IV\. '<'3 flEVEI'IUES ~ 11;'\76·1 ~ 1411,7'l6 s 314,5"0 s (I •10,70") S 16'i.76·1 ~ 1M179'" ,- 4 .500 

OPEfV-1 ·~G EXPENSES 09 76"-.. 

2 OPFlA.IOtJ 1\fiD MAIN TE'll\fiCE ~ 107,05·1 s ?9,923 s 1::16,9-7$ 6.??7 s 143.204 $ ~ ·~3.?(1•1 

DEPR;;c,;, TIOIJ 

1: AMOr1T!ZA IIO IJ 

60.7/fi 

0 

(6.91 1) 53,315 (7, 1?01 •16.H16 

0 0 0 0 

.:~ - 'O.fi 

0 

5 TAXC:SOTIIEflTHN'I II1f:'1.1E 87,762 6 ,025 0·1."J37 (21,50·1) 73.003 6,693 ~ 

16 INCO•.IE TI\.XES 0 
-------

6,082 6,082 (63,041 ) (56,959) 
----·--- - -------- ----- ---- - - - -

53,4 72 ll<T) 

7 TO TAL O;>En.ATINO EXPEtt<;Et; s 255,0·1? s 35,919 s '290.961 $ (05.417)$ 205,5 1·1 ~ 60,16€ s ~t.--; !i:-' 
-------- -- ---- -

0 OPEMmiO INCOME $ (139270)$ 11'2.077 $ 23.599 s (63.149)~ (39.750)$ {}0,620 $ ~8 fi7A 
........... -...,.--,..,. ... ...,. 

1

9 RATE 8/-5::: s 1,5:.3,465 
v--e~e-c-=:~~~ 

s \ ,362.9·17 s 1,\\0,090 $ 1 , 1\6,0~ 

I RATE OF RETUilr/ - 5.0\"b \ 73% 3 56"- 4 .37"'1. 

L_ ___ _ 



ORDER NO. pre- J 1-lll 3 -F'OF-\vS 

~CCK~:S ~CS . 9:0733- WS, 920134- nS 
PAGE 90 

GOU (SILV(R S PRINGS SHORE!:) 

ADJUSTMENTS TO OPERATIN G STATEM ENTS 

DECEM BER 31. 1992 

EXPLANATION 

1) OPERATING REVENUES 

a) Adjustment to rem<>ve requested rale mcrea!:e 

b) S tipulated adjustment to u !:o uctunl gallona sold 

2 ) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSES 

a) Adjust sala nes and wages to 1992 actual 

b) Adjust w o rker's compensation to 10 month actual 

c) Adjust group in surance to 10 month ocrual 

d) Adjust miscellaneous expenses 

e) Adjust provision for rate case expenses 

f) Stipulated adjustment to purchased power 

g) Stipulated adjustment to chemicals 

h) S tipulated adjustment to fuel for power purchoaed 

3) DE PRE CIA TION 

a) Adjustment lor used and useful plant 

b ) Adju<:tmont for imputation of CIAC 
c) Stipulated adjuGtmont to rec.:>rd amortization for CIAC 

d) Sbpulalod adjustment related to unrecorded plant 

4) TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

a) Adjuat RAF consistent wtth odju:;ted test year revenues 

b) Payroll tnxos related to aalary ad1u:.tmen t 

c) Used and useful ad1u:;tments to property tnxes 

d) Stipulated adju:;tment to property taxes 

e) Adjust property taxes to actual 

(!>) INCO M E TAX ES 

Adjustment to test year income taxes 

(6) O PERATING REVENU[S 

Addotlonal ruvunuo:. ''"tUII t•rf 

(7) TAXES OTHER THAN INCOMI 

(B) INCOME T AXES 

Income taxes related to revenue a <.11u:;tment 

s 

s 

s 

SCHEDULE N O. 3 - C 
PAGE 1 OF 1 
920733 - WS 

WATER WASTEWATER 

i309.61:';S 
•.1 tO 301) 
4 19JIJ)$ 

IGOs.a·a) 
~ l r,!) ~~/ 

•lb~ ;a~, 

·==== --- . ~=~--====== 

21.061 s 70.C22l 
1 13.£21 '0. ' 63) 

1./~ (2.9:::.0) 
(2,40<1) (876) 

(6.883) (6.795) 
,28.:::.'6.!) (31 ~6) 

76 (90 ' ) 

25St 4 COOl 

20.86'->,S , 127 2uJ) 

----- ====---=~== 

8 993 s 2C.i"C9 
0 1 1, ' 58) 

(4 17'5) 14 384t 
.1 175 .1,38-l 

8.993 s 19.511 

==~==:~==== ===--====== 

(Hl ,SOG) 
1 51 6 

\ ~0 01 1) 
(708) 

_ ____121 ,653) 
s (-19 .752)$ 

(34 -160) 
5 042) 

.l.! ,62C) 

(103) 

27 119 
157 1C6) 

s 11 76.555 s 
·========~ ===-- -===~ 

s 23823b s ::'67 37.1 

s 35.o1 .: s 



1-i.DER NO. PSC-<l) -11 13-FGF- \v.; 

~OCKE~S ~CS. 3~0733-WS, 92:734- WS 
PAGE: 91 

j GOU ( PORT LABELLE D IVISI ON) 
ADJUSTMENTS TO O PERATING STATFMENTS 

' TEST YEAR E NDED DF..CEMB~R 31. 1992 

EXPlANATION 

1 (1) OPERATING REVENUES 
a) Rever-sol o l unhty•s calculation ol tno necessary rute 1ncromont 

bl AO)usvnom to romO\Ie unautnonzcd m•sc ser\llCOS cnerQC:~ 

(2)0PERATING EXPENSES 
a) To OOjust employee wages to 1992 actual 

b) To ad1ust worl<ers compensauon to tO month actual 

c) To ac!lust grouo •nsurunce :o tO montn tctual 

d) ;-0 8<JlUSt mt3COIIon'-'OUS expcn:;..--s 

o) To rooucc prOV'ISIOn ~or rutc cnsc c•~n!A! 

(3) DEPRECIATION 
a) Adjustment :o correspond wr., usca and u:;e!\Jf correcucns 

b) Adjustment aue :o •mpur:ono n ot CtAC 

c) Adjustrnom duo 10 reel.. srfJcouon o l ~.VIP Sto til 

(5) TAXES 0 Itt ER_!_HAN INCOME 
a) Ad1u~tmunt to show ro~u\otory ossos.:Jmont fees consa!)tOnt watTI 

adjusted test year rovenues 

b) Used end useful adiUStmem to proporty 'aXes 

c) Esnmotod payroll 'aXes relatea salary oqustmmt 

(6) INCOME f~£__~ 
Adjustment to snow •ncome 'aXOS consostont with ad1ustod test 

;oor •noome and tntorest cnarges 

(7) OPERATING R~E NUES 
ACldtOonol r<NunUO:l for rucotpl o r compun:.~.uory oom•ng:~ 

(8) TAXES OTHER THA__N IN COM E 
Rogulotory uSD$05Smont 1008 rolotod to rovonua ao1u::tmont 

(91 11-l,_ ·">Mr- TAXES 

lt1t •llt•i"J D·.' l\t. \ .. !.,;\...;.') t :.~j~:1:v" r.avonuoo 

SCIII'DULE NO. J-C 
92013.C - ws 

s 

!'AGE 1 OF I 

WATER 

(208 .165) $ 
4 • • 15) 

l~l~_SOO) $ 

s (8 270) s 
875 

6 251 
50.. 

17 .3011 

S --=-4J~.JQl S 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

30.982) $ 

::!Sr.) 

! .5;:~1 

btl ~) S 

0 s 

!9.38 1) s 

{25.0401 
•6531 

.J5, :)13Ci s 

·e~_~, s 

WASTEWATER 

{148.796) 

:J.e-.:s 
571) 

,, :)13) 

!! · Gl 
2J~I 

:···_39) 

6 096) 

ti5.B39) 
-~, 

~' ':.().l 

....... .... . 
....... -~ .. 



ORDER NO . PSC- 93-1113-FOF- ivS 
DOCKETS NOS . 920733-WS, 92~~3~-~S 

PAGE 92 

COMPANY· GDU/ PORT LABELLE 
WA TEi1 TMEATMENT & DISTRIBUTlON ?!...AN­

TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31 . 1992 

SCHEDULi: NO 6 
=>AGE ~ OF .t 
DOC;<;:- NO 92073.t - -NS 

--- - - -- -------· 

Allowance for Funds Prudently Invested 
Calculation of Carrying Costs for Each ERC 

i In fo rmation Noodod 

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

Non-used Plant - Nut $1.291 .333 

2 Future ERCs '863 

3 Annual Depec1a!lon E)(pense $46.851 

.1 Rat~ ct Return 8 12% 

5 We1ghtod Cost of Equrty ·I :>5~o 

6 F~oerallncome -ax Rate 3.100% 

7 State Income Tax Rate 5 SO% 

!l Annu.JI Propeny T,Jx s:•o1 5·12 

9 Other Costs so 

10 Test Vear '992 



ORDER NO. PSC- 93-:113 - FOF-WS 
:0CKE7S ~OS . 9:0733- ~S. 92C73 ~ - WS 

!'AGE 9 3 

---------
COMPANY GDU/ PORT LAGtLLE 
WATEi'l TREATMENT & " ISTRIBUTON P!..ANT 

TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31. 1992 

Allowance for Funds Prudently lnvostod 

Calculution of C~urying Costs for Each ERC: 

~ost ol Ouwllyong As,.ut:. 
OoVIoed By Futuro ERC. 

Cost/ERC. 
Multiply By Ralo o f Return: 

Annual Rolurn Por ERC 

Annual Roduc Jon on Relurn: 
(Annaul Depre<:teti on Expense 

por ERC Times Rolo o f Relurn) 

F odornl Tax Rote 
EHocovo Sloto Tax Rote: 

EHoc:Jvo ~ax o n f1clurn 
oEquoty "\.Times Tax Rate) 

ProVIsoon For Tax: 
Tax on Roturn/ (1 - TotnJ Tax '1at< I 

$1.291 333 
1.863 

$693.1 5 
8.12% 

$56- J 

S2 04 

3 7 53"b 

33 81"" 

S(:HEDULE '10 6 
PAGE 2 OF~ 
DOC~ NC 92073-1-WS 

Annuul Dupreco.•Don boun:.u 
Future ERC's. 

AnnunJ Dopr. Cost por ERC. 

Annual Propcry Tax E.xp··nsc 
Futuro EriC's 

AnnuaJ Proo. Tax por ERC 

Wooc;ntoCl C~st ot E~uoty 
OiV~ood by ?nto or Roll .. rn 

'<> .;,I Equoty on Return 

C thcr :::;.,sts 
Futuro <:RC's 

C~st por ERC. 

s 

s 

> 

s 

s 

s 

"b.~· 

. .86:3 

- ---- ·---
25 IS 

~·:l ·~! 2 

1.863 

:3 :i 

.: ~':1 

3 ·~~ 

:>0.030\, 

~~ 

JOO 



ORDER NO . PSC - 9 3-11 13-FOF-\.JS 
L~OCKETS :'-JOS . <'l~07;3- WS, ~0'/J.t '<'IS 
?AG E 9 -l 

---- -·- ----- - ---

COMPANY: GDU/ PORT L.AciELLS 
WATER TREATMENT & DISTRIBUTION PlANT 
TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31. 1992 

1 Allo wnnco for Funds Prudo nlly lnvostod 
I Calculation of <Arrying Coat Per ERC Por Yoar: 

Untundod Otha< CV<>t:> 
Untun<lod Annuul Duproc1011vn 
Untundcd Property T(l)(. 

Subtotal Untundod Annual Expense. 

Untundod Expen~ Pnor Yoor 

ioml Untundod F.Jtpon<l<.l" 

Rerum on Expen:sos Current Year. 
Rerum on Expensos Pnor Year. 

4 

E.smmgs ?nor Year 
-:;. ·mpound Eomonc;s !rom Pnvr fuor 

1otnl Compoundo<l Eormng:;: 
Eomongs ExpansiOn Foetor tor Tax: 

Revenue Requored to Fund Eomongs: 
Revenue Req01reo to Fund Expenses: 

Suototal· 
DMOO<l by Factor ' 0< Gross Rocooots Tax: 

Ei'lC Carryong COOl to r I Yoor 

s 

s 

s 

$ 

s 

s 

s 

'992 1993 

~-----

0 00 ~ 000 ~ 

25 I!) ::?~ . 1~ 
0 3 :7 '3 17 

------- -
38.32 s 38.32 $ 

0.00 313.32 

--------~ 

Jll J:.' s /tj t,•1 

3.11 3.11 
0 .00 3.1 1 

56.26 5-1 2 4 
000 so :e 
)00 -1 .... , 

59.40$ 121 ..>2 'S 
1.3-l 1 34 

--------· ---------
79 .18 s 162.33 $ 

3832 76 Ool 

11 7 80$ ::38 98 s 
J.955 !)955 

--------- ------- -
1 ~3.35 s 250 ;!d $ 

SC,-,E:lULE '-:0 o 
PAGE 3 OF 4 

DOCKET NO 92073-l- N S 

199-1 T995 '99<3 

------- -
')()() $ 'lOO S ,()() 

:?~ . • J 25 ''j ;:s. ·5 
0 3 ;7 • 3 0 - . 3 ·; 

----- -- ---------· -------
38 32$ 38 32 s 3832 
76.6-l 1 1 ol :>6 • 53 :?9 

- ------ --
11·1 ')(, ~ 1 ~J ~'3 s 1')1 o1 

J 11 3 • , 3. " 
622 9 3-! '2~ 

5220 50 ' 6 .18 0 2 

'182 ' •136 23 :SO.S.: 
j ti) ·s ':' ., 

!&I J..l s 263 95 s J-15 70 

1 J..l 1 34 1 34 

-------- --------- -· - -----· 
253.35 s 153 '9 :S .162 57 

11 4 00 • 53 :?9 · 91 :;; 

368 3.2 s s• .18S o5-1 : e 

0955 0 955 0 955 

---- - - --------- ----------
3135 67 s 530 3-l $ 585.00 



ORDER NO. PSC-93-L 13-FOF -\-JS 

DOCKETS NOS . 9 2 0733 -WS , 9:~-3~ NS 

PAGE 95 

COMPANY GDU/ PORT LA.BELLE 

NATER TREATMENT & DISTRIBUTION ? LANT 

, TEST YEAR ENDED OECEMBEr1 31, 1992 

J Allowance for Funds Prudently Invested 

Schedule of Charges: 

1992 1993 1994 

- - ------ --- --- -- ------ --
January 10.28 133.92 26i .52 

Februc.ry 20.50 144.50 272.8 1 

1 March 30.84 155. 07 284.10 

A p nl 41 .12 165.& 1 295.38 

May 51 .39 176.22 306 67 

I June 61.67 186.79 317.95 

July 71 .95 197.37 329.24 

August 82.23 207 94 340.53 

1 Scpte111ber 92 51 218.51 35 1.81 

Oc10ber 102.79 229.09 363.10 

Novemoer 113.07 239.66 374.38 

: December 123.35 250.24 385.67 

1995 
- ------ -

397.73 
409.78 
421 .84 
43.3.89 
44.5.95 
458.01 
470.06 

482. i2 
49 4 1; 

506.23 
518.29 

530.34 

- - -------

SCHEDULE NO 13 
PAGE -1 OF -1 

DOCKET NO. 920734-WS 

1996 
- ------

543.23 
550.12 
509 01 
581 90 
594 .76 
607 67 
620.56 
533 <!5 
6-16 J .: 

659.22 
672 ..• 

685.CO 

-----



OI(DER NO . p~;('-') 1-l 1 l J-FUF-\v~-~ 

DOCKETS NCS . 920733- ~S . 9: 0734- WS 
PAGE 96 

COMPANY GDU/ PORT LABELLE 

WASTEWATEM TREATMENT & DISPOSAL PLANT 

TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31. 1992 

I Allow an co for Fund:~ Prudently Invested 

i S<:hedule of Chargeo: 

PHr'IIOU' I '( 

1989 

API'HOVID 

1990 1990 

--------· -------- ---------
January :.0720 520 50 522 38 

February -116.60 530 -12 535.37 

Morch ·126 00 540 33 547 76 

Apnl -~ :.0 550.25 560.1° 

May J4.1.50 5€0.16 572.54 

June 45-! 19 570.88 58-1.93 

July 453.19 579.99 59732 

August 472 99 589.91 606 71 

••Pl<'moor ~tJJ;' -,f) sgr, ~:" G:':"' 0 

< ,c :ot~(', ~·n ''] o().) ;.1 I'D-I IJ 

November :)()I '9 619 66 6-!6 88 

December 510 59 029 57 S59 24 

STAFF 

SCI-<EOLL:O \10 • 
::>AGE· 
COCKe ,.,.0 920734 - WS 

Rl CLMMI Nl .~l 'i 
1 !.192 

1991 & ArER 

--------- ---------
559.~4 b59 24 

S59 24 .;ss 24 

5592-1 1>5-CJ 24 
659 24 f)59 ;.?4 

659 24 .;ss 24 
659 24 S59 24 

659 2.! 659 24 
659 2<! ~'5.9 24 

'i.""l :'·1 '>' 1:'•1 

,,.r,.~ .. '.t ,,., j.._•l 

659 24 ~~.:! 

S59 2.! 659 24 
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G IHI(Sll V ER S I'IUNOS SI IOitES) 

C:AI.Clii.ATION O F AFI IIJC 

TEST YEAH f!ND I!Il I>ECI ~MIIEit 3 1, 1992 

Av ornge C opltol Structure 

St"IIEI>III.I! NO . R 

D OCKET NO. 92071 I WS 

l'A(il! I OF I 

1-----------·--·-- -------· ·----··- -----·----· ---· 

Per Staff 

Closs ol Co::Jitol 

Long Term Debt 

Short Torm Dobt 

Cuslomor Doposits 

Commcn Equity 

Investment Tl\X C redits 

Doforrod Taxes 

Othor 

Toto! 

Per Utility 

Closs of Capital 

Long Term Debt 

Shor1 Term Debt 

Customer Deposits 

Commcn Equity 

Investment Tax Credits 

Deferred Taxes 

Other 

Totlll 

Averogo 

Capitol 

Structure 

$t ,892,570 

0 

532,397 

59,829,79 t 

3,41 t ,842 

(t36,721) 

t36.721 

$65,666,600 

Average 

Copltol 

Structure 

$1 ,892,570 

0 

532,397 

59,829.791 

3,411 ,842 

(136,721 ) 

136,721 

$65,666,600 

Slnff 

Ad justrnonts 

161,106 

0 

(468,868) 

(57 ,864,305) 

(2,936,218) 

383,5Cl3 

(136, 721) 

($60,861,41 3) 

Utility 

Adjuslmonle 

( 1,71 9,314) 

0 

(468,868) 

(54.352,666) 

(2,936,218) 

383,593 

(t36,72 f) 

($59,230, 19~) 

Adjusted 

Capitol 

Slructure 

~2.053.676 

0 

63,529 

1,965,486 

475,624 

246,872 

0 

$4,805.187 

Adjusted 

Capital 

Slructuro 

$173,256 

0 

63,529 

5,477,125 

475,624 

246,872 

0 

$6,436,406 

Porcer t 

ol 

Capilal 

42 74% 

000% 

1.32% 

40.90% 

990% 

5.14% 

000% 

10000% 

Percent 

o f 

Capitol 

2.69% 

0.00')(, 

099% 

8510% 

7.39% 

384% 

0.00% 

100.00% 

Cos I 

Rates 

6 7011. 

000% 

600% 

II 83% 

000% 

0.00% 

000% 

Cost 

Rates 

1096% 

000% 

8.00% 

10 48% 

000% 

0.00% 

000% 

Wolghtod 

Coat 

3 72~ 

0 cox. 
011% 

4 84% 

ooox. 
ooox. 
000% 

D.e.;c _- & : 

rr ....... t 1 

; !. E 

8661(, 0 .534, :,8% 

Dlvc~o.,,ted 

Wolghted Mor.t:->ry 

Co tt Ret~ 

0301(, 

000% 

008% 

892% 

000% 

000% 

000% 

9.29% 0 . 7 43235% 
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GIJ U ( I'O HT LAil ELI.I!) 

CALCULATION OF Af' lJ DC 

TI!ST YL!AR L!NDI!O I> P.Cf!MIII!H 3 1, 1992 

Avorogo Copilot Struci\Jro 

Por Stoff Avorogo 

Cepllol 

Closs of Copltol Structuro 

--------------------- ----------
Long Term Debt $1 .892,570 

Short Term Dobt 0 

Customer Deposits 532,397 

Common Equity 59,829,79t 

lnvostnment TIIX Crodits 3,411 ,842 

Doforrod T fU(Os (136,721) 

Other 136,721 

- ---------
Totol $65,666.600 

11:11.!!:-::!:S--~-=Et 

Per Utility Average 

Capital 

Clou of Copitnl Structure 

---- ---------- ------- ----------
Long Term Debt $1 ,892.570 

Short Term Debt 0 

Customer Deposita 532,397 

Common Equity 59,829,791 

lnvestnment Tax Credlls 3.411 ,842 

Deferred Taxes (136,721) 

Other 138,72 t 

----------
Total $65,666,600 

es~~~;oo;e~n e::~~::t 

Stoff 

Adjustmonts 

----------
(935,078) 

0 

(509,553) 

(58.9 13,4t6) 

(3.197,455) 

432,474 

(136,721) 

--------1- -
($63,259,749) 

11!11n~:~=-=:m=zZ2.:~: 

Utility 

Adjustments 

----------
(1.802,287) 

0 

(509. 553) 

(56,975,668) 

(3,197,455) 

432,474 

(136,721) 

----------
($62,189,21 0) 

- = -ICII:-=1:1-=-

Adjusted Percont 

Capitol of 

Structure Capllol 

---------- - - -----· 
$957,492 39.78% 

0 0.00% 

22,8~4 0.95% 

916,375 38.07% 

214,387 8.91 % 

295,753 12.29% 

0 0.00% 

---------- --------
$2,406.851 100.00% 

= ::::=::::I'C'::I:c:J'ICIIIOC ~c:e=-=-=' 

Adjustod Percent 

Capitol of 

Structure C apital 

---------- -------· 
$90,283 2.60% 

0 0.00% 

22,844 0.66% 

2,854,123 82.08% 

21 4,387 6.17% 

295,753 8.51% 

0 0.00% 

---------- --------
$3,477.390 HlO.OO% 

C::::II:~---ICI-='11 c~:~==s .s~•• 

SCII EIH IL I! NO . R 

OOCK if l' NO. 92013-1 - WS 

PMil\ I OF I 

Cost Woighted 

Rates Cost 

--- ----- --------
8.70% 3.46% 

000% 000% 
8.00% 0.08% 

11.83% 4.50% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

--------
8.04% 

=r-=-z::~= :r 

Cost Weighted 

Rates Coet 

------- -
10.98% 0.29% 

0.00% 0.00% 

8.00% 0.05% 

10.48% 8.60% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

-------· 
8.94% 

>:1:'=::!C~~~ 

Dlscovr. !ed 

M<··: "" 
r:~ ... !t; 

--- - - -- ----

0 . 646592~ 

=-::::r- :u::::a:a :::s - :::!! :::s 

Dl~counted 

M.:.r H1ly 

H ... :v 

0 .716053% 
:e::::::::::t:~~r":Z2t=oc:=o 
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